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The principles underlying the organization and presen- 
tation of the material presented in chapters VIII-XII of 
the present Supplemenr arc the same as for the previous 
volumes of the Reperroire. Those volumes should be 
consulted for a full statement of such principles. 

Chapter VIII indicates the chain of proceedings on the 
substance of each of the questions included in the report 
of the Security Council to the General Assembly under 
the heading: “Questions considered by the Security Coun- 
cil under its responsibility for the maintenance of inter- 
national peace and security.” The range of questions 
covers broadly those that may be deemed to fall under 
chapters VI and VII of the Charter. Ancillary material 
from the Official Records bearing on relevant Articles 
of the Charter is presented in chapters X-XII. References 
to the ancillary material are given at the appropriate 
points in the entries for each question in this chapter. 

As an outline of the proceedings of the Council in 
respect of the questions included in its agenda, chap- 
ter VIII constitute a framework within which the anctl- 
lary legal and constitutional discussion recorded in chap- 
ters X-XII may be considered. The chapter is, therefore, 
an aid to the examination of the deliberations of the 
Council expressly related to the provisions of the Charter 
within the context of the chain of proceedings on the 
agenda item. 

The questions arc dealt with in the chronological order 
of their inclusion in the agenda of the Council.’ 

The situation in Cyprus,2 the situation in the Middle 
East,’ the situation in Namibia,’ the situation in Southern 

I For I tabulation of the data on submission, see chapter X, pul III. 
h, indicated in the editorial note, the 
of the Council during the years l97S- 9 

uations included in the ucnda 
980 rppur under convcnlio~ 

short titks. 
1 Repmire oJ the Ructirr ojthc Sawity.Council, SuppkmW IWP 

/%J, pp. 219 and 220; ibid., Suppkmmt IW-1965, pp. lWl27; lb&i., 
Supplement I%&1968. pp. IOJ-I 13; ibid.. Suppkment 1969-1971. 
pp. 121-126; and ibid.. Supplement 1972.1974, pp. IUIJ9 (unlil 1974, 
Complaint by the Government of Cypw). 

Ifbid.. Supplement 1%6-l%& pp. 134164; ibid.. Suppkment I%& 
1971. pp. IOP-121; and Ibid.. Supplement 1972-1971. pp. 114-144. 
,${fi&.S@ement i~fkk?, pp. W-168; ibid. Suppkment I%% 

109; and ibid, Suppkmcnt 1972.1974, pp. 1%167. 

Rhodesia’ and the complaint by Zambia,’ however, 
were included in the Council’s agenda before the period 
under review and are, therefore, discussed in the order 
in which the Council resumed their consideration. 

The framework of the material for each question is 
provided by the succvsion of affirmative and negative 
decisions within the purview of this chapter. Decisions 
related to the subject-matter of chapters I-VI of the 
Repertoire are, as a rule, omitted as not relevant to the 
purpose of this chapter or of the ancillary chapters X-XII. 
The decisions are entered in uniform manner. Affirmative 
decisions are entered under a heading indicative of the 
content of the decision, and negative decisions are entered 
under a heading indicative solely of the origin of the 
proposal or draft resolution. Affirmative decisions have 
been reproduced in full as constitutivc of the practice of 
the Council, while negative decisions are indicated in 
summarized form. Where the negative decision relates to 
a draft resolution in connection with which discussion 
has taken place concerning the application of the Char- 
ter, the text of the relevant parts of the draft resolution 
will in most instances be found in chapters X-XII. 

As in the previous volumes of the Reperfoin, an ana- 
lytical table of measures adopted by the Council arranged 
broadly by type of measure has been included as part I 
of chapter VIlI. This table should be regarded as of the 
nature of an index to chapter VIII; and no constitutional 
significance should be attached to the headings adopted 
in the compilation of this table or the inclusion of par- 
ticular measures under the individual headings. In certain 
instances main headings and subheadings have been 
added, deleted or modified in order toadju4tthe table 
to the recent changes in the nature of the measures 
adopted by the Council. 

JIM., SUP lement 195~I%3. pp. 217-219; ibid.. suppkmrm l%t 
I%& pp. 14 P -149; ibid., Snfggement 1%6-I%& pf.&:s i$yl 
Supplement 1%~1971.D9.1 136; and Ibid, Supp - , 
pp. 102-114. 
- -6lbid.. Supplement l%9-1971, pp. 136139; and Ibid., suppk- 
merit 1972-1974. pp. 173-179. 

P8rt I 

ANALYTICAL TABLE OF MEASURES ADOPTED BY THE SECURITY COUNCIL 

NOTE II. Dc(mlullom of lk UlYre of Ihe *maIloa 

As in the previous volumes of the Repertoire, the A. Raffirmin6 ttur I situation constitutes I threat CO intCfM~ 

entries in this tabulation arc restricted to a reference to pace lnd security: 

the question, the date of the decision and the serial num- 
(i) Situation in Southern Rhodesia: 

Decision of 6 April 1976 &es. 388 (1976)), pramtie 
her of the decision. Decision of 27 hiay 1977 (ra. 409 (1977)). prambk 

Decision of 14 March 1978 (rcs. 423 (1978)). wbk 

I. Prdldury mrmmm for UC duMa(lom of Ml Decision of II March 1979 (ra. US (IWO)), pambk 
(ii) Complain! by Zambia: 

DaGon of I7 Much 1978 (ra. 424 (1978)). v& 
A. Esubliahment of a special minion: Daision of 23 November I979 (ra. 4JS (1979)). Pm* 

Complaint by Benin: (iii) Cornplrinr by Mozambique: 
Decision of 8 February 1977 (ra. 40, (l977)), puu. 2 IDd 3 Decision of 30 June I977 (ta. 411 (1977)). W. 4 
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B. 

c. 

D. 

E. 

F. 

G. 

H. 

I. 

J. 

B. 

C. 

K&)ina l dcterminrtion that l siturtion coNtitu&s I threw IO 
intcrnationrl peace and security: 

Complrint by Botswnnr: 
Decision ol I4 Jlnunry 1977 (ra. 403 (1977)), prcnmbk 

Determining that the ncquirition of nrms constitutes n thrat 10 
the mnintctuncc of internrtiorul peace l d sccurily: 

Quation of South Afriu: 
Decision of4 November 1977 (rcs. 418 (1977)). pun. I 

Gnvcly concerned at the situation crated by yoreuivc ucts: 
(i) Request by Mornmbique under Article SO of the Clurta: 

Decision of I7 Mnrch 1976 (rcs. 366 (1976)), pramblc 

(ii) Complaint by Kenya conccming ugrasion by South Aftia 
a@nst AlUOlJ: 

Decision of II March 1976 (ra. 387 (1976)). prasnbk 
(iii) Complaint by mob ngninrt South Aft%: 

Do&ion of 2 Novctnkr 1979 (ra. 454 (1979)), praatbk 

DLYptyconamalurdtlut.ionlhrtcould~vcplwconrepucnm 
for intatutionnl paa rind security: 

Letter &ted 2S November 1979 from the Sccrctuy-Oa#nl: 
De&Ion of 4 December 1979 (ra. 4S7 (l979)), prambk 

Concerned &out the daeriorrtion of l situntion that conmitutcs 
I most lerious thrat to pace nttd security: 
(i) Compkint by Mozambique: 

Decision of 30 June 1977 (ra. 411 (1977)). prarnbk 
(ii) Letter dated 2S November 1979 from the SecrctuyOenerd: 

Decision of 31 December 1979 (ra. 461 (1979)). prambk 

Doclwin~ tbt I rituntion scriowly disturbs intcrnrtiocul pace 
and security in I region: 
(i) Comphnt by Moumbique: 

Decision of 30 June 1977 (ra. 41 I (1977)), pun. 2 
(ii) Quation of South Afria: 

Decision of I3 June 1980 (ra. 473 (1980)). pun. 3 

Afftrtnin9 tht musura md actions obstruct the nchkva~u~ of 
paa in n rqion: 

Situation in the Middle Eut: 
Dddon of 30 June I980 (ra. 476 (1980)). pun. 3 
Dccidon of 20 Au~urt 1980 (ra. 478 (1980)). pun. 4 

Conamcd rbout incidents cntlili~ tbc risk of I threat to intcr- 
tutiotuJ pace md arity: 

Sitwtion between Irut rind Iraq: 
D&ion of 23 September 1980 (PrcsJdcnt’r stntattatt), 

pul. 2 

Con&ad tbnt the continuance of l dctcriorrtitu situation couJd 
constitute I threat lo intcrnntiorul pence md sccurily: 

CornpUnt by Zunbi &nst South Africa: 
Decision of 30 July 1976 (ra. 393 (1976)). prumble 

III. ImJmHJom lo Go*mmt8 mmd rmhodtka bvohd 
Ir dlaprtea l md dtmrtlor 

Clll for ccssntion of hostilities utd militm operntions: 
(i) Siturtion in the Middle East: 

Decision of I9 Much 1978 (ra. 42S (IWI))), pun. 2 
Decision of 6 October 1978 (ra. 436 (1976)). pun. I 

(ii) Complnint by Botswuu: 
Decision of I4 J~uuy 1977 (ra. 403 (IW7)), pam. 4 

(iii) Situation between Iran md Irnq: 
Da&on of 23 September I980 (President’s stntcatatt). 

pun. 4 

Drrmnd for UI immcdiac end to for&n rnitim intmcntioa: 
(i) Compkint by Zuabia &rut South Afria: 

Decision of I I April l-960 (ra. 466 (l!J80)), pun. 2 
(ii) Question of South Africa: 

Decision of I3 June 1980 (ra. 473 (1960)). pun. 9 

cd lo desist from actionr vioUrtg the sovereignty nod tcrritorinJ 
int&ty of nnoihcr Sute: 

(i) Compitint by Kenya coruxmicy -usion by South Africa 
UAittSt Angolr: 

Decision of 31 Much 1976 (rcs. 387 (1976)). pnrn. 2 
(ii) Situation in the Middk East: 

Daidon of 14 June 1979 (ra. 4S0 (1979))~ pun. 2 
(iii) Sitwion betwan Irnn rind Iraq: 

Decision of 5 November 1980 (President’s strtctnatt). 
purr. 2 

D. CalI IO rcfrrin from any action likely to rgtprvrte the riturtlon: 
(i) Situation conccrnin( Western Slhnrr: 

Decision of 2 November 197s (ret 379 (197s)). purr. I 
(ii) Situation bctwccn lrrn and Iraq: 

Decision of 23 September 1980 (Praidcnl’: st~terncnt), 
p*ra. 4 

E. m IO desist from utihritu M intcnrrcionrl Territory for mw 
acts rpinst I neiahbourins Strtc: 

(i) Compkint by Kenyr concemi~ -iott by South Afti 
n&w AnRolr: 

Decision of 31 March 1976 (ra. 387 (1976)). pur. 3 

(ii) Comptlinl by ZImbir @NC South Africa: 
Decision of 30 July I976 (ru. 393 (l976)), pun. 3 

(iii) Complaint by Angolr rpitut South Africa: 
Decision of 2 November 1979 (ra. 4S4 (1979)). pwa. 4 

F. CnJl for full compcnrrtion for duttnga inflicted: 
(i) Compllint by Kenya conami~ r9grasion by SoutJt Afria 

@nrt Angolr: 
Decision of 31 Much 1976 (m. 387 (1976)). pun. 4 

(ii) Complaint by Znmbln: 
Decision of 23 November I979 (ra. 4SS (1979)). pun. S 

(iii) Situntion In the Middle Put: 
Decision of S June 1960 (rcs. 471 (1980)), pur. 3 

(iv) Complaint by Anaolr r9ninst South Afria: 
Decision of 27 June 1980 (ra. 47s (1980)). pur. 6 

C. Clll for an end to violence md racial discriminuion: 
(i) Siturtion in South Afria: 

Decision of I9 June 1976 (ra. 392 (1976)). pun. S 
(ii) Question of South Afriu: 

Decision of I3 June 1980 (rcs. 473 (1980)). puw S 

H. CJJI for the reopening of border posts: 
Complrint by Lesotho: 

Decision of 22 Daxtnbcr lpl6 (ra. 402 (1976)). m. 4 

1. Cal for the relcax, protection nttd pmmittcd deputure of per- 
sonnel held hortnge: 

Letter dated 2S November 1979 from the Saretuy&rkxaJ: 
Decision of 4 December 1979 (ra. 4S7 (1979)). w. 1 
Decision of 31 December 1979 (ra. 461 (I979)), pun. 3 

J. CnJI for meuura to dismantle the policy 01 apurtlwld: 
Question of South Afria: 

Decision of I3 June 1980 (ra. 473 (1980)). pun. 7 

A. Withdrrwll of armed forces: 
(i) Siturtion in Timor: 

Decision of 22 Dccnnkr IQIS (ra. 3M (19X)). ~8. 2 
Decision or22 April I976 (ra. 389 (1976)). G. 2 

(ii) Situation in the Middle Eut: 
Decision of I9 March I978 (ra. 42.S (1971)). pun. 2 
Decision of 3 MIY 1978 (ra. 427 (I9711)). WI. 3 

(iii) Complaint by Anlolr n&t South -Aft& - 
Decision of 6 May 1978 (ra. 428 (1978)), pun. 3 
Decision of 2 Novcmb-x 1979 (rcs. 4S4 (1979)). pun. 2 
Decision of 27 June I980 (m. 47s (lm)), pun. 3 

B. Ratrnint by the putia: 
(i) Siturtion in Cyprus: 

Decision of I3 June 197s (ra. 370 (197S)), pun. 3 
Decision of I3 December 197s (ra. 383 (197s)). pun. 3 
Decision of IS June 1976 (ra. 391 (1976)), pun. 3 
Decision of 14 December 1976 (ra. 401 (1976)). pun. 3 
Decision of IS June 1977 (ra. 410 (1977)). pun. 3 
Decision of IS seplanbcr 1977 (ra. 414 (1977)). pu8.2 
Decision ol IS December I977 (ra. 422 (I977)), pun. 3 

(ii) Situation concerning Western S&ma: 
Decision of 22 October 197s (ra. 377 (IQIS)), pun. 2 

(iii) Complnint by Greece QhNt Turkey: 
Decision of 2S August I976 (ra. 39s (1976)). pun. 1 

(iv) titer datd 2S Nowmbu 1979 from the scaaUyXkacrnl: 
Dccision of 4 Dannkr 1979 (ra. 417 (1979)). pun. 3 
Decision of 3 1 &amber 1979 (ra. 4661(1979)). prambk 

C. Obscrvnna of the Gcncw Conventions of 1949: 
Situation in the Middle Eut: 

Decision of 22 March 1979 (ru. 446 (1929)). prambk, pu8.3 
Dectsion ol 20 July I979 (ra. 4S2 (1979)) prarnbk 



PUC I. A~alytkal lrbk of measures adopted by the Sccurl~y Council 119 _______ 

1. 

E. 

F. 

G. 

H. 

I. 

Decision of I March 1980 (WI. 46s (1980)). preamble 
Decision of 5 June 1980 (rcs. 471 (1980)), para. 4 
&&ion of 19 December 1980 (ra. 484 (1980)), paras. I and 2 

Release of all persons imprisoned or interned: 
(i) Situation in Namibia: 

Decision of 30 January 1976 (rn. 385 (1976)), pua. I I (b) 
(ii) Question of South Africa: 

Decision of 31 October 1977 (res. 417 (1977)), para. 3 (b) 
Decision of 13 June 1980 (rer. 473 (1980)). para. 8 

(iii) Letter dated 25 November 1979 from the Secretary-General: 
Decision of 31 December 1979 (res. 461 (1979)), para. 3 

(iv) Situation in Southern Rhodesia: 
Decision of 2 February 1980 (ra. 463 (1980)). pare. 7 

Transfer of political power through free elections: 
(i) Situation in Namibia: 

Decision of 30 January 1976 (rn. 385 (1976)), paras. 7 

and 8 
(ii) Situation in Southern Rhodesia: 

Decision of 2 February 1980 (rer. 463 (1980)). para. 6 

Ceasing violaGons of Ihe sovereignty and territorial integrity of 
other Slates: 
(I) Situation in Namibia: 

Decision of 30 July 1976 (ra. 393 (1976)). para. 2 
(ii) Complaint of Anlola against South Africa: 

Decision of 28 March 1979 (res. 447 (1979)). para. 3 
Decision of 2 November 1979 (res. 454 (1979)). para. 2 

Demanding respm for the international status of the United 
Nations Force: 

Situation in [he Middle E.asl: 
Decision of 3 May 1978 (ra. 427 (1978)). para. 4 

Dananding rapcrc for the indcpmdence. sovereignty and ~enitorial 
intecritv of another SUIC: 
(i) -Complaint by Angola against South Africa: 

Decision of 6 May 1978 (res. 428 (1978)). para. 4 
Decision of 28 Mkh l9?9 (ra. U7 (1979)). para. 3 
Decision of 2 November I979 (ra. 4S4 (1979)), para. 3 
Decision of 27 June I980 (ra. 475 (1980)), para. 3 

(ii) Complaint by lmmbia against South Africa: 
Decision of I I April 1980 (m. 466 (1980)). para. 2 

Calling upon the ponies: 
I. To co-operate with the United Nations Force 

(i) Situation in Cyprus: 
Decision of I3 June I975 (rcs. 370 (197s)). para. S 
Lkcision of I3 Decembu IQlJ (ra. 383 (IWS)). parr. S 
Decision of IS June 1976 (res. 391 (1976)). para. S 
Decision of I4 Dazmber 1976(ra. 401 (l976)), pua. S 
Decision of IS June 1977 (res. 410 (1977)), para. S 
De&ion of IS Daxmber lW(ra. 422fl977)). pua. 5 

(ii) Situation in the Middle East: 
Decision of I4 June 1979 (rn. 4S0 (1979)), paru. 3 

and 6 
Decirlon of I9 December 1979 (res. 4S9 (l979)), 

paras. 2 and 6 
2. To fulfil their obligations under the Charter: 

Siluarion between Iran and Iraq: 
Decision of S November 1980 (Presidenr’s statement). 

para. 2 
3. To start immahstdy the impkmentalion of a previous Sacurify 

Council resolution: 
Slturtion in the Middle F&r: 

Decision of I7 April 197s @es. 368 (1975)). operative 
pars. (0) 

Decision of 28 May 1975 (res 369 (197S)), operative 

pnrs. (0) 
Decision of 24 July 197s (res 371 (197s)). para. I 
lkcislon of 23 October 197s (ra. 378 (197s)). para. I ((I) 
De&ton of 28 May I976 (res. 390 (1976)). operative 

parr. (U) 
tkcision of 22Octobcr 1976(res 3%(1976)). para. I@) 
hision of 30 November I976 (ra. 398 (1976)). operative 

Parr. 10) 
Decision of 26 May 1977 (ra. 408 (1977)). operative 

pun 14 
lkclslon of 21 October 1977 (res 416 (1977)). parr. I (I?) 
Decision of 30 Novemkc l97l (ra. 420 (1977)). oprruive 

Decision of 31 May 1978 (res. 429 (1978)). operative 
para. (0) 

Decision of 18 September 1978 (res. 434 (1978)), para. 2 
Decision of 30 November 1978 (rn. UI (1978)). operalive 

para. (0) 
Decision of 30 May 1979 (res 449 (1979)). operative 

para. (0) 
Decision of 30 Novemkr 1979 (ra. 456 (1979)). opmtivc 

para. (0) 
Decision of 30 May 1980 (rcs. 470 (1980)), operative 

para. (u) 
Decision of S June 1980 (rca. 471 (1980)), para. 4 
Decision of 30 June I980 (rn. 476 (l980)), parr. S 
Decision of 26 November 1980 (ra. 481 (1980)). operative 

para. (0) 
4. To allow the Red Cross lo help the wounded in the area of 

conflict: 

Situation in the Middle Easy: 
Decision of 6 October 1978 (res. 436 (1978)), para. 2 

5. To refrain from activities inconsistent with the objectives of 
Ihe United Nations Force: 

Situation in the Middle East: 
Decision of I4 June I979 (ra. 4SO (1979)), para. 3 
Decision of 19 December 1979 (res. 4S9 (1979)), para. 2 

6. To resolve peacefully the remainin issues between them: 
Letter dated 25 November 1979 from the kretu-y-General: 

Decision of 4 &ember 1979 (res. 4S7 (1979)). para. 2 
7. To refrain from any further use of force: 

Situation between Iran and Iraq: 
Decision of 28 September 1980 (res. 479 (1980)). park I 

J. Demanding: 
I. Complcic implementation of United Nations decisions in 

regard IO a former mandated terrirory: 
Situation in Namibia: 

Decision of 30 January I976 (res. 38s (l976)), para. 9 
2. Abolition of the apuf/heid laws in a former mandated 

Territory: 
Situation in Namibia: 

Decision of 30 January I976 (ra. 38s (1976)). para. I I (c) 
3. The unconditional return of all exiles: 

Situation in Namibia: 
Decision of 30 January 1976 (ra. 38s (IWa)), pur. I I (rfl 

4. Full compliance with the Universal Declaration of Human 
Rights: 

Situation in Namibia: 
Decision of 30 January 1976 (ra. 38s (1976)). Sara. I I (u) 

S. The end of violence and repression l gainsf the opponenls of 
aparrhcid: 

Question of South Arrica: 
Decision of 31 October I977 (m. 417 (1977)). para. 3 (~7). 

(c) and (4 
6. Abolition of Ihe policy of bantustaniution: 

Question of South Africa: 
Decision of 31 October 1977 (ra. 417(1977)), parr. 3 (c) 

and fl 
7. Canccllalion of planned elections in a former muvktcd 

Territory: 
Situation in Namibia: 

Decision of I3 November 1978 (ra. 439 (1978)). para. 4 

K. Calling upon the administering Power: 
I. To pur an end IO illegal actions in a rebellious colony: 

(i) Complaint by Zambia: 
Decision of I7 March 1978 (ra. 424 (1978)). para. 4 
Decision of 23 November 1979 (ra. 45s (1979)). 

pua. 4 
(ii) Situation in Southern Rhodesia: 

Dccirion of I4 March 1978 (ra. 423 (1978)). uara. S 
Decision of 8 Much 1979 (rn. US (1979)). pea. 4 

2. To grant the exercise of the right to selfdeterminalion and 
independence: 

Complaint by Zambia: 
Decision of I7 March 1978 (ra. 424 (IWS)), pus. 4 

3. To ensure that no external forces remain in or mta a former 
mandated Territory: 

Situation in Souihcrn Rhodesia: 
Decision of 21 December 1979 (res. 460 (IWQ)), pus. 7 
Lkision of 2 February I980 (k. 463 (issO)), &a. 4 Pun. (Q) 



I20 p_____----_ _. _ ..-._ 

4. To ensure the implcmcntatron of an ngrccmcnl: 
Situation in Southern Rhodesia: 

Decision of 2 February 1980 (rcr. 463 (1980)). para. 3 
5. To ensure that all cligihlc nationals freely participate in a 

forthcoming clcctoral proccrs: 
Situation in Southern Rhodesia: 

Decision of 2 February 1980 (rcs. 463 (1980)). para. 5 

L. Calling upon an occupying Power to facilitate the immediate return 
of illegally expelled local officials of an occupied Territory: 

Situation in the Middle East: 
Decision of 8 May 1980 (rcs. 468 (1980)). para. I 
Decision of 20 May 1980 (rcs. 469 (1980)). para. 2 

M. CaJl for the withdrawal of partxipants in a march from a Territory: 
Situation concerning Western Sahara: 

Decision of 6 November 1975 (rcs. 380 (1975)). para. 2 

V. Mtasum (In conncctlon rlth lnjunctlons) to bc Iakm 
by other Corrrnmcntr and l uthoritkc 

A. Measures under Chdplcr VII of the Charter: 
(i) Situation in Southern Rhodesia: 

Decision of 6 April 1976 (ret. 33R (1976)). preamble. 

paras. I and 2 
Decision of 27 May 1977 (rcs. 409 (I977)). preamble, 

para. I 
(ii) Question of South Africa: 

Decision of 4 November 1977 (rcs. 418 (1977)). preamble, 
paras. 2-4 

B. Measures under Article 41 of the Charter: 
Situation in Southern Rhodesia, 

Decision of 27 May 1977 (rcs. 409 (1977)). para. 3 

C. Urging all States to implement fully the sanctions: 
(i) Situation i;. Southern Rhodesia: 

Decision of 27 May 1977 (rcs. 409 (1977)). para. 2 
Decision of IO October 1978 (rcs. 437 (1978)). para. 3 
Decision of 30 April 1979 (rcs. 448 (1979)), para. 3 

(II) Complaint by Morambryue: 
Decision of 30 June 1977 (rea. 41 I (1977)). paras. 8 &d 12 

(in) Question of South Africa: 
Decision of 4 November 1977 (rcs. 418 (l977)), pata. S 
Decision of I3 June 1980 (res. 473 (1980)). para. IO 

(iv) Complaint by Angola against South Africa: 
D&ton of 27 June IVHO (rcs. 475 (1980)). para. 4 

D. Calling for strengthened sancltons: 
Situation in Southern Rhodcsta: 

Decision of 27 May 1977 (rcs. 409 (1977)). para. 3 

E. Calling for the observance of an arms embargo: 
Question of South Africa: 

Decision of 4 November I977 (rcs. 418 (1977)). para. 2 

F. Refraining from any action that might aggravate the situation: 
Situation bctwccn Iran and Iraq: 

Decision of 28 September I980 (rcs. 479 (1980)). para. 3 

G. Calling upon States to provide rmmcdiatc assistance: 
Rcqucst by Moumbtquc under Article 50 of the Charter: (1) 

(ii) 

(iu) 

(IV) 

Decision of 17 March 1976 (rcs. 386 (1976)). para. 4 
Complaint by Lesotho against South Africa: 

Decision of 22 December 1976 (rcs. 402 (1976)). para. S 
Complainf by Botswana: 

Decision of I4 January 1977 (res. 403 (1977)). para. 8 
Complaint by Benin: 

Decision of 14 April 1977 (rcs. 405 (1977)), 8 para. 
Decision of 24 Novcmbcr 1977 (rcs. 419(1977)). para. 5 

Complaint by Mozambique: 
De&ton of 30 June 1977 (rcs. 41 I (1977)). paras. 9and IO 

Question of South Africa: 
Decision of 31 October I977 (rcs 417 (1977)). para.. 5 

Sttuarion in Southern Rhodccra: 
Dccrsron of 8 March 1979 (rcs. 445 (1979)), 3 para. 

Complaint by Angola against South Africa: 
Decision of 28 March 1979 (rcs. 447 (1979)). 5 para. 
Decision of 2 Novcmhcr 1979 (rcr 454 (1979)). para. 5 
Dccrsron of 27 June l9RO (rcs. 475 (1980)). Parr. S 

C‘omplarnt by Zambra: 
Dccisron of 23 November 1979 (rcs 455 (1979)). para. 6 
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H 

I. 

J. 

K. 

A. 

B. 

C. 

D 

Rquccting the Unncd Natrons snd its agcncrc\ conccrnctl IO 
provide assitancc: 

(I) Request by Mozambique under Article 50 of the Charter: 
Decirmn of I7 March 1976 (rcs. 386 (1976)). para. 5 

(II) Complamt by Lesotho: 
Dcctswn of 22 December 1976 (rcs. 402 (1976)). para. 6 
Dcctsion of 25 May I977 (rcs. 407 (1977)). para. 7 

(iii) Complaint by Botswana: 
Decision of I4 January 1977 (rcs. 403 (1977)). para 7 
Dccisron of 25 May 1977 (rcs. 406 (1977)). para. 7 

(iv) Complarnt by Mozambique: 
Decision of 30 June 1977 (rcs. 41 I (1977)), para. I I 

Commcndtng the decision to sever all economic relations: 
Complaint hy Mozambique: 

Decision of 30 June 1977 (rcs. 411 (1977)), para. 6 

Calling upon all States to rcspcct the sovereignty. indcpcndehrc 
and tcrritorral mtcgrity of a State: 

(i) Situation in Cyprus: 
Lkcrsron of 12 March I975 (rcr. 367 (1975)). para. I 

(ii) Complaint by Benin: 
Decision of 8 February 1977 (rcs. 404 (1977)). para. I 

(iii) Complaint by Mozambique: 
Lkciwon of 30 June 1977 (rcs. 41 I (1977)), para. 7 

Urging all States concerned to co-opcratc with the efforts of the 
United Nations IO achieve a pcaccful solution: 

Situation in Timor: 
Decision of 22 Dccembcr 1975 (rcs. 384 (1975)). para. 4 
Decision of 22 April 1976 (rcs. 389 (1976)). para. 5 

VI. Mcasum for aettkment 

Call for negotiations: 
(i) Situation in Cyprus: 

Dcciston or I- “-.I ember 1978 (rcs. 440 (1978)), para. 3 
Decision of I5 June 1979 (ra. 451 (1979)). para. 2 
Decision of I4 December 1979 (res. 458 (1979)). pan 2 
Decision of I3 June 1980 (res. 472 (1980)). para. 2 
Decision of 1 I December 1980 (rcs. 482 (1980)). prra. 2 

(ii) Complaint by Grcccc againsf Turkey: 
Decision of 25 August 1976 (rcs. 395 (1976)), parr. 3 

(Iii) Situation in Southern Rhodesia: 
Decision of 14 March 1978 (rcs. 423 (1978)), para. 6 

(iv) Situation bcfwccn Iran and Iraq: 
Dcciwn of 28 Scptcmbcr 1980 (rcs. 479 (1980)). para. 2 

Endorscmcnt of the pacrfic scttlemcnt of dtsputcs: 
(i) Complaint by Greece against Turkey: 

Dccition of 25 August 1976 (rcs. 395 (1976)). para. 2 
(ii) Letter dated 25 Novcmbcr 1979 from the Secretary-Ccneral: 

Dcciwon of 4 Dcccmbcr 1979 (rcs. 457 (1979)). para. 2 
(iii) Question of South Africa: 

Dccrswn of I3 June 1980 (rcs. 473 (1980)), para. 6 
(iv) Situatron between Iran and Iraq: 

Decrston of 23 Scptcmbcr 1980 (President’s statement). 
para. 4 

Decrsron of 28 Scptcmbcr 1980 (rcs. 479 (1980)), paras. I 
and 2 

Dcosron of 5 Novcmbcr 1980 (President’s statement). 
para. 2 

Use of judicial means for the settlement of disputes: 
Complaint by Greece against Turkey: 

Decision of 25 August 1976 (rcs. 395 (1976)). para. 2 

Affirmation of the mahcnablc right of pcoplcs IO freedom. self- 
dcfermination and independence: 

(i) Situation in Timor: 
Dewron of 22 Dcccmbcr 1975 (rcs. 384 (1975)). 

para. I 
Dccwon of 22 April 1976 (rcs. 389 (1976)). para. I 

(II) Request by Mozambtquc under Artrcle 50 of the Chartcr~ 
Dcctsron of I7 Hatch 1976 (rcs. 386 (1976)). prumblc 

(iti) Complamt by Botswana: 
Dccrcton of I4 January 1977 @es. 403 (1977)). preamble 

(iv) Complarnt by Mozambique: 
Decrsron of 30 June 1977 (rcs. 411 (1977)). preamble. 

p.ua. 5 
(v) Question of South Africa: 

Decrvon of 31 Ocfobcr 1977 (rcs. 417 (1977)). prcPmblc 



E. 

F. 

G. 

H. 

I. 

A. 

B. 

C. 

II. 

(vi) Complaanr by Angola against South Alrrca: 
Dccisron OI 6 May IY78 (rcs. 42g (IY78)), preamble. 

par.8 5 
(vii) S~tuatron rn Southern Rhodcsra. 

Dcfrrlon of21 Dccembcr IY79 (rer. 460 (1979)), para. I 
Decision of 2 February 1980 (rcs 463 (1980)). prra. I 

Afftrmatron 01 nalronal unny, soVcrCi&nly and IC~lllOWI~ InlCgrily: 
(I) Srtuation in ‘frmor: 

~ectston ol 22 Dcccmbcr 1975 (res. 184 (197s)). para. I 
Dccisron of 22 April 1976 (res. 389 (1976)). para. I 

(ii) Complaint by Angola against South Africa: 
Decision of 6 May 1978 (rcs. 428 (IWE)), para. 5 

(iii) Situation in the Middle East: 
Decision of 26 April 1979 (President’s statement), para. 3 

Call for the withdrawal from a former mandated Territory: 
Complaint by Angola against South Africa: 

Dccisron of 6 May 1978 (rcs. 428 (1978)), para. 7 

Dccisron to set up a United Nations Force: 
(i) Situation in the Middle East: 

Dccisron ol I9 March 1978 (rcs. 425 (1978)). pars. 3 
Decision of I9 March 197R (rcs. 426 (1978)). pars. 2 

(ii) Srtuation in Namibia: 

Dccisron of 29 Scptcmbcr I978 (rcs. 435 (1978)). para. 3 

Requesting the Secretary-General to enter into consultations with 
the partrcs in a dispute or situation: 
(i) Situation concerning Western Sahara: 

Decision of 22 Dctobcr I975 (rcs. 377 (l975)), para. 1 
Decision of 2 November 1975 (res. 379 (197s)). para. 2 

(ii) Letter dated 25 November l97Y from the Secretary-General: 
Dccisron 0r 4 Dcccmbcr I979 (rcs. 457 (1979)). pua. 4 

Acting in accordance with Articles 49 and 50 of the Charter: 
Request by Mozambique under Article JO of the Charter: 

Decision of I7 March 1976 (ra. 386 (1976)). preamble 

VII. Provlrloar barlog on rpccffk brues rrlall88 
IO (be u(tkmeat 

The Council affirming that the declaration of a “Faieratai Turkish 
State” does not prejudice the settlement of the Cyprus problem: 

Situation in Cyprus: 
Decision of I2 March 197s (res. 367 (1975)), para. 3 

Expression of the Council’s appreciation of: 
I. The Sccrctary-General’s cffon rcgardrng the cstablishmcnt and 

operation of a United Nations Force: 
Situation in the Middle EPFI: 

Dcctsron of I9 March 1978 (res. 426 (1978)). para. I 
2. The efforts of the Secretary-General towards the full imple- 

mcntatron Or a Council resolutton: 
Srtuatron in the Mrddle East: 

Dccisron of 26 April 1979 (President’s statement). pua. 2 

Call by the Councrl for: 
I. Rcscrssiou of mcasurcs designed to change the slatus of a 

lrrrllory 
Srtuatron rn rhe Middle tavt. 

I)V~I\I,III ol 20 July l97Y (rc\ 452 (IY7Y)). para. 3 
2. t)cmal OI rntcrn3tumal rcvugnnron and of membership in 

rnternatronal organizations to an illegal rCgimc: 
(I) Situation in Southern Rhodesia: 

Dccrsron of 30 April I979 (rcs. 448 (1979)). para. 3 
fIl) QUCSIIOII Or south Afrrca. 

I~~,IOII d 21 Scp~cfl~bcr t97Y (Prc~rdent’s statcmcnt). 

prra. 4 
3 SI~KI adhcrcncr IO and implcmcntation of an l 8fccment: 

Srtuatron m Southern Rhodesia: 
Dcclrrorr of 21 Dccembcr l97Y (rck 460 (IY79)). para. 6 
I)ci~vr~~rr of 2 February IYgU tres 463 (1980)). para 2 

I he C’ouncd lorrnrlly calltn8 upoll. 
I. 1 he p~rrro to co-operate with the Secretary-General in the 

Jl\ch.rrg< ,II III\ mivrron of good olficcr. 
~IIuall~lll 111 cyprur: 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

IO. 

II 

All States IO cxcrc~se vtgilrncc agatnst mtcrnational 
mcrccnarlcr: 

Complamt by Benin: 
Dccrsron of 14 Aprrl 1977 (rcs. 405 (1977)). para. 4 

All States to prohibit the rccruitmcnt. training and transit 
Or mcrccnarics: 

Complaint by Bcnm 
Decision of I4 April IY77 (rcs. 40s (1977)). para. 3 

All States to provtdc the Council with information about 
certain events: 

Complaint by Benin: 
Decision of I4 April I977 (res. 405 (1977)), para. IO 
Decision of 24 November 1977 (ra. 419 (1977)), para. 3 

An cccupying Power to desist from actions that would change 
the legal status and geographical nature of occupied territories: 

Situation in the Middle East: 
Decision of 22 March I979 (res. 446 (1979)), para. 3 
Decision of I March I980 (m. 465 (l980)), pars. 6 

A United Nations Fora to take all cffaztive measures deemed 
necessary: 

Situation in the Middle East: 
Decision of I9 January 1979 (rcs. 444 (1979)). para. 5 
Dcctsion ol I9 December 1979 (rcs. 459 (1979)) para. 3 

A Government to spare the lives of certain condemned 

individuals: 
Question of South Africa: 

Decision of 5 April 1979 (President’s sutemcnl). para. 3 
One of the panics concerned to live a reaction IO a condition 
necessary for settlement: 

Situation in Namibia: 
Decision of 28 November I979 (Prerident’s statement). 

para. 4 
AII States not to provide an cccupyin8 Power with assistance 
to bc used in connection with settlements in the occupied 
territories: 

Situation in the Middle East: 
Decision of I March 1980 (res. 46s (1980)). para. 7 
Decision of 5 June 1980 (ra. 471 (IPM))), para. 5 

Member States IO terminate sanctions: 
Situation in Southern Rhodesia: 

Decision of 21 December I979 (ra. 460 (1979)). prra. 2 

E. Expression of concern by the Council about: 
I. The prevailing state of tension: 

Situation in the Middle East: 
Decision of 26 April 1979 (President’s statement). para. 2 

2. The threatened deportation of a local official of an occupied 
territory: 

Situation in the Middle East: 
hc;;,of I4 November 1979 (President’s statement), 

3. The possible exccutron of an individual despite various appeals 
for clemency: 

Question of South Africa: 
Decision of 5 April 1979 (President’s statement), para. I 

4. The prolonged detention of diplomatic personnel: 
Letter dated 25 Novcmbcr I979 from the !Saxtary-Gcncral: 

Decision of 9 November I979 (President’s statement\. 

para. 1 
5. The failure of an occupyin Power to provide adequate 

protection to the civilian population of occupied territories: 
Situation in the Middle East: 

Decision of 5 June 1980 (ra. 471 (1980)). para. 2 
6. The continuation of hostilities: 

Situation bctwccn Iran and Iraq: 
Decision of 5 November 1980 (President’s statement), 

pars. 2 
7. The Iailurc of sanctions: 

Complaint by Mozambique: 
Dcasion of 30 June I977 (rcs. 411 (1977)), preamble 

F. Condemnation by the Council of: 
I Invasions. armed attacks and other acts of violence: 

(I) Rcquesi by Morambrque under Article 50 of the 
Charrcr: 

miston of I7 March 1976 (ra. 386 (1976)). para 2 
(II) Complaint by Kenya concernin agBrcuion by South 

Afrrca against Angola: 
Lkmon of II March 1976 (rcs. 387 (1976)). para. 1 
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2. 

3. 

6. 

7. 

a. 

9. 

IO. 

II. 

(iii) Complaint by Zambia l #ainsr Soufh Africa: 
D&non of 30 July 1976 (I-. 393 (t976)), pua. I 
Decision of I I April 198O(rcs. 466 (1980)). pus. I 

(iv) Complaint by BOISWUU: 

Dccision of 14 January I977 (ra. 403 (1977)). 
para. I 

(v) Complaint by Benin: 
Decision of 14 April I977 (rcs. 40s (1977)). pua. 2 

(vi) Complaint by Mozambique: 
Decision of 30 June 1977 (KS. 411 (1977)). para. I 

(vii) Complaint by Zambia: 
Dazision of I7 March 1978 (ra. 424 (1978)). prr. I 
Dh$tlof 23 November I979 (ra. 415 (1979)). 

(viii) Complaint by Angola a#nst South Africa: 
Decision of 6 MAY 1978 (res. 428 (1978)). para. I 
Decision of 28 March 1979 (t-es. 447 (IWP)), pua. 1 
Decision of 2 November I979 (ra. 4S4 (I979)), 

para. I 
Decision of 27 June 1980 (ra. 47s (IWO), pun. I 

(ix) Situation in Southern Rhodesia: 
Decision of 8 March 1979 (ra. US (1979)), parr. I 

(x) Situation in the Middle East: 
Decision ol I8 April I980 (President’s statement), 

para. 4 
lll~al avupation and political reprcxsion: 

(i) Situation in Namibia: 
Decision of 30 Janwry 1976 (ra. 385 (1976)), pua. I 

(ii) Complaint by Rotswana: 
Decision of I4 Janw I977 (ra. 403 (WY!)), pua. 2 

(iii) Question of South Afriu: 
Decisiiof3loctobcrl977(rcs.4l7(l977)),pua.I 

The policy of aprtheid: 

(i) Situation in Namibia: 
Decision of 30 January 1976(res. 38s (1416)). prim. 2 

(ii) Situation in South Africa: 
Decision of I9 June 1976 (ra. 392 (1976)), para. I 

(iii) Question of South Africa: 
Decision of I3 June I980 (ra. 473 (I9-80)). pua. 3 

Attcmpu by a former mandatory Powa to evade the danand 
of the United NOON for fra dcstions in a former mandated 
territory: 

Situation in Namibia: 

Decision of 30 January 1976 (ra. 38s (1976)). pua. 6 
The resort to ma.uivc violence agairut innocent people: 

(i) Situation in South Africa: 
Decision of I9 June I976 (ra. 392 (1976)). pur. I 

(ii) Quation of South Africa: 
Dccisionof3lOctoberI977(ra.4l7(l4n)),prr.I 
Decision of I3 June 1980 (ra. 473 (IW)), pm. I 

Any attempt to coerce another State into rccoylidn# a 
bantustan: 

Complaint by Lesotho a@sxt South Africa: 
Decision of 22 December 1976 (ra. 402 (I976)), pus. 3 

All forms of interference in internal affairs: 

(i) Complaint by Benin: 
Decision of I4 April I977 (ra. 405 (1977)), pua. 6 

(ii) Situation in Southern Rhoduir: 
Dccisionof2 February 198O(ra. 463 (1980)). purr. 8 

Support for an ilkgal wrne and its acts of -asion: 
Complaint by Mozambique: 

Decision of 30 June 1977 (ra. 41 I (1977)). pua. 3 

All attempts by an ilkgal rMmc to retain power: 
Situation in Southern RhodetL: 

Decision of I4 March 1978 (ra. 423 (I978)), pua. I 
Decision of 8 March I979 (ra. US (1979)). pur. S 
Decision of 30 April 1979 (ra. 448 (1419)). pus. I 

The utiliation of a former mandated Territory for the 
invasion of other States: 

Complaint by Anlola ecuI South Afria: 
Decision of 6 May 1978 (rcs. 428 (1978)). pua. 2 
De&ion of 28 Much I979 (ra. U7 (1979)). pua. 2 
Decision of 27 June I980 (ra. 47s (1980)). pur. 2 

Thcunilucnldaixiontohdd&ctionsmrfamcrma&ataI 
tcrlitory: 

Situation in Namibia: 
bision of I3 November I978 (rcs 439 (1978)). pua. I 

12. 

13. 

14. 

IS. 

16. 

0. The 
I. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

S. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

IO. 

II. 

12. 

The proclamrtlon of the soocrlkd “indcpcndcncc” of a 
bmtustm: 

Question of South Africa: 
Decision of 21 September 1979 (Prcridrnt’s statement). 

para. 3 
Collusion in acts of agOrcsxion: 

Complaint by Zambia: 
Dwision of 23 Novcmbcr 1979 (res. 4SS (1979)), purr. 2 

Attacks on the headquarters of a United Nations Force: 
Situation in the Middle FASI: 

Decision of 24 April 1980 (ra. 467 (1980)). para. 3 

Assassination attempts against local officials of occupied 
territories: 

Situation in the Middle East: 

Decision of S June 1980 (ra. 471 (1980)). parr. I 
All actions contrary to the provisions of the mandate of a 
United Nations Force: 

Situation in the Middle East: 
Decision of I7 June 1980 (rcs. 474 (1980)). parr. 3 

Council fortily declaring: 
Ilk@ Idslativc and administrative muJures invalid: 
(i) Situation m Namibia: 

De&Ion of 29 September 1978 (ra. 435 (1978)). 
pars. 6 

(ii) Situation in the Middle East: 
Decision of 22 March 1979 (ra. 446 (1979)). para. I 
Decision of I March 1980 (rcs. 445 (1980)). para. S 
Decision of 30 June 1980 (rcs. 476 (l980)), parax. 3 

and 4 
Decision of 20 August 198O(res. 478 (1980)), parr. 3 

That the liberation of southern Africa is necessary for peace 
and justice in the region: 

Complaint by Zambia: 
Daision of 30 July 1976 (rcs. 393 (l976)), pur. 5 

Any internal ~tlement by the illegal rCgimc unacceptable: 
Situation in Southern Rhodesia: 

Decision of I4 March 1978 (rcx. 423 (1978)). para. 2 

The tcrminatioo of the ilId rCgime the prerquiritc for a 
peaceful transition to majority rule and independence: 

Situation in Southern Rho&sir: 
Decision of I4 Much I978 (ru. 423 0978)). tsara. 3 

The hoklin# of dcctiona put of tk~transition‘to t&&y Nk: 
Situation in Southern Rhodesia: 

Decision oi I4 Much 1978 (ra. 423 (I978)), parr. 4 

That the tcrntorial intcyity and unity must be uaurcd 
through the reintegration of a bay within a Territory: 

Situation in Namibia: 

Decision of 27 July I978 (res. 432 (1978)). pur. I 
That a former mandatory Power must not UK a bay in a 
forma mandated territory: 

Situation in Namibia: 

Decision of 27 July I978 (ra. 432 (1978)). para. 3 
Unilateral ckctlons null and void: 
(i) Situation in Namibia: 

Decision of I8 November 1978 (rcs. 439 (1978)). 

pus 3 
(ii) Situation III Southern Rhodesia: 

Decision of 8 Much 1979 (ra. US (I979)), pars. 6 
Decision of 30 April 1979 (rcs. 448 (1979)); pua. 2 

Thrt the policla and practices of an occupyins Power con- 
stitute a serious obstacle to rchievina puce: 

Situation in the Middle East: 
Decision of 22 March I979 (rcs. 446 (1979)). pua. I 
Decision of I March 1980 (ra. 465 (l980)). pur. S 

That policie and practices changing the demographic char- 
acter of occupied territories violate the Geneva Conventions 
of 1949: 

Situation In the Middle E.ut: 
Decision cl I March 1980 (ra. 465 (1980)). para. 5 
Decision of 20 August 1980 (rcs. 478 (1980)), para. 2 

That tk rcprculbe pdkia of tk ujwfrhed rm aggmvalc 
~hc situation in South Africa: 

Quation of South Africa: 
Decision of 13 June I980 (ra. 473 (l980)), para. 6 

It imperative lhrr expdkd local officials of occupied tcrri- 
tories be enabled 10 return to their homes and resume their 
dutla 
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Situatron m the Middle East: 
Decision of 19 December 19gO(res. 484 (1980)). para. 3 

The Council deploring: 
1. The continuation or resumption of fighting: 

Situatron in the Middle East: 
tkcirion of 14 June 1979 (rcs. 4JO (1979)), par-a. I 

2. The holding of a march: 
Situation concerning Western Sahara: 

Decision of 6 November 197s (res. 380 (197))). parr. I 
3. The collaboration and collusion with an illegal rtpitnc: 

4. Apprccranon to the Secre1ary-General for having sent a 
mission: 

Complaint by Botswana: 
Decision of I4 January 1977 (rcs. 403 (IW?)), para. 3 

4. Attacks on a United Nations Force: 
Situation in the Middle E.as~: 

Decision of 3 May 1978 (ra. 427 11978)). oara. 4 
5. The lack of co-operation with the efforts ol l ~&&l Nations 

Force IO implement its mandate: 
Situation in the Middle East: 

Dccrsion of I9 January 1979 (rcs. 444 (1979)). para. I 
6. The refusal or fatlure to implement an order of the Intema- 

tional Court of Justice: 
Ixttcr dated 25 November 1979 from the StuctuyCencrd: 

Dxrsron of 31 December 1979 (rcs. 4661 (1979)), para. 2 

7. The decision II) prohibit the free travel of a local oDicial of 
an occupied territory: 

Suua1ion in the Middle East: 
Decision of I March 1980 (rcs. 465 (1980)), para. 4 

8. An occupymg Power’s continuation and persistersa in pursuing 
ccrrain poltctes: 

Situation in the Middle East: 
Decision of I March 1980 (rcs. 46s (1980)). pua. 6 

I. Endorscmcn1 by rhc Council of: 
I. Gcncral Assembly resolution: 

Complaint by Lesotho against South Africa: 
Decision of 22 December 1976 (rcs. 402 (1976)). DUE. I 

2. The recommendations of a Mission or subsibirry~&&t: 
(i) Complaint by Botswana: 

Decision of 2J May 1977 (ra. 406 (1977)), para. 4 
(ii) Complaint by Lesotho against South Africa: 

Decision of 25 May 1977 (ra. 407 (1977)). para. 4 
(hi) Situation in the Middle East: 

Decision of 20 July 1979 (rcs. 452 (1979)), para. 2 
De&on of I March 1980 (ret. 46s (l980)), para 2 

3. The appeal by the SccrctaryGcnzraJ for assistana to Mcsnkr 
States: 
(i) Complamt by Botswana: 

Decision of 25 May 1977 (res. 406 (1977)). para. 5 
(ii) Complaint by Lesotho against South Africa: 

Decision of 25 May I977 (rcs. 407 (1977)), para. J 
4. An increase in the strength of a United Nations Force: 

Situation in the Middle Ear.1: 
Decision of 3 May 1978 (rcs. 427 (1978)). para. I 

5. A statement of 1hc Secrciary-General: 
Situation rn the Middle East: 

Ikrrron of 30 May 1979 (President’s statement), para. 2 

6 An rppcal hy Ihr President of the SecuriIy Council: 
@~orwn of South Africa: 

Decrsion of 5 April 1979(Prordcn1’s statement). para. 3 

J The Council formally expressing: 

I. Confidence 1ha1 a Unired Na1ionr Force will be maintained 
with clficicncy and economy: 

Siruation in the Mrddle E~AI: 

DCCISIO~ of 22 October I976 (ra. 3% (1976)). pua. 2 
Dccrsion of 21 October 1977 (ra. 416 (1977)). para. 2 
Dccrrion of 23 October 1978 (res. 438 (1978)). para. 3 

2. Sympathy IO the victims of violence: 
II) Snuatron rn South Africa: 

Ikcrsron of IV July 1976 (res. 392 (1976)). pua. 2 
(ii) Srfuruion rn the Middle Easy: 

Drrrsron of 18 April 1980 (President’s statctlt~t), 
pdrd. J 

(III) Quc\rmn of South Africa: 
Dccrrrtrn of I3 June I980 (res. 473 (1980)). prra. 2 

3 I:ull support for the safeguarding of a Stale’s so~rcigttly urd 
tcrruorral mlcgrlly: 

t‘omplarnt by Botswana: 
Ikcr\ron of 25 May IY77 (rck. 406 (IY77)). para. I 

s. 

IO. 

K. Eru 

(0 

(ii) 

(i) Complamr by Borswana: 
Decision of 25 May 1977 @es. 406 (1977)). para. 2 

(ii) Complaint by Lesotho against South Africa: 
Decision of 2J May 1977 (rcs. 407 (1977)), para. 2 

Concern at rcccn1 developments: 
(i) Situation in Cyprus: 

Decision of I5 September 1977 (ra. 414 (1977)), 
para. I 

(ii) Situation in the Middle East: 
Decision of I5 May I979 (President’s statement), 

para. 5 

Concern at the lack of progress at the intcrcommunaJ talks: 
Situalion in Cyprus: 

Decision of IS September 1977 (ra. 414(1977)). para. 4 
Support for those fighhng uponhrid: 

Question of South Africa: 
Decision of 31 October 1977 (ra. 417 (1977)). para. 2 

Hope that a Member State will continue lo support the goal 
of majority rule: 

Situation in Southern Rhodesia: 
Decision of IO October 1978 (res. 437 (1978)), para. 4 

Satisfaction with the declared policy of a Member State: 
Situation in the Middle East: 

Decision of I9 January 1979 (ra. 444 (IQIP)), pua. 3 
Decision of 26 April 1979 (President’s 8tatctncttt). 

para. 4 
The hope that the continuation and expansion of the activitia 

of a Government will lx cncouryd: 
Situation in 1hc Middle EUI: 

Decision of I9 January 1979 (President’s statement), 
parr. 2 

iending the mandale of a United Nations Force: 
Situation in Cyprus: 

Decision of I3 June 1975 @es. 370 (1975)), para. 4 
Decision of I3 December 197s (ra. 383 (197S)), pua. 4 
Decision of 15 June 1976 (ra. 391 (1976)). wa. 4 
Decision of I4 December J976 (ra..U)l (i976)), para. 4 
Decision of IS June 1977 (ra. 410 (1977)). para. 4 
Decision of I5 December 1977 (ra. 422 (1977)), para. 4 
Decision of I6 June 1978 (ra. 430 (1978)). para. I 
Decision of I4 December 1978 (res. 443 (1978)), pua. I 
Decision of IJ June 1979 (ra. 451 (1979)), pua. I 
Decision of I4 LIcccmbcr I979 (res. 458 (1979)). pan. I 
Decision of 13 June 1980 (ra. 472 (19110)). para. I 
Decision of I I December 1980 (res. 482 (1980)). pua. I 

Situation in the Middle Eur: 
De&ton of 17 April 197s (ra. 36(1 (1975)). operative 

para. (b) 
Decision of 28 May 1975 (ra. 369 (197s)). operative 

para. (b) 
Decision of 24 July 1975 (res. 371 (IPIJ)), para. 2 
Decision of 23 October 1975 (rcs. 378 (1975)), pua. I (b) 
Incision of 30 November 197s (res. 361 (1975)). operative 

wa. (b) 
Decision of 28 May 1976 (ra. 390 (1976)). operative 

wa. (b) 
Decision of 22 October 1976 (ra. 3% (1976)). pua. l (b) 
Decision of 30 November 1976 (ra. 398 (1976)). operative 

para. (b) 
Decision of 26 May 1977 (ra. 408 (1977)). OpcdVe 

pus. (b) 
Decision of 21 Dctobsr 1977 (ra. 416 (197T)), pus. l (b) 
Decision of 30 November I977 (ra. 420 (1977)). OPcratiw 

wra. (b) 
Decision of 31 May 1978 (ra. 429 (1978)). OtXrativc 

wa. (b) 
Dcctsion of II3 Scprembcr 1978 (ra. 434 (19W). pus. 1 
Decision of 23 October 1978 (ra. 438 (1976)). Para. l 
Decision of 30 November 1978 (ra. 4441 (1978)). opcrativc 

para. (h) 
Decision of 19 January 1979 (rcs. 444 (1979)), pus. 4 
Decision of 30 May 1979 (rcs. 449 (1979)). operative 

pua. (b) 
Decision of I4 June 1979 (ra. 450 (1979)). pus. 8 
Dccrsion of 30 November 1979 (ra. 4J6 (1979)). opcra!iVe 

para. (h) 



D&sion of 19 Dacmbcr 1979 (rcs. 459 (1979)). prfr. 9 
mision of 30 hlay IYEO (rcs. 470 (19110)). operarive 

pars. @I 
Decision of 17 June 1980 (ra. 474 (1980)). para. l 
&&ion of 26 November 1980 (res. 461 (1980)). operalive 

wra. (6) 
Decision of 17 December 1980 (rcs. 483 (1980)), para. 2 

L. Inviting or rquestmg the Sccretary-Gcncral: 
I. To undertake a new mission of good offlces: 

Situalion in Cyprus: 
Decision of 12 March 1975 (rcs. 367 (1975)). para. 6 

2. To continue a mission of good offices: 
(i) Situation in Cyprus: 

Decision of I3 June 1975 (rcs. 370 (1975)), para. 6 
Derision of 13 December I975 @es. 383 (1975)), para. 6 
Decision of I5 June 1976 (ra. 391 (1976)), para. 6 
Decision of I4 Ueccmkr 1976 (ra. 401 (1976)), para. 6 

Decision of I5 June 1977 (rcs. 410 (1977)). para. 6 
Decision of I5 Uerrmbcr 1977 (ra. 4X (l977)), para. 6 
Decision of 16 June 1978 (rcs. 430 (1978)), para. 2 
Ckcision of I4 Dnxmbcr I978 (ra. 443 (IW)), para. 2 
Dcciston of I5 June 1979 (rcs. 451 (197Y)). para. 3 
Decision of 14 December IWY (res. 458 (1979)). para. 3 
Decision of I3 June 1980 (rcs. 472 (1980)), para. 3 
Decision of I1 Daxmber 1980 (rcs. 482 (1980)), para. 3 

(ii) Letter dated 25 November 1979 from the !kcretary 
General: 

Dccc;npf 9 November 1979 (President’s slrtcmml). 

3. To organize tinancial assistance 10 a Member State: 
Complaini by Botswana: 

Decision of 14 January 1977 (res. 403 (1977)), parr. 6 
4. To lake all effective measures deemed necessary: 

Situation in the Middle Easy: 

Decision of I9 January 1979 (res. 444 (1979)). para. S 
Decision of I9 December 1979 (ra. 459 (1979)). mrr. 3 

5. To continue efforts 10 bring about a cease-f& - 
Situation in Ihe Middle EJSI: 

Decision of 6 October 1978 (rcs. 436 (1978)), para. 3 
6. To convene a meeting of the Mixed Armistice Commission 

and reactivate the General Armistice Agreement: 
Situation in the Middle East: 

Decision of 24 April 1980 (rcs. 467 (1980)). para. ff 

M. The Council noting: 
I. That a Govanmcnt has reserved its righl to claim cvmpauation: 

Complaint by Berlin: 
Decision of I4 April 1977 (ra. 405 (1977)). para. 9 

2. With regret and concern the entry of members of an ilkgal 
regime into the territory of a Member State: 

Situation in Southern Rhodesia: 
Decision of IO October 1978 (rcs. 437 (1978)), parr. I 

3. The declaration of a so-called “independent” stale in pur- 
SUIIKT of the policy of upurrkid and banlustaniution: 

Quation of South Africa: 
Decision of 21 September 1979 (President’s statement). 

para. I 
4. Thcaccepmux by some of the parties a3xzrncd of a condition 

necessary for seltlerncnt: 
Situation in Namibia: 

D&ir30f 28 November 1979 (President’s s~alcmcnt). 

5. With satisfaction Ihe resumption of intercommunal talks: 
Situation in Cyprus: 

Dazision of I I December 1980 (res. 482 (1980)). para. 2 
6. With appraiation the efforts made by the Secretary-General. 

the United Nations Force and Govrrnmtnts. 
Situafion in the Middle &St. 

Decision of 19 January IY79 (res. 444 (1979)), para. 2 

N. Reaffirmation by the Council: 
I. Of the mode of operation of a United Narious Force: 

Situation in the Middle Fact. 
Declston of 14 June I979 (rn. 450 (1979)), para. 5 
Dectslon of 19 Decemtxr 1979 (rc\. 459 (1979)). para. 7 
Dectislon of I7 Lkernbcr IYIN (re,. 483 (1980)). para. 3 

2. Of the kgal rapuruibihty of the United Nations over a former 
mandated Terrnor) 

Siruation in Namlbm 
Dcclsion of 30 January IY’O (rc~ 3HC (IY76)). preamble 

3. That the hberatlon of dependent poplcr and the elimination 
of o~rlhrrd arc mxcssary for peace and Justice in a region: 

<‘omplamt by Ismbia: 
Decision of I7 March 1978 (res. 424 (1978)). para. 3 

4. Of the objective of the withdrawal of an illegal l dminislralion 
from a former mandated Territory: 

Slruailon In Namibia: 
Decision of 29 Scptcmbcr l97R (rcs. 435 (1978)). para. 2 

5. That the objectives of a United Nations Force must be ataind: 
Situation in the Middle East: 

Decision of I4 June 1979 (rcs. 450 (1979)). parr. 4 
hision of 18 April 1980 (Praidcnt’s staicment), pra. 4 

6. Of the obligation of all Stales parties 10 both the Vienna 
Convention on Diploma(ic Relations of I%1 and the Vienna 
Convention on Consular Relations of I%3 10 respect Ihc 
inviolability of diplomatic personnel and establishmcnls: 

1 ctlcr dared 25 November I979 from the SecretaryGeneral: 
Decision of 4 December 1979 (rcs. 4S7 (1979)). preamble 

7. Of the need to end the occupation of occupied krriloricr: 
Situation in Ihc Middle Ealt: 

Dcclsion of 5 June 1980 (rcs. 471 (1980)). para. 6 
Dccibion of 30 June 1980 (res. 476 (IPRO)). para. I 

0. Recognition by the Council of the legitimacy of the struggkagainst 
apartheid: 
(i) Sltuatlon m South Africa: killmy and violence by ~bcuporf- 

herd rCgime in Sowcto and other areas: 
Decision of I9 June 1976 (rcs. 392 (1976)). parr. 4 

(ii) Question of South Africa: 
Decision of I3 June 1980 (ra. 473 (1980)), para. 4 

P. Expressing regret about: 

1. The unilateral declaration of a “Federated Turkish State”: 
Situation in Cyprus: 

Decision of I2 March 1975 (res. 367 (197S)), pars. 2 
2. A recent development: 

Situation in the Middle East: 
Decision of I8 April 1980 (President’s statcmcm). para. I 

Q. The Council requesting permission for a local official of an 
occupied territory 10 travel freely in order to appear before Ihe 
Council. 

Siturlion in the Middle East: 
Decision of I March I980 @es. 465 (1980)). parr. 4 

R. Expressing support for: 
The Sbcrctary-General in his efforts 10 end hostilities: 

(i) Situation in the Middle East: 
Decision of 6 Dctobcr 1978 (res. 436 (1978)). oara. 3 
lkcision of 19 Damnk Iti (rcs. 4sQ(l9tijj,pUk 2 

(iI) Sltualion between Iran and Iraq: 
Mn of 23 September 1980 (Praident’s staulancnt). 

para. 3 
Decision of 28 September 1980 (ra. 479 (1980)). 

pars. 4 
LXxiir;,n40f 5 November 1980 (President’s stawmm). 

Steps to reintegrate a bay into a former mandated Territory: 
Situation in Namibia: 

Decision of 27 July 1978 (ra. 432 (1978)). p&a. 2 

The Sccrclary-General’s efforts 10 implement a resolution of 
the Council: 

Situation in Namibia: 
Dccc~;,n20f 28 Novemlxr 1979 (President’s statement), 

A Govcrnmcnt in iIs efforts to strengthen its l ulhorily in the 
area of operation of a United Na~lons Force: 

Stlurlion in Ihe Middle Easy: 

&&on of I7 December 1980 (ra. 483 (1980)). prra. 4 

S. Taking note of. 
I. The Secretary-General’s efforts to solve the probktns of 3 

Lmted Nations Force: 
Slcuation in fhc Mlddlc East: 

Dcctsion of 17 December 1980 (res. 4113 (1980)). para. 5 

2. Crgcnt economic needs of Member Slates: 
0) Request by Mozambiqueunder Artxk JOoffhcChner~ 

Decision of 17 March 1976 (m. 386 (1976)). para. 3 

(III Complmnr by Botswana: 
kclslon of 14 January IY77 (rcs. 403 (IY77)). pra !  
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3. 

6. 

The wish of a Government IO subject mercenaries IO due 
oroce~s of law: 
’ Complain1 by Benin: 

Dccirion of 24 Novcmbcr 1977 (res. 419 (1977)). para. 4 
The wIthdrawal of foreign forces from a SIUIC’S ICrrilOry: 

S11ua11on in the Middle Earl: 
lhluon of 3 May l97U (rcs. 427 (IY7g)), pars. 2 

I:ffor1\ hy a (;ovcrnmenl IO criahhsh II prcscncc in a par1 
ol 11s tcrrllory: 

Sl1uation I” the Middle Eas1: 
Dc~lslon of I9 January 1979 (President’s slatcmcnt). 

para. 2 

The dcicrminalion of a Governmen IO draw up. in consul- 
ration wrrh the Secretary-General, a programme of action lo 

promotr the restoration of its authority: 
Situalion in the Middle East: 

Decision of 19 December 1979 (rcs. 459 (1979)), para. 4 

The efforts of a Government to obtain international rccog- 
mtion for the pro1cction of archaeological and cultural sites: 

Situllion in the Middle Easr: 
Decision of 19 December 1979 @es. 459 (1979)), para. 5 

A General Assembly resolurion: 
Qucstlon of South Africa: 

Decision of 21 Scptcmbcr 1979 (President’s statement). 
para. 2 

The Sccrctary-General’s willingness lo go personally IO the 
site of a dirpurc: 

Ln1er dalcd 2J Novcmbcr 1979 from the Secretary-General: 
Decision of 31 December 1979(res. 461 (1979)). para. 4 

A sharp deterioration in relations and cscalarion of armed 
aclivllie\ 

Sl1uatlon between Iran and Iraq: 
Dcclrion of 23 September I980 (President’s stalcmenl), 

piira. I 

T. The Council urging: 
I. All conccrncd IO ererl efforts lowards the achievement of 

indepcndencc for a former mandated Territory: 
Situation in Namibia: 

Dcci\ion of 27 July 1978 (rcs. 431 (1978)). para. 3 

2 State\ IO refrain from scndmg observers IO an illegal election: 
Situation in Southern Rhodesia: 

Decision of 8 March 1979 (rcs. 445 (1979)). para. 7 

3. Governments of Mcmbcr Sfatcs 10 take cffcclivc musures lo 
prohibi1 individuals and institutions under their jurisdiction 
from having any dealings with the so-called “independent” 
bantustans: 

Question of South Africa: 
Decision of 21 September 1979 (President’s statcmcnl), 

para. 4 

I-J. The Council explicitly welcoming: 
I. The atablishment by the Sazrctuy-GcncraJ of a spazid account 

for assirrancc IO a Member State: 
(i) Complain1 by Botswana: 

Dccirion of 25 May I977 (rcs. 406 (1977)). para. 6 
(II) (‘omplaln1 by I.crotho agamst South Africa: 

I)ccl\ion of 2.5 May IY77 (rc\. 407 (IY77)). purr. 6 

2 ‘I hc prcpdrcdncsh of a liberation movcmcnl lo co-operate in 
~mplcmcntlng 1hc Sccrctary-General’s report: 

Situation in Namibia: 
Dccismn of 29 September IY78 (rcs. 435 (1978)), para. 4 

1 An agreement for the resumption of inlCrCOmTIUMl talks: 
Snuallon 111 (‘yprus: 

I)C~IWII 01 I5 June IY7Y (rcs. 451 (I97YI), preamble 
4 The fret 1h.U rhc .Sccrctary-(;encral IS consrdcrmg sending a 

~~WUIII~IIVC IO the rcyion 10 fircthta1c ncgolislions for puce: 
Sl1uatlon bccwccn Iran and Iraq: 

Dccl\lon of 5 Novcmbcr I980 (President’s slalcmcnr). 

pdrd. 3 

V I hc (‘ouncll ~ak.mg nolc or account of an advisory opinion of the 
lntcrnallonal (‘ours of Justrcc: 

L.e~iCr dated 25 November 1979 from the Sccrctary-Gcncrti: 
krsron of 31 Dccembcr lY79 (rcs. 461 (1979)). preamble 

W. The Council commcndmg: 

I. hlcmbcr States for their implcmcntation of Council resolutions 
on sanctions m accordance with their obligations under Ani- 
clc 25 of 1hc Charter of the United Nations: 

(i) Rcqunt by Mozambique under Artrclc 50 of the Charter: 
Decision of I7 March 1976 (rcs. 386 (1976)). para. I 

(Ii) Si1ua1ion in Southern Rhodesia: 
Decision of 21 Daxmbcr I979 (ra. 460 (1979)). para. 2 

2. The support of certain StPles for the liberation struggle of a 
depcndcn1 pcoplc. 

(I) Complaint by %ambta agaIns Soulh Africa. 
Ikclsion ol 30 July 1976 (rcs. 393 (1976)). pars. 4 

(ri) Complaint by Zambia: 
Decision of I7 March 1978 (rcs. 424 (1978)). para. 2 
Decision of 23 November 1979 (res. 455 (1979)). 

para. 3 

(iii) Complaint by Angola against South Africa: 
Decision of 6 May 1978 (rcs. 428 (1978)). para. 6 
Decision of 28 March 1979 (rcs. U7 (1979)). para. 4 

(iv) Situation in Southern Rhodesia: 
Decision of 8 March 1979 (rcs. 445 (1979)). para. 2 

3. The decision not to recognize the “indcpendcncc” of a 
bantustrn: 

Complain1 by Lesotho against South Africa: 
Decision of 22 December 1976 (rcs. 402 (1976)), para. 2 
Decision of 2J May 1977 (m. 407 (1977)), par;. I 

4. The performance of a United Nations Force: 
Situation in the Middle East: 

Decision of 26 April 1979 (President’s statement), para. 2 
Decision of I4 June 1979 (rcs. 450 (1979)). para. 5 
Decision of I9 December 1979 (res. 459 (1979)). para. 7 
Decision of I7 December I980 (rcs. 483 (1980)), para. 3 

J. Certain States for their restraint in the face of unwarranted 
armed provocations: 
(i) Complain1 by Zambia: 

Decision of 23 November 1979 (rcs. 455 (1979)). 
prra. 3 

(ii) Complain1 by Zambia against South Africa: 
Decision of I I April 1980 (res. 466 (1980)). para. 4 

6. The efforts of the Secretary-General IO bring about the ccssa- 
tion of hostilities and enable a United Nations Force to carry 
OUI ils mandate: 

Si1urtion in the Middle Easl: 
Decision of 24 April 1980 (ra. 467 (1980)). para. 4 
Decision of 20 May 1980 (rcs. 469 (1980)), pars. 3 
Decision of 17 December 1980 (res. 483 (1980)). para. S 

7. The efforts of the interested parties to bring about the ccssa- 
lion of hostilities and enable a United Nations Force to carry 
out its mandate: 

Situation in the Middle Easy: 
Decision of 24 April 1980 (res. 467 (1980)). para. 4 

8. A United Nations Force for its restraint in the fact of adverse 
circumstances: 

Situation in the Middle East: 
Decision of 24 April 1980 (res. 467 (1980)), para. 5 

X. Other provisions: 
I. Considering that new efforts should bc undertaken IO assist 

the resumption of ncgotiarions: 
Situation m Cyprus: 

Decision of I2 March 1975 (rcs. 367 (1975)), para. S 

2. The disprcch of a mission IO assess financial needs: 
Complain1 by Botswana: 

Dccislon of I4 January 1977 (rcs. 403 (1977)). para. 6 

3. lnvitmg a (;ovcrnment to draw up a phased programme of 
activities IO promote the restoration of its authority: 

Situation m 1he Mlddle ~SI: 
Decision of I9 January 1979 (rcs. 444 (1979)). para. 5 
Dccls~on of I9 January 1979 (President’s stalemenl). 

pars. 3 
4. Considering that all measures should bc taken towards the 

cmplcmen1r1lon of the “phased progrvnme of aclivilics” and 
the protection of a United Na1ions Force and its hudquaftrrs: 

Si1uation in the Middle East: 
Decision of 26 April I979 (Prcsidcn1’s stalcrncnl), para. 4 
Decision of I8 April 1980 (President’s statcmenl), para. 6 

5. Rqucsling the partics IO reactivate the Mticd Armistice 
Commission: 

Situation In the Middle East: 
Decision of I9 December 1979 (rcs. 459 (1979)). para. 6 

6. Calling attention 10 the terms of reference and related provi- 
sions of a Unwd Nations Force: 
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Situation in the Middle East: 
D&ion of 24 April 1980 (ra. 467 (1980)). ~UU. 6 and 7 

VIII. Masum to promote Ibc lmpk~taU00 
of reaoluUoM 

A. Mcasurcs to obtain com~iance: 
I. Reaffirming previous resolutions: 

(u) Of the General Assembly: 
(i) Situation concerning Watern !%hara: 

Decision of 22 October 197s (ra. 377 (IWS)), 
preamble 

Decision of 2 November 197s (res. 379 (197S)). 
preamble 

(ii) Situation in Southern Rhodaia: 
Decision of 21 Dcccmbcr 1979 (ra. 460 (1979)). 

preamble 
(b) Of the Security Council: 

(ij Situation in Cyprus: 
Decision of I3 June 197s (ra. 370 (197S)), 

paras. I and 2 
Decision of I3 Daxrnbcr 197s (ra. 383 (KVS)), 

paras. I and 2 
Decision of IS June 1976 (ra. 391 (1976)), 

paras. I and 2 
Decision of I4 Lketnbc~ 1976 (ra. 401 (1976)). 

paras. I and 2 
Decision of IS June 1977 (ra. 410 (IPn)), 

paras. I and 2 
lkii;n;r ISscptanbcr l977(res.414(15V7)). 

Dccisioi~ of IS Dcccmbcr I977 (rcs. 422 (I977)), 
paras. I and 2 

Decision of I6 June 1978 (rcs. 430 (1978)), 
preamble 

Decision of 27 Novcmbcr 1978 (rca. 440 (WI@), 
preamble 

Decision of I4 Dcambu 1978 (ra. 443 (1978)), 
prcamblc 

yzisb;i IS June I979 (ra. 4Sl (1979)), 

Daiskzfcl4 Daxmbc~ 1979 (ra. 4S8 (I979)), 

DccFc;bpcl I3 June I980 (ra. 472 (1980)). 

Dccisidnof II Doccmkr 19ao(res.4S2(1980)). 
prcamblc 

(ii) Situalion concerning Watern Sahara: 
Daision of 2 November 197s (ra. 379 (197s)). 

preamble 

(iii) Situation in Southern Rhodaia: 
Decision of .6 April 1976 (ra. 388 (l976)), 

prumble 
Decision of 27 May 1977 (ra. 409 (1977)). 

prumblc 
Decision of 8 March 1979 (rcs. US (1979)). 

preamble 
Decision of 30 April 1979 (m. 448 (1979)). 

preamble 
(iv) Complaint by Rcnin: 

Decision of I4 April 1977 (ra. 40s (1977)), 
para 3 

Decision of 24 Nowxnbcr l9T7 (rcs. 419(1977)). 
pua. I 

(v) Situation in Namibia: 
Decision of 27 July I978 (ra. 432 (1978)), 

prcamblc 

(vi) Situation in the Middle East: 
Decision of I4 June 1979 (ra. 4S0 (1979)). 

@UP. 6 
Daision of 19 Dacmbcr 1979 (ra. 4S9 (1979)), 

puas. I and 6 
Decision of 24 April I980 (ra. J67 (1980)). 

para. I 
Decision of S June l9Bo (re. 471 (1980)), 

prcamblc 
Decision of I7 June 1980 (ra. 474 (1980)), 

para. 6 

Decision of 30 June 1980 (res. 476 (IPSO)), 
preamble 

Decision of I7 Dcccmbcr 1980 (m. 483 (1980)). 
para. 7 

(vi0 Later dated 25 Novcmbcr I979 from the 
SccretaryGcnerrl: 

De&ion of 31 Dcccmbcr IY79 (ra. 461 (1979)). 
para. I 

2. Ruffirming other previous decisions of the Council: 
Situation in the Middle East: 

Decision of I4 June 1979 (res. 4S0 (1979)), para. 6 

3. Reulling previous resolutions of the Council: 
(i) Complaint by Zambia: 

Decision of I7 March 1978 (res. 424 (1978)). 
preamble 

Dcccmbo~ 23 November 1979 (rcs. 455 (1979)). 

(ii) Situation in Namibia: 
Decision of 27 July I978 (rcs. 432 (1978)), prcarnblc 

(iii) Situation in the Middle East: 
Decision of I9 January I979 (res. 444 (1979)). 

pramblc 

Dozision of I4 June 1979 (ra. 4SO (IPTP)), prumblc 
Decision of I9 Deccmbcr 1979 (ra. 4S9 (I979)), 

preamble 
DaisionoflMarchl98O(ra.46S(l98O)).prambk 
Decision of 24 April 1980 (ra. 467 (l980)), prambk 
Decision of 5 June 1980 (ra. 47 I (1980)). pramblc 
Ckciion of I7 June 1980 (ra. 474 (1980)). prcambk 
Decision of 20 August 1980 (ra. 478 (1980)). 

preamble 
Dhsisby; I7 Dcccmbcr 1980 (rcs. 483 (1980)). 

Decision of I9 Dcccmbcr 1980 (ra. 484 (1980)). 
pramble 

(iv) Situation in Southern ,Rhodaia: 

Ckcision of 8 March 1979 (ra. US (1979)). prambk 
Dcciion of 30 April I979(ra. c48 (1979)), pambk 
Decision of 21 December 1979 (rcs. 460 (1979)). 

preamble 
Decision of 2 February 1980 (ra. 463 (IPSO)). 

preamble 

(v) Complaint by Angola against South Alrica: 
Decision of 28 March 1979 (ra. U7 (1979)). 

prcambk 
Decision of 2 Novcmbcr 1979 (ra. 4S4 (1979)). 

prumblc 
DoAsion of 27 June 19&l (rcs. 4711(1980)), prrunbk 

(vi) Question of South Africa: 
Decision of 21 Scptcmbcr 1979 (Praident’s state- 

ment). pur. 2 

Decision of I3 June 1980 (rcs. 473 (1980)). pnunblc 
(vii) Later dated 25 November 1979 from the Sccrctaty- 

General: 
Decision of 4 Dcccmbcr 1979 (rcs. 4S7 (I979)), 

preamble 
Decision of 31 December 1979 (rcs. 461.(1979)). 

prumblc 

(viii) Complaint by Zambia against South Afria: 
Da%ion of I I April 1980 (rcs. 466 (1980)). prambk 

4. Rccdlrng other previous decisions of the Council: 
(i) Situation in the Middle East: 

Dccisionof I9Januaty 1979(ra.444(1979)),prcamblc 
Decision of I4 June 1979(ra. 4SO(l979)). pramble 
Decision of 19 Dcccmbcr 1979 (ra. 4S9 (1979)). 

prcamblc 
Decision of I March 1980 (ra. 465 (1980)). prcunblc 
Decision of 17 June 1980 (rcs. 474 (19#3)), pramble 

(ii) LCIIC~ dated 25 November 1979 from the Sarrxnry- 
General: 

Decision of 31 Dcccmbcr 1979 (res. 4661 (1979)). 
prcunblc 

S. Rcqunt for compliance with previous dccisious: 

(i) Slturtion in Cyprus: 
Decision of I2 March 197s (res. 367 (IQIS)), pua. 4 

(ii) Situation in :hc Middle East: 
Decision of 14 June I979 (rcs. 450 (1979)). para. 6 
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6. Request to States to exert influence to induce compliance: 
Situation in the Middle East: 

Decision of 19 January 1979 (rcs. 444 (1979)). para. 6 
Decision of 14 June 1979 (rcs. 450 (1979)). para. 7 
Decision of 19 Dccembcr 1979 (rer. 459 (1979)). para. 8 
Decision of 17 June 1980 (rcs. 474 (1980)). para. J 
Dccrsion of I7 Dcccmbcr 1980 (rcs. 483 (1980)). para. 5 

7. Declaration of intention to consider further mcasurcs under 
the Charter: 

(i) Complaint by Zambia: 
Decision of 17 March 1978 (rcs. 424 (1978)). para. 5 

(ii) Situation in Namibia: 
lkcision of 13 November 1978 (res. 439 (1978)). 

para. 6 
(III) Snuation in the Middle East: 

Decision of I9 January 1979 (ra. 444 (1979)). para. 7 
Decision of I4 June 1979 (rcs. 450 (1979)), para. 9 

Decision of I9 Dcccmbcr 1979 (rcs. 4J9 (1979)), 
para. JO 

D&ision of I7 June 1980 (rcs. 474 (198(J)), para. 6 
Decision of 30 June 1980 (rcs. 476 (1980)). para. 6 
Dcc$iaqn70f I7 Dcccmbcr~ 1980 (rcs. 483 (IPSO)), 

(iv) Letter dated 25 Novcmbcr 1979 from the Sccrctary- 
General: 

Dccc;.n60f 31 Dcccmbcr 1979 (rcs. 461 (1979)), 

(v) Complaint by Zambia against South Africa: 
Decision of 1 I April 1980 (rcs. 466 (1980)). para. 3 

(vi) Complaint by Anlola aRrinst South Africa: 
Decision of 27 June I980 (ra. 475 (1980)). para. 7 

8. lnvokmg Article 25 of the Charter: 
Situation in Southern Rhodesia: 

Decision of IO October 1978 (ra. 437 (1978)). para. 2 
9. Invoking Article 2 (6) of the Charter: 

Situation in Southern Rhodesia: 
Decision of 6 April 1976 (rcs. 388 (1976)), pua. 3 
Decision of 27 May 1977 (rcs. 409 (1977)), para. 2 

IO. Rccognizmg the need to explore ways and means of sccurin# 
the full implementation of Council resolutions: 

Srtuation in the Middle East: 
Decision of 24 April I980 (rcs. 467 (1980)), para. IO 

B. Rquating States IO co-operate in the implcmcntation of rcsohr- 
tionr and dccrsions of the Council: 

(i) Oucstion of South Africa: ’ 
Decision of 31 October 1977 (rcs. 417 (1977)). para. 4 
Decision of I3 June 1980 (ra. 473 (1980)), para. IO 

(ii) Situation in the Middle East: 
Decision of I7 June 1980 (ra. 474 (1980)). pua. 4 
Decision of 20 Aup~st 1980 (ra. 478 (1980)). para. 5 (u) 

and (b) 
(iii) Complaint by Angola against South Africa: 

Decision of 27 June 1980 (rcs. 475 (1980)). para. 4 

C. Rqucsf IO partrcs IL) co-opcratc in the implementation of Counci) 
rcsolutionv~ 

(I) Srtuatwn wnccrning Western Sahara: 
I~rsron of 6 November I975 (rcs. 380 (I975)), para. 3 

(ii) Srtuatron in Namibia: 
Ikcrsion of 29 September 1978 (res. 435 (1978)). para. 5 
I)rrisron of I) November 1978 (rcs. 439 (1978)). parr. 5 

(III) Srtuation rn t‘yprus: 
I~CIMW of 27 November 1978 (res. 440 (1978)). wa. 2 

(IV) SIIUJI~II rn the Middle East: 
Ih~~si~rn of 24 April 1980 (rcs. 467 (1980)), para. 9 

(v) Srturtion hctwccn Iran and Iraq: 
Dwsion of 5 November 1980 (President’s staterncnt), 

para. 4 

D. C‘ondcmnrng all actlons contrary IO the provisrons of Council 
rcsolulIon,’ 

Srtu.uiw m the Mlddle East. 
Dczrrron of 24 April 1980 (res. 467 (1980)). para. 2 

fi. Dcprccatmn of refusal or failure IO implement the raohrtionr and 
decisions: 
I, Of the General Assembly: 

(I) Situatron in the Middle Earl: 
Decision of 22 March 1979 (rcs. 446 (1979)). para. 2 
Dccrrion of 30 June 1980 (rcs 476 (1980)). para. 2 

(ii) Questron of South Africa: 
Dccrrion of I3 June 1980 (rcs. 473 (1980)), para. I 

2. Of the Security Council: 
(i) Situation in Namibia: 

Decision of 30 January 1976 (res. 385 (1976)). para. 5 
Decision of I3 November 1978 (ra. 439 (1978)) 

paras. l and 2 
Decision of 28 Novcrnbcr 1979 (P&dent’s statement). 

para. 2 

(ii) Situation in Southern Rhodesia: 
Decision of IO October 1978 (ra. 437 (1978)). para. 2 

(iii) Situation in the Middle Easr: 
Decision of 22 March 1979 (rcs. 446 (1979)). para. 2 
Dcosron of 20 May 1980 (ra. 469 (1980)). para. 1 
Decision of 30 June I980 (rcs. 476 (1980)), para. 2 
Decision of 20 August 1980 (rcs. 478 (1980)). pars. I 

(iv) Letter dated 25 Novcmbcr 1979 from the Sccrctary- 
General: 

Decision of 31 December 1979 (ra. 461 (1979)), 
para. 2 

(v) Question of South Africa: 
Decision of 13 June 1980 (rcs. 473 (1980)). para. I 

F. Authorizing or rquatin~ the Sccrctary-Genera): 
I. To report on the implementation of a resolution or decision 

of the Council: 
(i) Situation in Cyprus: 

Dccirion of I2 March 1975 (ra. 367 (197s)). para. 9 
Decision of I3 June 1975 (rcs. 370(1975)). pars. 6 
Decision of I3 Dcccmbcr 1975 (ra. 383 (1975)), 

para. 6 
Decision of IS June 1976 (ra. 391 (1976)). para. 6 
Dccirion of I4 Dcccmbcr 1976 (ra. 401 (1976)). 

Dara. 6 
D&ision of I5 June 1977 (rcs. 4lO(l977)). para. 6 
Dccirion of I5 Scptembcr 1977 (rcs. 414 (1977)). 

para. 6 
Decision of I5 Dcccmbcr 1977 (rcs. 422 (1977)). 

para. 6 
Decision of I6 June 1978 (rcs. 430(1978)), para. 2 
Dccirion of 27 November 1978 (res. 440 (1978)), 

para. 4 
Decision of I4 Dcccmbcr 1978 (ra. U3 (1978)). 

para. 2 
Dccirion of I5 June 1979 (rcs. 4J I (1979)) parr. 3 
Decision of I4 Dcccmbcr 1979 (rcs. 4J8 (1979)). 

para. 3 
Decision of I3 June 198O(rcs. 472 (1980)), para. 3 
Decision of II December 1980 (rcs. 482 (l98O)), 

pars. 3 

(ii) Situation in the Middle East: 
Decision of 23 October 1975 (rcs. 378 (1975)). 

para. I (c) 
.Dccirion of 30 November 1975 (ra. 381 (1975)). 

operative para. (c) 
Decision of I9 March 1978 (ra. 425 (1978)). para. 4 
lkcision of I8 September 1978 (ra. 434 (1978)), 

para. 3 
Decision of 19 January 1979 (Prcsidcnt’s statCmql). 

para. 4 
Decision of 8 May 1980 (ra. 468 (1980)). para. 2 
Decision of 5 June 1980 (rcs. 471 (IPSO)), para. 7 
Decision of 20 Augusr I980 (ra. 478 1980)). para. 6 
Decision of 19 December 1980 (ra. 484 (1980)). 

para. 4 

(lit) Srtuation rn Timor: 
Decision of 22 Dcccmbcr 1975 (ra. 384 (1975)), 

pan. 6 
Dccrsion of 22 April 1976 (rcs. 389 (1976)). para. 4 

(iv) Complaint by Benin: 
Decision of I4 April 1977 (ra. 405 (1977)). para. II 
Decision of 24 Novcmbcr I977 (ra. 419 (1977)). 

para. 7 

(v) Situation in Southern Rhodesia: 
Decision of 29 Septcmbcr 1977 (rcs. 415 (1977)). 

para. 2 
Dccrsion of I4 March 1978 (rcs. 423 (1978)). para. 7 
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(*i) Quctlwn of South 4lrrc.I: 
Ikclrlon of 31 o\~cuhcr IY77 trcs 417 (IY77)). 

para. 6 
DccIrion of 4 No~eII1hrr 1977 (rc\ 41X (IY77)l. 

para 6 
Ikw\~u,n 01’ I3 June I’)$11 (rc\. 473 (19HO)). p,~r;I. I2 

(vii) S~tua~Iori In Namibia. 
Ik~r~on of 27 Jul\ lY711 (rec. 411 (lY?g,,. p;II;I. 2 
DcL3slon of 29 Sc;“emhcr lY78 trc\ 415 (IY7W)). 

parn. 7 
lkkon of I3 Novcmhcr 1‘978 (rcs. 439 (IY7gl). 

pan. 7 

(viii) I.ct~cr dnfcd 25 Novrmbcr lY7’r I’riim IIIC Sccrclary- 
Cicncral: 

Decision of 4 Dcccmbcr IY’Y (ICI 4s” (lo7Y)). 
para. 5 

Decision of 31 December I97Y (rcs 461 (lY7Y)). 
para. 5 

(ix) SIIuaIIon bctwccn Iran and Iraq 
Dccirion of 28 Scptcmhcr IYgII (rc\ 47’) ( IYgl))). 

para. 5 

2. To rcpor1 on dcvelopmenIs in a siluation: 
(i) SiIuaIion in the Middle East: 

Decision of I7 April 1975 (res 368 (1975)). operative 
para. (c) 

Decision of 28 May 1975 (rec. 369 (1975)), operative 
para. (c) 

DccisIon of 24 July 1975 (rcs. 371 (1975)). para. 3 
Decision of 23 October 1975 (rcs. 37X (1975)). 

para. I (c) 
Decision of 30 November lO7C (rcs. ?tll (IY75)). 

opcraIIrc para. (c.) 
Decision of 28 May IV76 (rcs. 3YO (lY7Ii)). opcrativc 

para. (c) 
Decision of 22 October 1976 (rc\. 3W (IY76)). 

para. I (c) 
Dccition of 26 May IV77 (rc5. 4tlH (lY77)). opcIaIivc 

para. (c) 
I)ccicion ot’ 21 October I977 (rc\. 416 (IY77)). 

para. I (0 
Decision ol 30 Novemhcr lY77 (rc\ 420 (1077)). 

opcrativc para. (c) 
DccIsion of 31 May I978 (rcs. 42Y (IY7K)). opcraIIve 

para. (c) 
Decision of 23 October I978 (rcs. 438 (IY7R)). para. 2 
Decision or’30 November 1976 (rcs. 441 (1978)). 

operative para. (c) 
Decision of 30 May l97Y (rcs. 449 (197Y)). opcraIive 

para. (c) 
Decision of 30 November IY79 (res. 456 (IY79)). 

opcralivc para. (I-) 
DccIsIon of 24 April 1980 (rcs. 467 (lg90)), para. I I 
Decision of 20 hlay I980 (rcs. 469 (1980)). para. 3 
Dcci#ion of 30 hlay I980 (res. 470 (1980)). operalive 

para. (c) 
IlccI\Ion of 26 Novcmbcr IYIIO Ire\. 4fII (IYgO)), 

opcralive para. (1’) 
Dcasmn of 17 I~cccrnbcr IYHO (rcs 4x3 (1980)), 

para. 6 

(ii) SiIuaIion bclwccn Iran and Iraq, 
Decision of 5 Nwcmbcr lY8O(PIcsidcnr’~ sIaIcmcnt), 

para. 5 

3. To take approprIaIc action\ and report IO Ihc t‘ouncil: 

(I) Snualion In Timor: 
Ikciwn of 22 Ikccmhcr I975 Ire\ 3II4 (1975)). 

par4 6 

(ii) CornplaInt by LcsoIho agamsf Sourh Africa, 
Decision of 22 Dcccmbcr 19’6 ITC% 402 (1976)). 

para. 8 

4 To undertake a miwon 01 good offIces- 

5 To appoin1 a rcprercntative or rcprcscnIaIivcs: 
(I) SiIuaIion in SouIhern Rhodesia: 

Dccltion of 29 Scptembcr 1977 (ra. 415 (1977)). 
para. I 

(i1) SIIuaIion In Namibia: 
DccIsion of 27 July 1978 (rcs. 431 (1978)). para. I 

6 To apporm a special rcpmscntativctoconduct an invatigation: 
Si1uaIIon in Timor: 

Dccirion of 22 Dcccnrbcr 1975 (rcs. 384 (1975)). para. 5 
Dcwon of 22 April 1976 (res 389 (1976)). para. 3 

7. lo hold contulIaIions wiIh the parlics: 

(i) SiIuatIon concerning Wcsfcrn Sahara: 
I)tiIsion of 22 October 1975 (rcs. 377 (197))). pa. I 
I)ccition of 2 Novcmbcr 1975 (rcs. 379 (IW5)), 

para 2 
(Ii) SiIu.uIon in the Middle East: 

Decision of I9 January 1979(rcs. 444(1979)).pur. S 
Decision of 17 December 1980 (rcs. 483 (19110)). 

para. 6 

R lo asuri a wbsidwy orpw~ in the discharge of iIa task: 
(I) t’omplainc by Benin: 

Decision of 8 February 1597 (ra. 404 (1977)). pua. 4 

(ii) QucsIion of South Africa: 
Decision of 9 December 1977 (ra. 421 (1977)), 

para. 3 
(in) SIIuaIion in Ihc Middle Easf: 

Decision of 22 March 1979 (res. 446 (l979)), para. 6 

9. To organize a programme of usistancc: 
(i) Rcqucst by Moramblque under Article 50 of the Clutter: 

Decision of I7 March 1976(res. 386 (1976)). para. 6 

(Ii) Complaint by Lesotho l gginsl South Africa: 
Dccc;70f 22 December 1976 (rcs. 402 (1976)). 

DccItion of 25 May 1977 (rer. 407 (1977)). para. 6 
(iii) Complain1 by Benin: 

Decision of 14 April 1977 (res. 405 (1977)). mra. 7 
Dccc~;n601 24 November. 1977 (rer. 419(3977)), 

(iv) Complain1 by Botswana: 
DccirIon of 25 May 1977 (rcs. 406 (1977)). para. 8 

Iv) ComplaInI by Mozambique: 
DccIsion of 30 June I977 (rcs. 41 I (1977)). pua. I3 

(vi) Sitt-aIlon In Southern RhodaIa: 
Decision of 21 December 1979 (w-s. 41% (1979)). 

para. 8 
IO. To obIam Information on the asualtia and damnga ruuJting 

from acts of aggression: 
Complaint by Angola against South Africa: 

Decision of 28 March 1979 (rcs. 447 (1979)). para. 6 
I I. To submit a report containing requested information: 

Complamt by Angola against South Africa: 
DccIsion of 28 March 1979 (rcs. U7 (1979)). pua. 7 

12. To keep the Council informed of progress made: 
SituaIion in Cyprus: 

Decision of -15 June 1979 (rcs. 451 (1979)), pua. 3 
Decision of I4 December 1979 (res. 4J8 (1979)). Dora. 3 
Dcwon of I3 June 1980 (rcs: 472 (1980)). -&a. 3 
Decision ol 1 I December 198O(rcs. 482 (1980)). para. 3 

13. To conrrnue his efforts to bring about the implcmcnlation 
of a Council resolulion: 

Situation in the Middle East: 
Dccwon of 20 May I980 (ra. 469 (1980)). para. 3 

G. Mcasurcs involving subsidiary organs: 
I. ErtablIshmenI or employment of subsidiary organs: 

ti) Qucwon of South Africa: 
Dccwon of 9 Dccemhcr 1977 (ra. 421 (IQn)). pua. I 

hi) SituaIIon in the Middle East: 
DcarIon of 22 March 1979 (res. M6 (1979)). pua. 4 

(iii) ComplaInI by Zambia: 
Decwon of 23 November 1979 (res. 4SS (1979)), 

oxa. 7 
(II SIIuatIon in Cyprus. 2. Call for co-opcralion with subsidiary organs: 

DccisIon of I2 March I975 (rc\ 367 (1975)). para. 6 (I) SIIuatIon In Southern Rhodesia: 
(Ii) Letter dated 25 No\cmhcr l97Y tram Ihc SccrcIary. Decision of 29 September 1977 (rcs. 415 (1977)), 

General. para 3 
hision of 4 kcmbcr 1979 (rcs 457 11979)). para. 4 III) Qucsuon of South Africa: 
lkclcmnof3l lk\rmbcr l979Irc\ 461 11479)). yra 4 Derision of 9 December 1977 (rcs. 421 (1977)). pua. 2 



(III) kuatmn H-I the Middle I’~\I. 
[)ccisll>n of I htarch IYW trcs. -165 (IYW)). para 3 

3. Rcquc$r;ng a rrporr from a suhsrdtar) organ 

(I) Slluatron m Southern Rhodcrla. 
Decision of 27 May 1977 (rcs. 4&Y (1977)). para. 3 
Decision of 8 March 197Y (rcs. 445 (1979)), Parr. 8 

(il) CornplaInt by Mozambique: 
Decision of 30 June 1977 (rcs. 41 I (1977)). para. 12 

(iii) Situation in the Middle East: 
Decision of 20 July IY7Y (rcs. 452 (1979)), para. 4 
Decision of I March 1980 (res. 465 (1980)). para. 9 

(iv) Complaint by Zambia: 
Decision of 23 November 1979 (res. 455 (1979)). 

para. 7 
4. Taking norc of reports of a subsidiary organ: 

(I) Complaint by Benin: 
Dccrslon of I4 April I977 (rcs 405 (1977)). para. I 
Dcclcion of 24 November 1977 (~5. 419 (1977)), 

parar. I and 2 

(II) <lomplaint by Botswana: 
Dcclsion of 25 May 1977 (res. 406 (1977)). prro. 3 

(ii)) (‘omplaim by Lcsatho again\! South Africa: 
Decision of 25 May 1977 (rcs. 407 (1977)). Parr. 3 

5. Rcquc\cmg a subsidiary organ 10 continue IO examine a 
ritualton 
(i) Srruatlcm rn the Middle Fart: 

Dcctslon ol I March l9W (rcs. 465 (1980)). parr. g 
(ii) Question of South Africa: 

De&ion of I3 June l9gO (res. 473 (1980)). pata. I I 
6. Commending the work of a subsidiary organ: 

Situation in the Middle Earl: 
Dccr\ron of 20 July IY7Y (res. 452 (1979)). para. I 
Decision of I March 1980 (rcs. 465 (1980)), para. I 

7. Dr\\olullon of a rubsldiary organ in accordance with rule 28 
of the provisional rules of procedure: 

Sicuatlon in Southern Rhodesia: 
De&on of 21 December 1979 (res. 460 (I979)), para. 3 

Taking note of reports or activities of the Secretary-General and 
his tcpresenlatlves: 

(I) Srfuarion in Namibia: 
Decision of 29 September 1978 (ret. 435 (1978)). 

para. I 
(il) Strualion in the Middle Easl: 

De&Ion of 17 Junr 19RO frrs. 474 (IYBO)). parrs. 2 

and 4 
Dccisron of 17 Dcccmber~ 19iW (rn. 483 (19W)), para. I 

Rccpllrng rhc adnsory opinion ol the Internactonal COWI of Justice: 
Situation tn Namibia: 

Dcclslon of 30 January IY76 (res. 3g5 (1976)). preamble 

Rcqucs~ for Information rcgardmg the implcmcnlatlon of a 
resolulion. 

I~XNW of 28 May lY75 (rub. 36Y (IY75)), operalive 

para. (c) 
Dwsion of 24 July IY75 (rcs. 371 (1975)). para. 3 
I)cclrlon of 23 October I975 (rn. 378 (lW5)), 

para. I (c) 
Ikclslon ol 28 Ma) IY7h (rcs. 3YU (1976)), operative 

para. (cl 

I)C~IWII of I9 March IYIg (rcb. 425 (IY7g)), Parr. 4 
I &t\lon ctf 3 I hl.lr IY7H (rc\ 429 (lY7R)). opcfrcivc 

p4r;, (c I 
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Ikwon of 23 October lY78 (rcs 43g (lY711)). para. 2 
Dccirron of 30 Nobember 1978 (rcs. 441 (19711)). 

opcralivc para. (c) 
Decision of 30 May 1979 (res. 449 (1979)1. opcrnctbc 

para. (c) 
Decision of 30 Nu~cmbcr 1979 (res. 456 (197~)). 

opcrallvc para (4,) 
Dcilrron of 24 April 19EU(rcs. 467 (19X0)). para. I I 
Decision of 8 May I980 (rcs. 468 (19801). para. 2 
Decirion of 20 Ma) 1980 (rcs. 569 (1980)). para. 3 
Decision of 30 May 1980 (ra. 470 (l980)1. operative 

para. (c) 
Decision of 5 June I980 (ra. 471 (1980)). para. 7 
Dccislon of 20 August I980 (rn. 47% (1980)). para. 6 
Dccirlon o( 26 November 1980 (res. 481 (19W)). 

operative para. (r) 
Dccrsion of I9 Dccrmbcr IYXO (rcs. 4X4 IIYIW)), 

purl. 4 
(ii) ComplainI by Kenya concerning aggression hy South 

Africa againrl Angola. 
Dc~rsion of 31 March 1976 (rcs. 387 (1976)). pdra. !  

(iii) Qnecrion oi Fourh Afrrca: 
Decision of 31 Ociobcr 1977 (ra. 417 (IY77)). para. 6 
Dcctrion of IJ June 19gO(res. 473 (19WO)). para. I2 

(IV) Sliualron in Southern Rhodesia: 
Dccirron of I4 March 1978 (rer. 423 (1978)). para. 7 

(v) Situation in Namibia: 
Decision of I3 Nobember I978 (rcs. 43Y (l97R)). 

para. 7 

(VI) Situalion in Cyprus. 
Decision of I5 June I979 (res. 451 (1979)), para. 3 
Decision of 14 December 1979 (rcs. 458 (1979)). 

pur. 3 
Decision of 13 June 1980 (res. 472 (1980)). para. 3 
Decision of II December I960 (res. 482 (IYRO)). 

pua. 3 
(vii) Lccrcr dated 25 November 1979 from the Sccretary- 

General: 
Decision of 4 December I979 (res. 457 (1979)). 

para. 5 
(viii) Situation between Iran and Iraq: 

Dccislon of 2A Fcprcmhcr l9lW (rcs 47Y (IYIO)). 
para. 5 

2. From specialized agcncics and other organ\ of the Uniwd 
Nations: 

Question o( South Africa. 
Decision of 31 October 1977 (rcs. 417 (1977)). para. 6 

B. Provision by cxprerc dcclrron (~1 cnnsldrr the marrcr further 

(i) Silualion in Cyprus: 
De&ton of I2 March 1975 (rcr 367 (IY75)). pclra. IO 
Decision of 27 November 1978 (rcs. 440(1978)). para. 5 

(Ii) Slluallon in Timor: 
Dcclsion of 22 Lleccmbcr 1975 (res. 385 (197!)). para. : 
De&on of 22 April I97b (res. 389 (lY76)). para 6 

(iii) Srtuauon m Namrbta: 
Declslon of 30 January IY76 (rcs. 385 (1976)). para I2 
Decision of 27 Jul) 1978 (rcs. 432 (1978)). para. 4 

(iv) Situation in South Africa. 
Decision of I9 June 1976 (rcs. 392 (197611. para. 6 

(v) Complalm by Zambia agamrt South Africa: 
Decision of 30 July IY76 (rcs. 393 (IY76)). para 6 
Decision of I I April I980 (ra. 466 (1980)). Para 5 

(vi) CQmplaint by Lesotho agalnsr South Africa. 
&clston of 22 Decrrnhcr I’J:6 (rcs Jo? (19-h)), pdrJ. 9 

I~CWXI of 25 h4.i) 1977 (rn. 407 (1977)). rma 9 

(\I!\ (‘trmplaint hy fiofswan~ 
Ikciswm of I4 Jauar) IV-7 (rcs 403 (19”)). par3 9 
Lkcisron o( 2! May 1977 (rc$. 406 (197711. para 9 

(\ill) Complamr by Benin, 
Dcct~n 0f R rcbrudr) I977 (rc\ 404 (19’7)). pdra. 5 
Dec1~10n ‘)I I4 Aprrl IY’: (rcb 4ti5 llY7’& para I2 
Dctxion ol 24 No\embcr l9:7 (rcs. 419 1lY77)). para. 8 

(IX) Snuatlon In Southern Rhodesha. 
Decirlon of 27 May 10:’ (rcs. 4tB (IY771). para. 3 
DccI)I,>- 01 n \(arch 19’9 IIC% U( (19’911. para 9 
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Decision of 21 Dcccmhcr 1979 (rcs. 460 (1979)). para. 9 
Dccrrion of 2 February 1980 (res. 463 t IYBO)). para. IO 

(t) (‘omplainc hy Mofambiquc: 
Decision of 30 June 1977 (res. 411 (1977)). para. 14 

(xi) Question of South Africa: 
Decision of 4 Novcmbcr 1977 (rcs. 418 (1977)). para. 7 
Decision of I3 June 1980 (rcs. 473 (1980)), para. I3 

(xii) Complaint by Zambia: 
Decision of I7 March 1978 (rcs. 424 (1978)). prra. 5 
Decision of 23 November 1979 (rcs. 45s (1979)). parr. 8 

(x111) Complainr by Angola against South Africa: 
Decision of 6 May 1978 (rcs. 428 (1978)). para. 8 
Dccrrion of 2 Notember 1979 (rcs. 454 (1979)). para. 6 
Decision of 27 June 1980 (rcs. 475 (1960)). park 8 

(UVI Situation in the Middle East: 
Decision of I9 January 1979 (rcs. 444 (1979)). para. 8 
Decision of 22 March 1979 (rcs. 446 (197Y)). pare. 7 
Dccrrrnn of I !  May IY79 (Proidcnl’r atr~emcn~). parr. 6 
Dcciwn d I4 June lY7Y (rcs. 450 (IY79)). para. IO 
Decision of I9 December IY7Y (rn. 459 (IY79)). pra. I I 
Dcclsion of I March 1980 (rcs. 465 (1980)), para. 9 

Dcclsion of I7 June 1980 (rcs. 474 (1980)), tiara. 7 
Decision of 20 August I980 (vs. 478 (1980)). pars. 7 

(xv) Letter dated 25 November 1979 from Ihe SccrctaryGmcral: 
Decision of 4 December 1979 (rcs. 457 (1979)). para J 
Decision of 31 Dccembcr 1979 (rcb. 461 (IY7Y)). para 6 

C. Deferment of considcralron for other efforts to matcrralrrc: 
Situation in the Middle East: 

Decision of 26 April 1979 (President’s statement). para. 4 

D. Decision IO meet following the submisston of the Secretary- 
General’s report: 

Complaint by Angola against South Africa. 
Decision of 28 March 1979 (rcs. 447 (lY7Y)). pars. 7 

X. Mcurm la conwcllon rkb the Inrblllty of the 
Couadl to mch ID agreement 

A. Referring a question IO the (icncrrl Assembly under Atwnbly 
rrsolution 177 A (VI. 

kision of Y January IV80 (rcs. 462 (IYBO)). opcralrbc 
para. 3 
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Part II 

-WC: SlTllATlON 1% (‘YPRt S 

De&ion of 12 March 1975 ( 1820th meeting): resolution 
367 (1975) 
On ] 8 February 1975. the Secretary-General submit- 

ted a special report’ to the Security Council on develop- 
ments in Cyprus. The report contained an account of 
the talks between Mr. Clerides. representative of the 
Greek Cypriot Community, and Mr. Denktaq Vice- 
President of the Republic of Cyprus, that had produced 
an agreement on 8 January to begin the negotiations by 
discussing the powers and functions of the central 
government in a federal State. The two leaders had also 
agreed to continue their talks on humanitarian issues 
and had set up a sub-committee for that purpose. In his 
report the Secretary-General further informed the 
Council that, in pursuance of resolution 365 (1974), he 
had addressed identical notes to the parties concerned, 
asking them to provide all relevant information concern- 
ing steps they had taken or contemplated taking in 
regard to General Assembly resolution 3212 (XXIX). 
The replies received from the Governments of Greece 
and Cyprus were annexed to the report. as also were a 
statement issued by Mr. Denktag on 13 February, 
announcing the restructuring and reorganization of the 
Turkish Cypriot Administration on the basis of a 
secular and federated State as well as the Turkish 
Cypriot constitutional proposals submitted by Mr. 
Denktaj for a bicommunal and birtgional federal State. 
Also annexed to the Secretary-General’s report were 
statements made by President Makarios and the Secre- 
tary-General with regard to those developments. 

At the 1813th meeting on 20 February 1975. the 
Security Council adopted the provisional agenda with- 
out obJection and invited the representatives’ of Cyprus, 
Greece and Turkey to participate in the discussionp The 
Council also extended an invitation to Mr. Vedat Celik, 
representative of the Turkish Cypriot community, under 
rule 39 of the provisional rules of procedure of the 
Council. In addition, the representatives of Bulgaria, 
Romania and Saudi Arabia were also invited, at their 
request, to parttcipate in the discussion without the right 
to vote. 

Speaking on behalf of Cyprus, Mr. Clerides stated 
that the cardinal principles for a solution to the Cyprus 
problem lay in General Assembly resolution 3212 
(XXIX)~--principles with which Turkey had not com- 
plied. Those principles were: respect for the indepen- 
dence, territorial integrity and sovereignty of Cyprus; 
speedy withdrawal of all foreign armed forces and 
ceshation of 311 foreign interference In Cyprus; acknow- 
lcdpem~nt that the constitutional system of Cyprus 
conccrnsd the IHI) Cypriot communities. acceptance 
thut the negotiattons should bc conducted freely and on 
an equal footing by the two communities; and a 

---. 

commitment that all refugees should return to their 
homes in safety. However. these principles had been 
ignored by Turkey and through the declaration of a 
separate state by the Turkish Cypriot side. Turkey was 
trying to impose its own solution on Cyprus.‘” 

The representative of Greece stated that Turkey had 
consistently followed a policy of intimidation and /airs 
uccomplis in dealing with the Cyprus problem, while 
Greece had sought a constructive compromise. Political 
negotiations had been continually torpedoed by Turkey, 
while Greece and the Greek Cypriots had offered a 
complete framework of principles upon which a federal 
State could be based. The Security Council had the duty 
and the means to implement its resolutions. Greece 
desired a settlement, but it could also live without one. 
He said that in view of the blackmail procedure of 
Turkey, Greece would not accept a solution, if not 
convinced that it had been accepted by Greek (Cypriots 
of their own free wi1l.r’ 

The representative of Turkey stated that the decision 
of Turkish Cypriots to form their Federated State was 
not a unilateral declaration of independence and did not 
go against the principles of United Nations resolutions. 
There would bc no return to the SIOIUS quo ante. Cyprus 
would have to be a bizonal State and a federative: 
physical separation of Turks and Greece was essential 
for the safety of the Turks.‘! 

Mr. Celik. on behalf of the Turkish Cypriot com- 
munity, said that his side had never wanted separation, 
but separation had been forced on them by the Greek 
Cypriot side. The spirit of the relevant Assembly and 
Council resolutions was that there were two equal 
national communities in Cyprus and that a solution 
should be found in the intercommunal talks on an equal 
footing. As progress was made towards a peaceful 
settlement, all foreign forces would be withdrawn and 
the humanitarian problem, including the problem of the 
refugees, would be solved. He said that the attempt to 
send a fact-finding mission to Cyprus was a first step 
towards a wider political conference on C‘yprus. to 
which his side was opposed for well-known reasons: it 
was a Greek scheme to internationalize the Cyprus 
problem.” 

The representative of the USSR expressed serious 
concern that the steps taken by the leadership of the 
Turkish community in Cyprus would inevitably lead to a 
separation of the Cyprus communities from each other 
and to their estrangement. He said these steps were in 
direct contravention of the decisions of the General 
Assembly. He charged that responsibility for the event5 
lay with certain circles of the North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization (NATO) that were attempting to use 
Cyprus for their military and qtratcpic purposes. He also 
stated that there wah a deliberate attempt to keep the 
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l;nlttd NatIon> outslde d~rcct active parllclpAtion in the 
sctl)enlcnt of thr: crisis and called for the dlhpatch of a 
(‘nuncll mission to Cyprus IO acquaint irbrlf with the 
situation and to rcporl 10 thr Council.: 

At the 1814th meeting on 2 I February, the Secre- 
1arv-(;cncral made a statement concerning his meetings 
witi Turkish and Greek lcadcrs in Ankara and Athens 
on 19 f-‘ebruar). t(c emphasized the great seriousness of 
the risks to peace and security in the castcrn Meditcrran- 
can u hich the unresolved situation In (‘#ru\ represent- 
ed. From his talks he had gained the impression that the 
parties, and the world in general. rxpcctcd the United 
Nations to shoulder the responsibilities in the matter. 
He believed that the intcrconrmun;~l talks between Mr. 
CIcrides ;lnd I\lr. Dcnk~;~>. in the prescncc of his Special 
Represent;ttirc. could prcrvidc ;I b;\si\ for progress, 
although hc recognized ths riced for a new approach to 
the negotiating process. Any solution. howcvcr. had to 
be based on United Nations resolutions and on the 
sovcrcignt). independence. territorial integrity and non- 
alignment of Cyprus.” 

At the 1815th meeting on 24 February. the represen- 
tative of France said that his Government deplored an 
;Iction which led one of the communitlcs to impose on 
the other terms of a settlcmcnt which the General 
Assembly and the Security (‘ouncll had snid should be 
the fruit of free ncgotiations.1° 

At the IXI 7th meeting on 27 l:cbruarh, the Prcsidcnt. 
speaking in his capacity as the reprcscntativc of China, 
stilted tha1 the extcrnJl cause for the lack of ;I 
xitisfactor) solution was to be found in the ;lttsmpts of 
the two super-powers to put the island under their own 
influcncc and control.1’ 

The rcprescntative of the linitcd SLIICS stirted that 
the Secretary-(;cneral’s btatcmcnt th;lt he was prepared 
to fncilitutc the continuation ol’ talks under new condi- 
tions and procedures provided legitimate hope for fur- 
ther progress. The representative of Sweden said his 
Government wished to explore with other mcmbcrs the 
possibilities of enlarging the role of the Secrctary-Gen- 
eral. The reprc\cnt,ltibe of Japan hupgc\ted that consid- 
eration might bc given to reactivating the talks at a 
place outside Cyprus. Hc also thuught it important that 
the Sccrctarj-General bc rcque>tcd IO report back 
promptly to the Securit) Council on the results of 
ncgotiations.ls 

At the 1818th meeting on 4 March 1975, the 
representative of the United Kingdom stated that his 
Govcrnmcnt dsplorcd ths Ac(i,)r, of the Turkich Cypriot 
community with regard to the unilateral declaration of a 
Turkish Cypriot federated state partly because the 
timing was such that it had led to the \ucpcnsion of the 
intcrcommunal talks at the moment cchcn alternative 
consitutional proposalb wcrc on the rdblc and real 
negotiations could hu1.c begun. and pdrtly because it 

considered the move likely to divide Cyprus further. Ilc 
welcomed the statement of the Turkish Govcrnmcnt and 
the Turkish Cypriot side that the procl;\m;ltion was not 
a unilateral declaration of indcpendcncc and that it 
precluded partition or anncxation.‘y 

At the IRZOth meeting on I? March 1975. the 
President (Costa Rica) stated that, ah a result of prior 
consultations, an agreement had been rc;lchcd on the 
text of a draft resolution’” which, he proposed, bc 
adopted without a vote. In the abscncc of any objection 
he declared the draft resolution adopted. The text reads 
as follows: 

Drrplr crmcrrnrd dl 1hc cunilnualllm of 1hc CII,I\ in Cyprw. 

Rrro//~nR its prcwou\ rewlu~~ons. WI parllcular rc\olut,on MS 
( IY74) of I3 Dcccmbcr 1371 by utuch II rndurwd (;cncral Arscmbl) 
rcwlution 3212 IXXIXt adop1cJ unanlmou\lj on I %ovcmlxr 1974. 

No~rng the abscncc of prullrcss 1uwards the Implcmun1a1ion of iI\ 
rcsolulions. 

3. A/j?rntc lhJ1 the de&on rcfcrrcd IO ~n paragraph 2 abovc 
doe% no1 prcjudec the flnJl political sc11lcmcn1 of the problem ol 
(‘)prus and tdkcr no~c ol 1hc dcclara1ion 1h.11 thts waq ndtt its 
lntcnll0n: 

4 (‘o//c for the urgcn~ and effective implcmcnla1wn of all pros 
.Ind provision\ of Gcncral Assembly rcsolullon 3.212 (XXIX). cn. 
dorsed by Sccur~cy C‘ounc~l rc~olut~on 365 (1974). 

? ( ~wrw/~~r.~ 1hJ1 ncu efforts should bc undcrcakcn IO arrA1 the 
rc\“mptwn of rhc ncporrJrl.wr referred tt, in p.tmgr:tph .J of rcv~lu~wrr 
1212 (XXIX) hcruccn 1hc rcprcscn~;l1lvcs of 1hc 1u~~commum1icc. 

6 Rryrrr%rt 1hc Srcrc1ary-<;cncral accordmglj IO un&rtakc J 
ncu mwon “1 gwd olt~c~ and IO 1ha1 end I” conbcnc rhc parlw 
under ncu agreed prwdurc* and place tumscll pcrsondlly at 1hclr 
dl\po\JI. w thdl 1hc rc~uwp~mn. the tnren\lflc;llwn and the progress r,l 
comprchcmwc nc~ot~t~on~. carrwd OUI in a rcclprocal spiral 181 
undcr\l.lndlng .~nd of m~Jcr.l1wn under hl\ pcrvm.~l ;lu\plcc~. dnd ulth 
hi\ dlrcctmn .I\ .Ippruprlatc. might 1hcrcb) bc faclll1Jtcd. 

7 (b//r trp,,n 1hc rcprcscn1alwes of the two communicws I,! 
co-operate clowl~ ul1h Ihc Sccrc1Jr)-Ccncral in lhc dl\chargc or thl\ 
ncu mlsvon of ycxd oftices and arks them IO accord personally a high 
prwrll! 15) Ihclr ncpotlJcwn\. 

8 Cal/r uprm ,111 !hc par1xs concerned II’ rcl’ra~n from any acclon 
u hlch might Jcopardllc rhc ncgollalions bclwccn 1hc rcprescntrtivcs of 
Ihc IUO communlrlc~ Jnd IO 1akc ctcps uhwh will facililalc the 
c‘rca1lon 01 1hc illmAle wcc~rr) fur the UKL~\\ ,)I rh<)w nceoriationc. 

:’ S I lb!?. Jdclplcd *Ith,l”l chJngc a\ resotulwn 367 ((975). 
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9. Rtqutsu the Secretary-General LO keep Ihc Sccurlt! Council 
inrormuj of the progress made toudrdr the tmplcmcn~al~on of 
resolution 365 (1974) and of Ihe present rcrolulwn and IO report la 
the Council whenever he corwdcrr II appropriate and. in Any CJ\C. 
before I5 June 1975: 

IO. Drridrr IO rcm.iln aciivcl) sclrcd of the m.~llcr 

Dtcislon of I3 June 1975 (1830th meeting): resolution 
370 (1975) 
On 4 May 1975. the Secretary-General submitted an 

interim report” to the Security Council in connection 
with the new mission of good offices entrusted to him in 
paragraph 6 of resolution 367 (1975). The report dealt 
with the first round of negotiations between the two 
Cypriot communities which had taken place at Vienna 
under his auspices from 28 April to 3 May 1975. 
Annexed to the report was the text of an agreed 
communiquC which was issued on 3 May. The parties 
had further agreed that the next meeting of the 
negotiations would be held at Vienna between 5 and 9 
June 1975. 

On 9 June the Secretary-General submitted his 
regular report” to the Security Council incorporating 
information on the second round of the intercommunal 
talks held under his auspices from 5 to 7 June 1975. A 
communiquC issued following the talks had mentioned 
that some limited progress had been made without it 
having been possible to achieve agreement on the basic 
issues. It had been agreed that the next round of talks at 
Vienna would bc held between 24 and 27 July. In 
addition to information about the intercommunal talks, 
the Secretary-General’s report provided up-to-date 
details about the composition and deployment of 
the United Nations Peace-keeping Force in Cyprus 
(UNFICYP) and its operations in maintaining surveil- 
lance over the cease-tire. In that connection. it was 
noted that, since March, there had been a noticeable 
decline in the number of daily shooting violations, but 
more such incidents had involved cases of shooting at 
UNFICYP troops. Although mine-laying by both sides 
had decreased, its wide-scale use remained a matter of 
concern. The freedom of movement of UNFICYP was 
restricted in the northern part of the islund. although 
teams distributing relief supplies and money had been 
afforded controlled access under Turkish ntillr;try L’- 
tort. In the southern areas \lNFI(‘YI’ continued I(1 
have complctc freedom of movcmcnt. -1 IIC Scsrctary- 
General reviewed the humanitarian and economic situa- 
tion on the island and the activities of the IJnitcd 
Nations in providing assistance on both \idcs. On the 
overall situation in Cyprus, the report undcrlincd that 
the situation on the island was unstable and potentially 
dangerous and would remain so unless ;ind until an 
agreed settlement of the basic problems could bc 
reached. For that reason, it seemed to him that the 
negotiating process between the community rcprcsentkl- 
tives should be maintained and, if possible. accclcrtited. 
The Secretary-General considered the continued prcs- 
cncc of UNFICYP to be essential, not only IO maintain 
the cease-fire but also to facilitate the search for ;L 
--- 
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In a statement after the voting the Secretary-General 
stated (hat he would continue to do his best to achieve 
progress in the talks although he did not wish to conceal 
his concern over the absence of substantive progress. HC 
expressed the hope that the parties concerned would 
make the maximum efforts for finding a common 
ground for progress in the months ahead.‘l 

The representatives of Byelorussian SSR and the 
USSR stated that while they were not objecting to the 
extension of UNFICYP’s mandate, they had to reiterate 
their caveat that voluntary basis of the financing of the 
Force be maintained.” 

The representative of China stated that his Govern- 
ment was in favour of that part of the resolution which 
called for the implementation of the Security Council’s 
decision of 12 March 1975. but in view of its well- 
known position of principle on the question of United 
Nations forces, China had not participated in the vote.” 

Other members of the Council expressed appreciation 
of the work of UNFlCYP and hope that the parties 
concerned would make greater efforts to resolve their 
differences in the intercommunal talks under the aus- 
pices of the Secretary-General at Vienna between 24 
and 27 JuI~.~ 

The representative of Greece stated that 40 percent of 
the Island was still under military occupation by a 
foreign power and one third of the Greek Cypriot 
population were refugees in their own country. He 
emphasized the need for the intercommunal negotiation 
to be conducted in good faith and criticized the 
organization of the referendum in the northern part of 
the island in violation of Security Council resolution 367 
(1975). Such action, he asserted, far from facilitating 
the negotiations. was contrary to the expressions of 
goodwill made by Turkish and Greek Prime Ministers 
at their meeting at Brussels on 3 I May 1975.‘O 

Mr. Celik asserted that the reference in the Council’s 
resolution to the Government of Cyprus was unacccpt- 
able as there was no Government representing both 
sides. He stated that the Turkish community would 
continue to co-operate with UNFICYP and help make 
its operation a success.JJ 

The representative of Turkey stressed that the exten- 
sion of the mandate of UNFICYP enjoyed his Govern- 
ment’s support although it dissociated itself from any 
reference to a Cyprus Government. On the subject of 
the intercommunal talks he stated that the proposals of 
the Turkish Cypriot side for a transitional government 
of Cyprus represented an important development as was 
the reactivation of high-level talks between Greece and 
Turkey.‘* 

I6 1830th mkg.. paras 10-12. 
” Ibid.. paras 73.82. IO-l-109 
” /bid.. paras 14.15 
Jp For the lexts of other rclcvan~ ~tatcmcn~,. scc 1830th mecling: 

United Stares. paras. 16-19: Japan. p;lrac 20.27: France. paras. 
28.34. United Kingdom. parar 35-40. 1131). p.Jras. 47-54; Sucdcn. 
parar. 55-62; Guyana. parar 87-95 

M lhld Darar I 15. I32 
” Ibid.. paras 134-l 16. and 18Ilsl mtg , pdr.i\ 56-l 20 
‘I 1830th mtg, paras 141-158 

Mr. Clerides. on behalf of Cyprus, stated that the/air 
occomplis by Turkey and the Turkish Cypriots, such as 
the unilateral declaration and the referendum, if al- 
lowed to continue, would make it impossible to fJnd a 
solution to the Cyprus problem. He stated that Turkey 
had given no indication that it was prepared to comply 
with earlier resolutions and there was ample evidence 
that by a series of calculated acts an attempt was being 
made to create a situation in Cyprus in which the island 
would be colonized by Turks from the mainland.” 

Decision of I3 December 1975 (1863rd meeting): 
resolution 383 (1975) 
On 5 August 1975, the Secretary-General submitted 

an interim report” to the Security Council pursuant to 
the request contained in resolution 370 (1975) of I3 
June 1975. Attached to the report was the text of an 
agreed press communique issued at the close of the 
Vienna talks on 2 August. The communique noted that 
preliminary discussions on the powers and functions of a 
federal Government and on the geographical aspects of 
a future Cyprus settlement had taken place and that the 
interlocutors would hold private talks on the geographi- 
cal aspects in preparation for the fourth round of talks 
to be held in New York in September. In addition it had 
been agreed: that the Turkish Cypriots in the south of 
the island would be allowed to proceed to the north with 
UNFICYP assistance; that Greek Cypriots in the north 
would be free to stay and would be given every help to 
lead a normal life, including freedom of movement in 
the north; that those Greek Cypriots who wished to 
move south would be free to do so; that the United 
Nations would have free and normal access to Greek 
Cypriot villages in the north; and that priority would be 
given to the reunification of families, which might 
involve the transfer of a number of Greek Cypriots from 
the south to the north. Both sides had affirmed that they 
were not holding undeclared prisoners of war, but 
agreed to facilitate searches. The two sides had also 
declared that the picosia international airport, having 
been repaired, could -be used, as a first step, by the 
United Nations for its needs. 

On IO September 1975. the Secretary-General sub- 
mitted a second interim report” in which the text of an 
agreed press communique issued at the conclusion of the 
fourth round of talks held in New York, was repro- 
duced. The communique stated that the Secretary-Gcn- 
era1 had extensive consultations with Mr. Glafacos 
Clerides and Mr. Rauf Dcnktaj and that a formal 
meeting had been held on IO September. In the absence 
of concrete proposals, the talks had been adjourned, but 
it had been agreed that the Secretary-General would 
remain in contact with the parties regarding future 
action. 

On 13 September the Secretary-General submitted a 
third interim report” on the intercommunal talks, and 

JJ Ibrd.. paras 167-179. and 1831~ mlg.. paras. 3-54. 
1’ S’I 1789. OR. J&h yr.. Suppl. jar JulpSrpr 1975. p 39. 
J’ S I I789IAdd I I ibid, p. 40. 
Y S/I 17R9/Add 2. ,btd, pp 40-41 
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in particular on the progress made on the implemcnta- 
c,tion of the agreements set out in the Vienna communi- 
‘&&UC of 2 August. The !Secretary-General remained 

mvid that although no further progress had been 
made at the fourth round, negotiations held in punu- 
an= of Security Council resolutions 367 (1975) and 370 , 
(1975) stil! provide! the best method for moving 
towards a settlement. 

On 8 December 1975, the Secretary-General submit- 
ted to the Security Council a report” covering the 
United Nations operations in Cyprur for the period IO 
June to 8 December 1975. In his report the Sactetary- 
General indicated that following the transfer to the 
north of the bulk of the Turkish Cypriot, population, the 
Force had been redeployed in the areas of confrontation 
between the Turkish forces and the Cyprus National 
Guard, and a plan had been initiated to raducc its 
strength by 532 soldiers and 62 civilian policemen. 
Access by UNFICYP to Greek Cypriot villagu had 
been restricted in the north by Turkish forces, and 
humanitarian work in the area was limited to resupply 
convoys. United Nations humanitarian assistance for 
needy Cypriots, including persons displacal from the 
north, continued to be cuordinated by the United 
Nations High Commissioner for Refugees. The Secrc- 
tary-General remained in contact with the rcprescnta- 
tives of the two communities with a view to the 
resumption of the intercommunal talks under his aus- 
pices. He felt that, in the circumstances, the best 

-,.availablc means of making progress towards a scttle- 
mcnt was through continued talks between the two 
communities. The continued presence of UNFlCYP was 
essential to the maintenance of the cease-fire and would 
facilitate the continued search for a peaceful settlement. 
Again, he called attention to the increasingly critical 
financial situation of UNFICYP. In an addendum” 
issued on 13 December, the Secretary-General stated 
that following further consultations, the parties had 
signified their concurrence in the extension of the 
mandate of UNFICYP for a further six months. 

At the 1863rd meeting on 13 December 1975, the 
Security Council adopted the provisional agenda with- 
out objection and invited the representatives of Cyprus, 
Turkey and Greece to participate in the discussion.” 
The Council also extended an invitation to Mr. Vedat 
Celik under rule 39 of the provisional rules of procc- 
durc. At the same meeting the President drew attention 
to a draft resolutiona prepared in the course of consul- 
tations among the members of the Council which he 
then put to the VOW. The draft resolution was adopted 
by 14 votes to none with one member (China) not 
participating. The 1~x1 reads as follows. 

Nhrrn~ lrom the report (II the Secrc~ery~Gxcral ol H December 
197s (S/I I900 and Add I1 that III cxlrtlng c~rcurn~~ance~ the presence 
of Ihe (lnltcd Na~lons Peace-keepIn Force III Cyprus IS ,111l needal 

” S/I 1900. ON. 30th ,r, Suppl jar CA-1 -kc 1975. p 54 
‘“S1119OtVAdd I.tbtd. p 01 
‘* For dctatls. ICC chapter III 
w S/I 1910. adopted wlthout change as resolution 383 (1975) 

not only IO matPlaIn ihc cease-lirc but also to facihtate the concmucd 
search for a puceful uttkrncnt. 

Noriq from the report the cundilions prevailing in lk ishd. 

Noring /urrAII that. in pn#nph 68 of his rrport. tbc Sccrctary- 
General has expressal tttc view that in tbc prcaen~ circutnstattces tltc 
bat available mans of makin plgrcas towards a rttkmcnt. is 
through continual talks between the reprexntativa of the two 
communities rnd that such talks can be fruitful only if the intcrlocu- 
tars are ready and ruthorirsd to engale in tnaningfttl negotiationa on 
all essential aspacts of a uttkrncnt of tltc Cyprus problem, 

Nofir# dro the amcurrena of the parties cmcemai in the 

raxrnrncndrtiort by ~lte Saxctary-General that tbc Security Cwncil 
eatcnd tbc statiostinfi of tbc Force in Cyprus for a furthn period of SIX 
months, 

Noring that the Govcmncnt of Cyprus has alreed tht in view of 
the prevailing conditions in the island it is naxuary to keep the Force 
in Cyprus beyond I5 December 1975. 

Nofin# that General Assembly resolution 3395 (XXX) of 20 
Novcmkr 197s rulTtrrnaI ~tte urgent Med for continued efforts for 
the cffativc impkrnentation in all its prts of General Assembly 
resolution 3212 (XXIX) of I November I974 which was cmiorred by 
the Security Council in its resolution 365 (1974) of I3 December 
1974. 

I, Rraj/irm~ the provisions of resolution I86 (1964) of 4 March 
1964. as well as subsequent resolutions and duxtons on the atabltrh- 
ment and mamtenance of the Umtcd Nations Pcacc-keeping Force III 
Cyprus and on other aspects of the rltuation In Cyprus; 

2. Rrojjirm~ ils rcsolulionb 365 (1974) of I3 hcmbcr 1974 and 
367 (1975) of I2 March 1975 and calls for their urpnt and effcc~c 
implcmcnlal~on; 

3 Urp~ the parties concerned IO acl with the ulmml restramt 
and IO continue and accelerate dctcrmmcd ceopcrativc effort> IO 
achieve the objectives of the Sccurlty Council: 

4. t’rrrdr once more the rtatlonmg In Cyprus of the Ilnltcd 

NatIons Peace-keepins Force. cslablirhed under resolution 116 
( 1964). for a further pccmd ending I5 June 1976 in the cxpcctallon 
thai by then sufficient prqrcu towards a final solution will mdhc 
possible a wlthdrawal or substanllal reduction of the Force; 

5. AppO/J ogorn IO all prtles concerned IO extend thclr full 
co-operation IO the Force In its continuing performance of its duties. 

6. RtqurJrs the Secretar).General IO continue the mtsrlon of 
good officer entrusted IO him by paragraph 6 of resolution 367 (1975). 
IO keep the Council informed of the progress made and IO submit a 
report not later than 31 March 1976 

In a statement to the Council after the vote. the 
Secretary-General stated that his Acting Special Rcprc- 
scntative. Lieutenant-General Prcm Chand. and Mr. 
Denktaj had signed on that day a prods-verbal slating 
that the Special Representative would discuss with the 
representative of the Turkish Cypriot community qucs- 
tions pertaining to the stationing. deployment and 
functioning of UNFICYP in the area under Turkish 
control. with a view to arriving at mutually acceptable 
arrangements, which would bc recorded through an 
exchange of Icttcrs: 

Most members of the Security Council agreed with 
the Secretary-General’s assessment that the continued 
presence of UNFICY P was essential. The representative 
of China referred to his Government’s well-known views 
on the Force to explain its non-participation in the vote 
and the representatives of the Byclorussian SSR and the 
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USSR reiterated the position of their Governments that 
the system of voluntary financing should be preserved in 
any extension of UNFlCY P’s mandate:r 

The repraentative of Cyprus stated that his Govem- 
ment had consented. as the only party entitled and 
required to consent. to the renewal of UNFICYP’s 
mandate. However, the prods-verbul which referred to 
practical arrangements relating lo the local functioning 
of UNFICYP. had nothing IO do with any consent for 
the renewal of the mandate: 

The representative of Greece stated that he fully 
agreed that the continued presence of UNFICYP was 

essential in order to maintain the cease-fire and to 
facilitate the continued search for a peaceful settlc- 
ment.” 

The representative of Turkey said that his country 
could not accept the Security Council’s resolution in 
loto. Turkey was against the reference to the Govern- 
ment of Cyprus, since in its view there was no Govern- 
ment which could represent Cyprus; there were merely 
two communities on the island. Turkey considered that 
the Assembly’s 1974 resolution no longer applied after 
four rounds of intercommunal talks, and it was unable 
to accept the reference to the resolution adopted by the 
General Assembly on 20 November 1975, against which 
Turkey had been constrained to vote. Turkey continued 
to be in favour of the intercommunal talks, but not in 
the framework that the Assembly’s 1975 resolution had 
placed them. Turkey agreed with the extension of 
UNFICYP’s mandate and expressed the hope that the 
discussions promised in the prrx-is-verbal signed by 
General Prcm Chand and Mr. Denktas would result in 
concrete agreements.” 

Mr. Cclik also stated that the Security Council 
resolution just adopted W;IS not acceptable in fofo for 
the same reasons as those put forward by Turkey. He 
emphasized that the Secretary-General had consulted 
the Turkish Cypriots about the extension of the 
UNFICYP mandate and that the Turkish Cypriot side 
had given its consent. The separate agreement in the 
form of the prods-verbal was essential both politically 
and legally: politically to establish the qua1 status of 
the two communities, legally to give the Force legal 
status in the north of Cyprus.” 

lk&ii of I5 June 1976 (1927th meeting): resolution 
391 (1976) 

On 24 February 1976 the Secretary-General submit- 
ted an interim report” to the Security Council on the 
fifth round of the Cyprus talks at Vienna from 17 to 21 

u For the texts ol relcvan~ s~a~crncn~. see l863rd mtg.. Byclorus- 
Stan SSR. paras 76-89. Chlna. para 54. Co\~a RICA. paras. 90-94. 

rns 18 24. Guyana. paw IO-I?. Iraq. paras 95-99. Italy. 
psras 5 -61; Ja n. paras 25-28. Maurllama. paras 73-75; Sweden. 
France* $ s 
L’ 

ards 29-33; U SR. p3ras 34-49. Lmled Kingdom. paras 101-108; 
nwd Rcpubltc of <‘amcroon. paras 62.67. Unltcd Rcpubllc of 

Tanzania. paras 68-72. litwed SI.IIC\. para< 50-53 
” lbtd, paras I IO-1 M 
u lbrd paras 140. I 5 I 
” Ikd. paras 153-162 
a /bid, paras 164.215 
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February. In the agreed press communique issued at the 
conclusion of the talks it was stated that in five 
substantive discussions on the territorial and constitu- 
tional issues the two sides had agreed that an cXChan& 
of written proposals would take place in Cyprus within 
six weeks. through the Special Representative of the 
Secretary-General. It had further been agreed that the 
representatives of the two communities would meet 
again under the auspices of the Secretary-General at 
Vienna in May to establish a common basis prior to 
referfin the matter to mixed committees in Cyprus. 

On 31 March the Secretary-General submitted a 
rcpoW to the Security Council pursuant IO resolution 
383 (197s) and General Assembly resolution 3395 
(XXX). In that report he reviewed developments of the 
first three months of 1976. He reported that the Vienna 
talks had been resumed without preconditions on 17 
February 1976 with a view to arriving ;rl a comprchcn- 
sive agreement on the Cyprus question. He had closely 
followed developments in Cyprus relating to the agrec- 
men1 contained in the press communique of 21 Febru- 
ary, in pursuance of which his Special Representative 
had held seven meetings with the representatives of the 
two communities between 5 and 31 March on humani- 
tarian problems. His Special Representative had been in 
close touch with the two interlocutors concerning the 
exchange of written proposals on the territorial and 
constitutional issues forsccn in the Vienna communique. 

On 5 June 1976. before the mandate of UNFICYP 
was due to expire the Secretary-General submitted a 
report on the United Nations Operation in Cyprus 
concerning developments covering the period from 9 
December 1975 to 5 June 1976:’ He noted in his report 
that restrictions on its freedom of movement had 
prevented UNFICYP from contributing in any effective 
way to the security. welfare and well-being of the Greek 
Cypriots living in the Turkish-controlled part of the 
island, as it had done for the Turkish Cypriots m the 
past. Therefore, the Force had only been able to carry 
out humanitarian work on a limited basis. The Secrc- 
tary-General considered the situation of those Greek 
Cypriots a matter of serious concern, not only on purely 
humanitarian grounds but also because it tended to 
affect adversely efforts towards a just and lasting peace. 
Such concern, he felt. could be considerably alleviated if 
UNFICYP were granted free and normal access to 
Greek Cypriot habitations in the area. In respccl of 
efforts to carry out the good offices mission entrusted to 
him by the Council, the Secretary-General referred to 
his report on the fifth round of the Vienna talks between 
the representatives of the two communities and to the 
problems which had arisen with regard to the exchange 
of written proposals on the territorial and constitutional 
issues as envisaged in the Vienna communiqut of 2) 
February. He stated that both he and his Special 
Representative had remained in close touch with the 
parties and had continued their efforts to remove the 
various obstacles to resumption of the negotiating 
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process. Jn the circumstances, he considered the contin- 
ued prwna of UNFICYP to be essential and rccom- 

2 

ended that the Council extend the stationing of the 

‘\ ore in Cyprus for a further period of six monk 
ne &g&y Council considered the Secretary-Gen- 

eral’s report at its 1925th to 1927th meetings held on 
11, 14 and I5 June 1976. At the 1925th meeting, the 
Council adopted the provisional agenda without objec- 
tion and invited the representatives of Cyprus, Turkey 
and Greece to participate in the discussion without the 
right to vote. The Council also extended an invitation to 
Mr. Nail Atalay under rule 39 of the provisional rules 
of procedureW 

The Council discussed the question at its 1925th and 
1926th meetings on I I and I4 June. 

At the 1927th meeting held on I5 June the President 
announced that as a result of prior consultations agree- 
ment had been reached on the text of a draft resolution” 
which he then put to the vote. The said draft resolution 
was adopted by 13 votes to none with two members 
(Benin and China) not participating. The text reads as 
follows: 

Norrng from the report of 1hc Sxrctary-General of 5 June 1976 
that ,n er,rt,ng Crrcumstanccs the prc~ncc of the Um1cd NatIons 
t’crcc-keeping Force rn Cyprus IS csscnliai no1 only lo help mainlarn 
~UICI ,n the Ibland bu1 alw IO faC~l,~a~e the c,~r,1mucd search for a 
peaceful sclllcmcnl. 

,Vor,ng from the rrpor1 the cundltrons prcvrlhng ,n the Ibland. 

Norrn~ u/w from the repor that rhc freedom of movemen of the 
d ln,~cd Narmnr Pcrcc-kccpmg Force in Cyprus and IIS CIVII pohcc IS 

dt rcs~r~~cd rn rhc norrh of the Island and 1ha1 progress II bccng 
,rr.,dc rn d,\cu\v,ln\ rCg;rrd,ng 1hc st.r1mn,ng, dcployrncnt rnd Cunc- 
t,oning of 1hc Force. and c#prcss,ng the hope that 1hosc drrcussion, 
w,ll lead spccdrly IO the cl,mmatlon of all ex,st,ng dtfficul1,cs. 

No~rng /urrhrr ihr1. tin paragraph 70 of h,r report. the Secrelary. 
(;cncral has caprcslcd the WV rhar rhe best hope of dch,cv,ng a JUSI 
.,nd las1,ng rc11lcment of 1hc <‘yprus problem IICS in nego1ur1,ons 
bcccwccn the rcprcum.r1,vcr of 1hc IWO commun,,lc\ .rnd 1hat 1hC 
u~fulncss of th,nc nrg~~,ac,on~ depends upon the w,ll,ngncsr of all 
prr~,o Concerned 10 rhow rhc ncco,ary flcr,b,l,ty. \JhIIIg rnlo dcuounl 
WI only 1hcrr own ~ntcrcst~ but abo the Icgr1,mrrc .rrp,rar,ons and 
rcquucmcmc of the oppovng \,dc. 

l.‘:rprrcc,n~ ,I< r-onrrrn JI aCt,on~ which ,ncrcau lcn\ron bclween 
Ihc two commumrrcs and rend 11) affcc1 advcr\ely Ihe efforrr towards a 
IUSI and Ias~rng peace ,n Cyprus. 

EmphastzrnR the riced for the parc,c\ conccrncd IO adhere IO 1hc 
dgrccmcms reached al all prcv,ous rounds of 1hc 1rlks held under 1he 
ausp,ccs of 1hc Secrc1ary.Gcncral and cxprcsslng 1hc hope 1ha1 fulurc 
ldtks ~111 bc mcamngful and produC1,vc. 

Notrng dco 1he Concurrence of the par1,cr concerned w,1h 1hc 
rcCommcndal,on by the Sccrclary-General lhdl the Sccurlly COUnCll 
crrend rhc \lalwntng of the tlmicd hdi,onS lkacc.kccplng l-orcc In 
C’)pfus lur a lurthcr pcrwd 01 518 month>. 

.~~mn~ th;ri ihc (;ovcrn,n~nr of <‘yprUs hdb rprccd th.,!. In VW of 
lhc prcv.,llrng cond~c,on~ ,,I Ihc A,nd. ,I I, n,xCz~~r) 10 hrcp the t‘orcc 
I!) C‘yprur beyond I< JUIIV 1,176. 

I Hru//rrmc the pr,~~,n, ,,I rc,,,tu,,,D,~ IWO , I’MA) ,1f 4 March 
1964, a\ well a\ whwqucnc rcwlutl,,n~ .tn,l ,frcr,,llnr ,,n the c\tabllrh- 
,ncnl snd ma~nlcn~nc‘e 01 rhc tlru1cd N.,r,,,n\ P,.,<~c.kCcp,n)r t orce ,n 
(‘\prUs .!nd orhcr d\pCCl\ of Ihe \,,uar,,,n ,n ( ,pr,,\. 

. - HI<rl/rrr~Il .1!,,1 .,q,r,,, I,, rL.,,,l,,l ,,,,, i,,\ , I’,‘41 ,I, I I IlC,LI11 
th.r 1974. bv which 11 endorvd r;cncr;,~ ,\,\r,r,hl\ ,~\,I~uIIw, 1212 

(XXIX) adopted unammourly on I November 1974, and call, once 
agam for the UrgCnl and cffr.Clivc implcrncn~t~ of lh,xc ras&rrm~ 
as welt as of ilr rmlulioa 367 (1975) of t 2 Mafch 1975; 

3. Urp IhC pflia UWCCrncd 10 l Cl with the ulw1 rcalraint lo 
refrain from any unilaloral or other action likely 10 l ffm advenety 

the porpccls of negotiations and to conlinuc and aa&ra:c dcler- 
mined c+operrtivc cfloti IO achieve the objcctiva Oc the Sccurily 

Council; 

4. Exrrrds once more the stationin In Cypur of the Unitai 
Natton, Peace-kccpm8 Force, atabtirhed under Securely Council 
rcsolulion 186 (1964). for a further period endin t 5 Dccemkr 1976. 
In the expalalion that by then rufhicnl prqrar 10wardr a finrl 
~lulion will make puibk a wllhdrawal Or rubalar~ial ruluc1808 of 

lhc ForCC; 

5. A~~AJ og4rrr to all prtiu conCerned lo cxlcnd their fulksl 
cwqxraGon w ar IU enable the United Nations PcaLu-kc+8 Force 
IO perform its duties cfTeCtivcly: 

6 Rryurrfr the Secretary-General IO continue Ik m&ion of 
saxi off~a entrusted IO him by paragraph 6 d raolulion 167 tl970. 
IO keep the .ScCurity ~wncil informed of tk grograr made and lo 
submit a report on the ~mplcmentat~oa of the preunt rcaolution by JO 
Oclobcr 1976. 

De&&a of I4 December 1976 ( 1979th meeting): reso- 
lution 401 (1976) 

On 30 October 1976. the Secretary-General submit- 
ted to the Council a report” in pursuance of his mission 
of good offices under Security Council resolutions 367 
(1975) of I2 March 1975 and 391 (1976) of I5 June 
1976. In the report the Secretary-General described the 
contacts that his Special Representative, Mr. Javier 
Perez de CuCllar. had had with President Makarios and 
Mr. Rauf Dcnktaj in Nicosia and with the Foreign’ 
Ministers of Turkey and Greece and other high officials 
in Ankara and Athens, as well as his own consultations 
with the representatives of the two communities, in New 
York, before the opening of the General Assembly. He 
stressed that, despite the difficulties. the intcrcommunal 
negotiations represented the best hope of achieving an 
agreed, just and lasting settlement of the Cyprus 
problem. He regretted to have to report that the 
difficulties in the way of resuming meaningful ncgotia- 
tions had yet to be overcome. and the differences 
between the two sides had, in practice, shown little sign 
of narrowing. Although the current procedural deadlock 
reflected the political difficulties of the interlocutors. 
the Secretary-General remained determined to exert his 
best efforts to bring about the resumption of meaningful 
negotiations. 

On 9 December 1976. the Secretary-General submit- 
ted to the Security Council a report” on the United 
Nations operations in Cyprus covering the period 6 June 
to 6 December 1976. In his report the Secrctary-Gcncr- 
al indicated that the access of UNFICYP to the 
Turkish-controlled part of the island had rcmaincd 
restricted but that there had been a continuing reduc- 
tion in the number of cease-fire violations. UNFJCYP 
had cndeavoured to facililatc normal farming activity 
by providing escorts to enable Greek Cypriot and 
Turkish C‘ypriot farmers to work in scnsitivr areas. The 
exodus of Greek Cypriots to the south had accelerated. 



8nd UNFICYP in most QISCS had not been abIc to 
cst8hlhb the voluntary nature of tkir depfturc. 
UNFICYP kd alao continued to supp~t the rctsvitica 
of tk United N8tiona High Commissioner for R&p& 
and his relief progrrmme by delivering food r~p#ca 
and providing emergency medical services. The Secrc- 
t8ry-Genenl also drew the Council’s attention to tk 
inrrruin#ly critic81 financicrl situation of UNFICYP. 

In rn 8ddcndumy to this report, iaaucd err I4 
December 1976 the !Sccrcury-Geneq( i-w tkt 
tk prtics aligned kd signified tbr concurro@e to 
tk extansiom of tk mpndatc of UNFICYfi far tir 
six months. 

At tk 1979th meeting on I4 December 1976 the 
Security Council adopted the provision81 agenda with- 
out objection and invited the representatives of Cyprus, 
Greece 8tld Turkey to participate in the discussion. The 
Council ako agreed to extend an invitation to Mr. 
VCdat Celik under rule 39 of the provisional rules of 
procedure.” 

Subsequently. the President announced thet as a 
result of prior consultations, agreement hrd been 
reached on the text of a draft resolution” which he then 
put to tk vote. The draft resolution was adopted by I3 
votes to none with 2 members (Benin and China) not 
participating. The text reads as follows: 

, Tht Srruriry Councd. 
Norin~ from tk report of the Secretary-General of 9 timber 

1976 that in crilttna circumstances the presence d the United 
Nations Peace-ltccptn~ Force an Cyprur I$ e~scnttal not only to klp 
maintain quiet in the island but alxo to facrlitatc the continual uarch 
for a pcacelttl uttlcmcnl. 

NOWI# from (he report the conditions prevailing in (he island. 

Norrn# O/IO from the report that the lrccdom of movcmcnt of the 

Untied NaIions Peace-kccpng Force m Cyprus and its CIVII pdicc is 
rtdl rcsIrtctcd tn the north of the island and that further prqreu is 

km8 made in dirussioru rcgardtntt the stationing. deployment and 
~unctiunq of the Force. and expressing the hope that ways will k 
found to surmount the rcmamm(t ob\taclc\. 

Norin# /urthrr that the Sccrctar:-(icrier ha\ cxprc\scd the view 
that the ha1 hope of achieving a JUSI and ld~lin~ rctllcmcnt of the 
Cyprus problem lies m negotiations bciwccn the rcprcscntattva d ~hc 
two communittcs and that the usefulness of those negottations depends 
upon the willin~ncsr of all parttcr concerned to show the necessary 
llextbility. taking Into account no1 only their own interests but also the 
legitimate aspirattons and rcqutrcmcntr of the opposing side. 

ExprrJsia# 1’1s ~onwrn at actions which increase tension between 
Ik Iwo communitta and tend to affect advcrscly the efforts towards a 
Just and Iasttn~ peace in Cyprus. 

Emphorizrng the nctd for the parties concerned IO adhere to the 
a~rcerncnts reached at all previous rounds of the talks held under the 
auspices ol the SccrcIary-General and caprc5sing the hope thaI future 
talks will be munm(lful and productwe. 

Nottrg alro the concurrence of the partic\ conccrncd with the 
recommendation by the Secretary-General that the Security Council 
extend the stationing of the United Nattons Peace-kceptnlt Force in 
Cyprus for a further period of VI month\. 

Nofrn~ that the Govcrnmcnt 111 (‘jprur ha\ aprecd that, in view of 
the prevailing conditions in the island. II ia nece-:iry IO keep the l-orcc 
m Cyprus beyond I5 December 1976. 

“S/l2257IAdd.l. rhtd 
” For dcIails. scce chapter III 
” S/ 12256. adopted wnhout chdnpc d\ rc\oliirlon 401 (1976) 

I. &ajjirmr Ihc provtrlons of rrAution lllh (1964) of 4 MArch 
1964. al well Is SubsaJucnt resolutions and dcctstonr WI the atJbl,,h. 
merit and maintenance d the United Nations Pcacc-kccptnl ~orcc 8ns.n 
Cyprus and other aspeas of Ik situation in Cyprus: . . . . . . 

2. Rro/jlrm~ onrc tagair its raolu~ion 365 (1974) of 13 Dccem. 
bcr 1974. by which it endorsed Gmn~ Aascmbly radutton 1212 
(XXIX) adopted unrnimously on I November 1974, and calls once 
apin for tk urgent and effective imPlamcntatwcl of ~htnc radutlon\ 
as well aa of its resolution 367 (1975) of I2 March 1975; 

3. Ur@s ~hc prrtia concerned to ICI with the utm011 restraint IO 
rcfrrin front any unilater8l or other action likely to l fYoct adversely 
tba paOocu ol ncgoti~tiom for a jut 8nd peaceful solution and to 
cxnnintu and accelerate determined coqzrativc elTortr to achieve the 
objcctivu of the Security c’ounc~l; 

4. E.rrmd.c once more the ~Iattatin~ m Cypru, ul Ik United 
NWILW~ kacu-kccpirq Force. aIabllshcJ under Security Council 
ruadutiott I%6 (1964). for a lurrhcr period cndin(( I5 June 1977. ut the 
cap*rlion lhat by then sufTtclcnt pro#rcsr tow;trdr a ftnal &ttion 
WIII make possible a withdrawal or subatantuil reduction iif the l’orcc. 

5. Apptolr opn IO all purtia conccrncd to c&tend their lullc\~ 
co-oqcralton so as IO enable the llnitcd Nation\ Peacr-kccpry Force 
to perform its duties cffcctivcly; 

6 Rrgur.~c Ihc Sccrctary-Gcncral to continue Ihc misamn ol 
aood offtccs entrusted to him by paraflraph 6 of rcwluIton J67 ( 19751. 
IO keep the Securtty Counctl mCormcd of the progress made and lo 
submit a report on the implementation ol thir rcrolution by JO April 
1977 

In a statement after the voting, the Secretary-General 
stated that he would continue to bring about a resump 
tion of the negotiations between the representatives of 
the two Cypriot communities at an early date. The best 
hope of achieving a just and lasting settlement of the 
Cyprus problem was through negotiations between the 
two representatives of the two communities. If  the 
present impasse were prolonged the basic issues woulc 
inevitably become more intractable.” 

The representative of the USSR reiterated his GOV- 
crnment’s position that the stationing of the Force 
should continue to be financed on a voluntary basis.” 

The representative of China stated that in VICW of the 
fact that the resolution mainly conccrncd the question of 
UNFICYP. on which his Government’s position was 
well known. his delegation had not participated in the 
vote.” 
Lkciskm of I5 June 1977 (2012th meeting): resolution 

410 (1977) 
On 30 April 1977, the Secretary-General submitted 

to the Security Council a reportLO in pursuance of his 
continuing mission of good offices under Security Coun- 
cil resolution 401 (1976) of 14 December 1976. In his 
report, the Secretary-General reviewed developments 
that had led to the high-level meeting of Archbishop 
Makarios and Mr. Rauf Denktaji under his personal 
auspices on 27 February. He set out the texts of the 
agreed instructions (guidelines) for the intercommunal 
talks as a basis for future negotiations that had been 
issued following the meeting. A new series of intercom- 
munal talks had been held in Vienna from 31 March CO 
7 April as had been decided at the high-level meeting 

” 1979th mtg , paras I i-16 
” Ihd, parar 207-22 I 
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The annexes to the report contained the opening statc- 
mcnt by the Secretary-General at those talks and the 
proposals submitted by the two Cypriot communities. 
Each side had presented certain proposals which the 
other had not accepted. He stated that it had not been 
possible to bridge the considerable gap bctwcen the 
views of the two sides but that efforts would be 
continued to overcome the differences. 

On 7 June 1977 the Secretary-General submitted a 
report 61 to the Security Council on the United Nations 
operation in Cyprus for the period covering 7 December 
1976 to 7 June 1977. In his report the Sccrctary-Gener- 
al stated that a substantial trend towards stabilization of 
the security situation, mainly in the military field, had 
developed, thanks in good part to the continuing pcace- 
keeping efforts of UNFICYP. There remained, howcv- 
cr. areas of concern, especially with refcrcnce to the 
continuing efforts of both sides to improve or strengthen 
their positions in the confrontation areas. While the 
pcacc-keeping aspect of the United Nations operation in 
Cyprus had been increasingly effective, the pcacc-mak- 
ing effort continued to encounter serious obstacles. 
Since the resumption of the intercommunal talks in 
Nicosia in May under the auspices of the Special 
Representative of the Secretary-General. the situation 
had remained unchanged. It was evident that certain 
political developments were being awaited before the 
next step was taken. As the Secretary-General felt that 
negotiations between the representatives of the ‘two 
Cypriot communities remained the best available mcth- 
od of achieving a just and lasting settlement of the 
Cyprus problem, he would continue the mission entrust- 
ed to him by the Security Council to assist the parties. 
The continued presence of UNFICYP on the island 
remained essential to the maintenance of the cease-fire 
and would also facilitate the continued search for a 
peaceful settlement. He also drew attention to the 
increasingly critical financial situation of UNFICYP. 

In an addendumhz to his report, issued on I5 June, the 
Secretary-General stated that he was in a position to 
inform the Council that the parties concerned had 
signified their concurrence with the proposed extension. 

The Security Council considered the Secretary-Gen- 
eral’s report at its 2012th and 2013th meetings held on 
I5 and I6 June 1977. At the 2012th meeting, the 
Council adopted the provisional agenda without objcc- 
tion and invited the representatives of Cyprus, Greece 
and Turkey to participate in the discussion. The Council 
also extended an invitation to Mr. Vcdat Cclik under 
rule 39 of the provisional rules of procedure.*’ 

The President announced that as a result of prior 
consultations, agreement had been reached on the text 
of a draft rcsoIutionti which he then put to the vote. The 
draft resolution was adopted by 14 VOW to none with 

one member (China) not participating in the vote. The 
text read as follows: 

The Stcuri~y Counrrl. 

Noring from the report or the Sccrc1aryGeneral of 7 June 1977 
1har In exrsrrng circumstances 1he prcxncc of 1hc United Na1ions 
Pcrce-kccprng Force in Cyprus is essenlial not only IO help mainlain 
quiet m 1hc Island bu1 also to facrluatc the conlinucd search for a 
peaceful scl1lemen1, 

A’ortng from the rcporl 1hc condrrrons prcvarlmg in the island, 

fVoring olro from the report that jhc freedom of movemcm of the 
United Nations Peace-keeping Force in Cyprus and its civil police is 
still rcsrrictd m the north of the island. and expressing 1hc hope that 
ways wrll be found IO surmount the rcmainmg obstacles. 

N~o/rng ftrrrhrr that the Sccrelary-General expressed 1hc view that 
1hc hi hope of achxving a jusl dnd I.r>rrng sclllcmcnl of 1he Cyprus 
problem IKS In negorralions between the rcprcscnrarivcs of the two 
communrrics and that jhc usefulness of 1hose ncgo1iations depends 
upon the urllrngncss of all parties concerned IO show the necessary 
flcxibilrry. jakrn8 inlo account nor only rhcrr own interests but also the 
Icgr1imarc arprratrons and rqurrcmcnls of the opposrng side. 

Noring 1ha1. owing 10 rhc cflorls of 1hc Sccrc1aryGcncral. his ruTI 
and the Unired Natrons Peace-keeping Force. and with the co-opcra- 
lion of the parties. 1hcrc has been a relative improvement in the 
security siruation. but that this evolution has ye1 10 relieve the 
underlying tensions in the island. 

Noting O/W rhc rcpor1 of the Secretary-General of 30 April 1977 
concerning the high-level mecjmg under the auspices of the Secrc1ary. 
Gcncral. and emphasizmg 1hc need lo adhere to the agreement 
reached a1 this meetin as well as IO the aprecmcnts reached (II 1hc 
previous rounds of 1hc talks. 

Noring jurthrr 1hc concurrence of rhc parlies concerned in the 
rccommcnda1ron by the Secrcrary-General that the Security Council 
extend the sralioning of the Unilcd NatIons Peace-keeping Force in 
Cyprus for a further period of six months. 

Noting that the Government of Cyprus has agreed that. in view or 
the prevailing condittons in 1hc island, i1 is necessary IO keep the Force 
in Cyprus beyond I5 June 1977. 

I. Rrctj/irmr 1hc provisions of resolution I86 ( 1964) OC 4 March 
1964. as well as subsequent resolu1rons and dccisrons on 1hc csrablish- 
mcnl and mainjcnancc of the Unired Nations Peace-kccprng Force in 
Cyprus and other aspcc1s of rhc situalion in Cyprus, 

2. Rro//irmr onrr ogmn its rcsolulron 365 (1974) of I3 Dccem- 
kr 1974. by whrch II endorsed General Assembly rcsolurron 3212 
(XXIX) adopted unanrmously on I November 1974. and calls once 
again for the urgent and C~~CCIIVC implcmcnratron ol those rcsolu1ions 
and of i1s rcsolutron 367 (1975) of I2 March 1975; 

3. Uegrr the parrres concerned IO act with the utmost rcstrdmr by 
rcfrainmg from any unrlajcral or o1her action likely IO affect adversely 
the prospects of ncgojrarions for a just and peaceful solution and 10 
continue and accelerate dcrcrmmed coopcra1ivc efforts IO achieve the 
objectives of the Sccuri1y Council; 

4 Exrrnds onzr mov the sralioning m Cyprus of the Unrted 
Irialrons Peace-keeping Force. established under Security Council 
resolution 186 (1964). for a further period cndlng 15 December 1977. 
in 1he crpcctatlon thar by then sufficrcnt progress lowards a fmal 
solujion will make porsrble a withdrawal or subslantial reduc1ron of 
1he Force; 

5 App,~rolr ogoin IO all pJrrrc\ concerned IO extend their fullesr 
co-opcrarion so 3s 10 enable 1hc tlnrtcd Narions Peace-keeping Force 
10 perform IIS duller clkc~~vcly. 

6 Hryurrrr Ihe Sccrcrary-(Bcncr.rl ro conlrnuc rhc mruron of 
pod olficcc cnlruslcd IU ham by p.rrJgrrph 6 of rc\oluLron J67 t 1975). 

lo keep the Sccurrry Councrl Informed of rhc progress made and ru 
tubmrt a rcpor1 un 1hc rmplcmcnrarmn of rhc present rcsolulion by 30 
Novcmbcr 19’7 

In a statement after the voting. the Secretary-General 
assured the C’uuncil that he would do his utmost to give 
effect to its decisions. He and his Special Representative 
would COIIII~UC their efforts to assist the negotiations. 
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which he believed were the best available method of 
achieving a settlement. tie drew the Council’s attention 
to UNFlCYP’s 554.1 million deficit and said it was 
more than ever necessary to find means of improving 
the financial situation.” 

At the 2013th meeting on 16 June. the representative 
of the USSR stated that his Government understood 
that the financing of the Force would continue to be on 
a voluntary basis. The representative of China stated 
that his delegation had not participated in the vote as it 
mainly concerned the question of the United Nations 
Force, on which China had always held a different 
position of principle.w 
Decision of 15 September 1977 (2032nd meeting): 

resolution 4 14 ( 1977) 
By letter b’ dated 26 August 1977 addrcsscd to the 

President of the Council the representative of Cyprus 
requested an urgent meeting of the Council to consider 
the seriously deteriorating situation in the island. At the 
2026th meeting of 31 August 1977, the Council includ- 
ed the letter in its agenda without objectlon and invited 
the representatives of Cyprus, Greece and Turkey to 
participate in the discussion and also extended an 
invitation to Mr. Vcdat Celik under rule 39 of the 
provisional rules of procedurc.(” 

Opening the discussion the Minister of Foreign Af- 
fairs of Cyprus stated that United Nations resolutions 
on Cyprus had called on all parties to refrain from 
unilateral actions, particularly such as would change the 
demographic character of Cyprus and had also provided 
for negotiations between the two communities, with a 
view to reaching freely a mutually acccptable~political 
settlement based on those communities’ legitimate 
rights. However, Turkey had never allowed a construc- 
tive dialogue to develop, obviously aiming to consolidate 
its position in the occupied area by creating /airs 
accomplis. His Govcrnmcnt’s acceptance of a federal 
system and its decision to present, at the Vienna talks, a 
map providing for a bizonal solution of the territorial 
aspect of the problem were great concessions on the prrt 
of the Greek Cypriot side. However, the Turkish 
Cypriot negotiator, in breach of prior assurances given 
by Turkey and the Turkish Cypriot leadership, had 
failed to give any indication of his side’s views on the 
territorial aspect of the problem. The decision of the 
Turkish Government to colonize the new town of 
Famagusta was the climax of the Turkish policy of/airs 
occomplis and, if allowed to proceed, could only be the 
coup de grace to the intercommunal talks. He appealed 
to the Council urgently to adopt effective measures to 
reverse the process of colonization of Famagusta and to 
ensure immediate implementation of relevant United 
Nations resolutions on Cyprus.6’ 

The representative of Greece stated that his country 
had fully endorsed the Cypriot request for a Council 
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mectinp. ‘fhrcc yc;~r\ after the Turkish inv;\sion of 
C’yprus. Turkey had stepped up it\ viol;ltlons of Interna- 
tional law and human rights in the occupied zone 
through expulsion of the inhabitant5 and seizures of 
property. It had placed new obstacles in the way of 
negotiations by perpetuating the jorf~ ac.roml7li.r in 
Cyprus and creating, by delaying t;\clics, so-called 

irreversible situations. lie said that the fate of the 
sealed-off town of Famagusta rcprcscntcd a cardinal 
element in the intercommunal negotiations. and b) 
colonizing it the Turkish side was depriving the negotia- 
tions of any meaning and rendering any future dialogue 
pointless. He appealed to the Council to condemn any 
attempt at tl~c colonization of Famapusta, or of the rest 
of the military-tKcupicd Ione of Cyprus. and to demand 
that the Turkish Govcrnmcnt dcsibr from any such 
action and abide by the relevant resolutions of the 
General Assembly and the Security (‘ouncll.“’ 

The represcntdtivc of Turkey stated that (irecce itself 
was the main culprit in the continuing tragedy of 
Cyprus: its record towards Cyprus W;IX one of violcncc. 
military invasions, /~ir.~ ocl-omplrs. ;tltemptcd murders 
and intrigues. He saw no rcaso for a C‘ouncil meeting 
as nothing had happened since I. 3, .;une meeting except 
the death-on 3 August-of Archbishop Makarios. 
which had opened the way to a power struggle not as yet 
resolved. The only evidence of a deterioration of the 
situation that the Greek Cypriots had been able IO 
muster was the decision by the authorities of the 
Turkish Federated State of Cyprus to use an old hotel in 
the south of Famagusta as a centrc for hotel manage- 
ment. Whatever the Turkish Cypriot community did in 
the area under its control was none of the Greek Cypriot 
community’s concern. He said that dcspitc the ludicrous 
nature of the Greek Cypriot allegatIon>. the Turkish 
community was ready to resume the intcrcommunal 
talks on a date to be agreed upon. The Turkish 
Government would continue to support the mission of 
the Secretary-General within its current framework.” 

At the 2027th meeting on 31 August. the rcpresenta- 
tivc of the USSR stated that hi> Government favoured 
establishing ;I spirit of mutual understanding and trust 
between the two communities. A solution must reflect 
unswerving respect for independence, sovereignty and 
territorial Integrity. He said that recent events had 
confirmed the USSR’s opinion that a solution of the 
Cyprus problem required a convening as soon as possi- 
ble of an international conference under United Nations 
auspices. Both sides should refrain from unilateral or 
other actions which could have a negative effect on 
prospects for peaceful settlement.‘! 

At the 2028th meeting on I September, the Secre- 
tary-General provided information based on recent 
reports he had rccclvcd from his SpeSlal Kepresentativc 
and the UNFI(‘Y P (‘t,mrn;lnder. conccrnlng develop- 
mcnts In Vurosha. thr: ncu quarter ()I’ Fam,lgusta.” 
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Speaking at the 203 1st meeting on 15 September, the 
representative of France stated that the kind of actions 
taken in Varosha. the new town of Famagusta, fully 
justified the Council session. While they were benign in 
appearance, they could be followed by other measures 
which, taken together with the first set of measures, 
might significantly change the state of affairs. Those 
responsible should take no initiative that might alter the 
climate required for the succcss of the negotiations. t(c 
said that the Council should make its contribution to the 
reduction of tension. Everything possible must bc done 
to preserve the bases and the framework of the negotia- 
lions to which the parties had agreed.” 

The representative of China stated that his delegation 
held firmly to respect for independence, sovereignty and 
territorial integrity. China hoped the two communities 
would take a positive attitude and continue to work for 
an early settlement through negotiations on an equal 
footing and through mutual accommodation. They 
should eliminate their differences and guard against 
super-Power meddling.” 

The representative of the United Kingdom stated that 
his Government was convinced that the most urgent 
requirement was to have the negotiations resumed 
through the intercommunal talks, and not to hinder that 
process. If  the talks were to make progress. there should 
be an atmosphere undisturbed by actions or statcmcnts 
which could prejudice the chances of a scttlemcn:. The 
United Kingdom was pleased to note the assurances 
liven to the Council that recent moves in new Famapus- 

ta did not constitute colonization or resettlement. I f  
there were such developments, they would lead to 
serious consequcnces.lh 

At the 2032nd meeting on I5 September. the rcprc- 
rentative of the United States stated that assurances 
that no resettlement of the new section of Famagusta 
was under way were especially welcome. The United 
States would do all that it possibly could to encourage 
the earliest possible resumption of the intercommunal 
talks. II hoped the Council debate would mark renewal 
of concerted efforts by the two communities to build 
successfully on the foundation established in earlier 
rounds of talks and to bring those talks to a successful 
conclusion.‘? 

The President. speaking as the representative of the 
t:edcral Republic of Germany. scatcd that a ccttlcmcnt 
could only be achicvcd through direct negotiations 
bctwcen the two communities. The talky muhr bc bused 
on mutual concessions on the tcrrltorial and constrtu- 
tional ;c\pccts. His Govcrnmcnt noted with \;ttisfactlon 
the statcmcnt\ made IO the effect th;lt rhc dcvclopments 
In the ncu town of Famagust~ dud 11~~ constltutc the 
begInnIng of rcscttlemcnt or colonl/3tlon Ilowcvcr 
Ilmitcd in scope, any unilateral action should bc avold- 
cd ‘* 
--~ 

Mr. Cclik. stating that he was speaking on behalf of 
the Turkish Cypriot communily. stated that he failed to 
understand the necessity for a Security Council meeting: 
there was no fighting in Cyprus, no threat to peace in 
the region. no change in the sfalus quo. In calling the 
meeting, the Greek Cypriots were clearly prompted by 
internal political considerations. although the pretext 
was the implementation of United Nations resolutions 
and the alleged mass colonization of Maras. otherwise 
known as Varosha, ;I town situated wholly within the 
borders of the Turkish t:cderated State of Cyprus and 
under its jurisdiction. He insisted that the rights over 
this arca could not be made the subject of bargaining 
with the Greek Cypriot side. There had been no “mass 
colonization” or resettlement of the area. He said that 
the Turkish Cypriot side was always ready to start 
negotiations with a view to finding a realistic solution of 
the Cyprus problem, one which recognized for the 
Turkish Cypriot community-the suffering party until 
now----rights equal to those of the Greek Cypriots and 
which would provide for its effective and equal par- 
ticipation in the government and administration of the 
future federal State. The Cyprus problem was an 
intercommunal problem, and it could bc solved only 
through negotiations, on an equal footing, between the 
two communities.‘” 

AI the 2032nd meeting on IS Scptcmbcr. the Prcsi- 
dent. following a suspension of the meeting. stated that 
the Council would proceed IO take a decision on a draft 
resolution”” and that it was his understanding that the 
Council wished IO adopt the draft resolution without 
putting it to the vote. He thcrcfore declared it adopted 
as resolution 4 14 ( 1977). The tcx~ reads ah follows: 
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6 Requesrs the Secretary-Ccncral IO keep the Council informed 
of developments that may adversely affect the implcmcntation of the 
present resolution 

De&Ion of IS December I977 (2054th meeting): reso- 
lution 422 (1977) 

On I December 1977, the Secretary-General submit- 
ted to the Security Council his report” on the United 
Nations operation in Cyprus concerning developments 
from 8 June to 30 November 1977. In his report, the 
Secretary-General stated that in the period under re- 
view, the situation in Cyprus had been quiet but that the 
underlying tensions had shown no sign of abating. The 
political differences confronting the people of Cyprus 
were no nearer a solution. It had not been possible since 
3 June to continue the intercommunal meetings. The 
consultations which hc had held in New York in 
September and October and those held at Nicosia by his 
Special Representative would be continued at Athens 
and Ankara. For the resumed talks to be useful, it was 
necessary to obtain assurances that the parties were 
prepared to negotiate concretely and substantively on all 
major aspects of the problem. The Secretary-General 
noted that there had been no apparent improvement in 
the living conditions of the Greek Cypriots remaining in 
the north and that their situation was a matter of 
concern. With regard to UNFICY P. the Secretary-Gen- 
eral noted that the Finnish battalion, by agreement, had 
left Cyprus without replacement on 31 October, having 
completed more than I3 years of service. The deficit in 
the UNFICYP Special Account of $56.7 million was a 
matter of concern. The critical financial condition of the 
Force was a compelling consideration in the decision not 
IO replace the Finnish battalion. 

In an addendum’? to his report issued on I5 Decem- 
ber 1977, the Secretary-General indicated that the 
parties concerned had signified their concurrence in the 
extension of the mandate of UN FICY P for another six 
months. 

The Security Council considered the Secretary-Gen- 
eral’s report at its 2054th and 2055th meetings held on 
IS and I6 December 1977. At the 2054th meeting, the 
Council adopted the provisional agenda without objec- 
tion, and invited the representatives of Cyprus, Greece 
and Turkey to participate in the discussion. The Council 
also extended an invitation to Mr. Vedat Celik under 
rule 39 of the provisional rules of procedure to partici- 
pate in the consideration of the item. At the 2055th 
meeting a similar invitation under rule 39 was extended 
to Mr. Nail AtaIay.*’ 

The President announced that as a result of prior 
consultations, agreement had been reached on the text 
of a draft resolutions4 which he then put to the vote. The 
draft resolution was adopted by 14 votes to none, with 
one member (China) not participating. ;IS resolution 422 
( 1977). The text reads as follows 

rVor)ng from the report of the Secretary-Gcncral of I December 
1977 that in cxrsting clrcumstanccs the presence of the United 
hations Peace-keeping Force tn Cyprus is csrcntutl not only to help 
m.tintain quiet in the island but also to lacilttatc the continued search 
for a peaceful scltlcmcnl. 

A’orrng from the report the condrtions prevailing in the island, 

~V’orrng nlro from the report that the freedom of movement of the 
United Natrons Peace-kceprng Force tn Cyprus and its civil police is 
still restricted tn the north of the Island. and cxprcssing the hope that 
ways wrll bc found IU surmount the rematnrng obs~aclcs. 

Nr~~rngjurrhrr that the Secretary-Gcncral cxprcrsed the view that 
the b01 hop of achtcving a JUSI and lasttng sctllcmcnt of the Cyprus 
problem lrcs tn ncgotuttronr between the rcprcventattvcs of the IW 

communrtw and that the welulnos of those negotiations depends 
upon the wtlhngncrs of all parttcs conccrncd IO show the nccosary 
tlcsibtlity. taking rntu account not only thcrr own Interests but also the 
Icgittmatc aspiratwn\ and rcqulrcmcnts of the opposing *Idc. 

/V:rjfing that. owing IO the cffortr of the Sccrctary-General. his staff 
and the United Nations Peacekeeping Force. and with the co-opera- 
tton of the partrcr. thcrc has been a rclattvc improvement in the 
securtty situatnm. but that thts evolution has yet IO relieve the 
undcrlymg tcnswnr in the Island. 

h’orrng also the report of the Secretary-Gcncral ol 30 April 1977 
concerning the hiph.lcvcl mcc:lng under the 3uspic.r of the Secretary. 
General, and cmphasizmg the need IO adhere to the agreement 
reached 31 this meeting as uell as IO the aprcemcnts reached at the 
previous rounds ol the talks. 

Noring /urrhrr the concurrence of the parties concerned in the 
recommendation by the Secretary-General that the Security Council 
extend the stationmg of the United Nations Peace-keeping Force in 
Cyprus for a further period ol six months, 

Nd/rng that the Government of Cyprus has agreed that, in view of 
the prevailing condrtrons tn the Island. II is ncccss;\ry to keep the Force 
in Cyprus kyond I5 December 1977. 

I &a/firms the provwons of resolution IRh (1964) of 4 March 
1964. as well as rubrcqucnt rewlutionr and decisions on the establish- 
ment and marntcnancc of the llnitcd Nations Peacekeeping Force in 
Cypru* and other a\pcctr of the krtuation in Cyprus. 

2 Rrojlirnrr onrr aRaln IIS rc<olutlon 3bS (1974) of 13 Dccem- 
her 1974. by whrch it endorsed General Awmbly resolution 3212 
(XXIX) adopted unantmously on I Novcmbcr 1974. and calls once 
ttgJrn lor the urgent and clfcc~wc tmplcmcntattun of those resoluttonr 
and ol IIS rcsolutlon lb7 (1975) of I2 March 197s. 

3. Urges the parties conccrncd IO act with the utmost restraint by 
rcfratning from any unilateral or other action lrkely to affect adversely 
the prospects of ncgotiatrons for a just and peaceful solution and to 
continue and accelerate dctcrmined co-operative efforts IO achieve the 
ObJccIivcs of the Security Council, 

4. Exrcnds oncr more the stationing in Cyprus of the United 
Kations Peace-keeping Force. established under Security Counctl 
rcsolutton I86 (1964). for a further period ending I5 June 1978. in the 
expectation thrt by then suffrcrcnt progress towards a final solution 
~111 make posstbic a wrthdraual or substanttal reduction of the Force; 

5. Appca/.r agarn to all parttcs concerned to cxtcnd their fullest 
cooperation so .~s to enable the Untted NJttons Pcacc.kecping Force 
IU perform its dutxs cffcc~~rcly: 

6 Hryurtrs the Secretdry-General IO contrnuc the missron of 
good offtccs entru\tcd IO hrm by paragraph 6 ol rcsolutwn 367 (197.0. 
to keep the Sccurrty Councrl rnlormed of the progrew made and IO 

submrt a report on the rmplcmentatron or the present rcsolulwn by 31 

May 197X 

Following the vote, statements were made by the 
representatives of Cyprus. Greece and Turkey and by 
Mr. Celik.” 

At the 2055th meetrng the Secretary-General stated 
that he would use his best efforts to carry out the 
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provisions of rcaolulion 422 (1977) and make every 
effort to help bring about a resumption of the inlercom- 
munal talks as the best available method of achieving a 
just and lasting selllcmcnl.80 

Decision of 16 June 1978 (2080th meeting): resolution 
430 (1978) 

On 31 May 1978. the Secretary-General submitted to 
the Security Council his report”’ on the United Nations 
Operation in Cyprus concerning developments from I 
December 1977 to 31 May 1978. In his report the 
Secretary-General described in detail the efforts he had 
undertaken, within the framework of the mission of 
good offices entrusted to him by the Security Council. 
to facilitate concrete and substantive negotiations be- 
tween the parties on the major aspects of the Cyprus 
problem. He regretted to have to report that the results 
of those efforts remained disappointing for the time 
being. The time might be ripe, he felt. for a concrete 
attempt to deal with some important aspects of the 
existing stalemate, thus creating an opening for further 
significant steps. He cited the status of Varosha and the 
situation at the Nicosia international airport, which 
remained under UNFICYP control but was not open for 
traffic. as possible opportunities for action of that kind. 
The Secretary-General further reported that the situa- 
tion along the cease-fire lines had remained quiet during 
the period. The situation in the north, although still not 
entirely consonant with the agreements reached at 
Vienna in August 1975. had improved. UNFICYP 
enjoyed increased freedom of movement, and there had 
been a relative improvement in the living conditions and 
the economic situation of the Greek Cypriots in the 
north. In the light of the situation on the ground and of 
political developments, the Secretary-General concluded 
once again that the continued presence of UNFICYP 
remained indispensable in keeping the potentially dan- 
gerous situation in the island under control. The Force 
also facilitated the search for a peaceful settlement. He 
recommended that the mandate of UNFICYP be ex- 
tended for another six months. He also drew attention 
to the increasingly critical financial situation of 
UNFICYP. 

In an addendum” issued on I5 June the Secretary- 
General stated that following consultations the parties 
concerned had signified their concurrcncc in the cxlcn- 
sion of the mandate of UNFICYP for a further six 
months. 

The Security Council considered the Sccretary-Gen- 
eral’s report at its 2080th and 2OHlst meetings held on 
I5 and I6 June 1978. At the same meeting. the Council 
adopted the provisional agenda without objection, and 
invttcd the representatives of Cyprus, (;rsecc and Tur- 
key to participate in the discussion. The Council also 
extended an invitation to Mr. Rauf Dcnktas under rule 

39 of the provisional rules of procedure to participate in 
the consideration of the item.uP 

The President announced that as a result of prior 
consultations agreement had been reached on the text of 
a draft resolulionW which he then put to the vote, The 
said draft resolution was adopted by 14 votes to none, 
with one member (China) not participating. The text 
reads as follows: 

‘folrng no~r of \hc rcpurl of the Secretary-General on the United 

Na~ton~ opcralron I” Cyprusda1cd 31 May 1978, 

Nt~rtng 1hc concurrence of 1hc par1rc.s conccrncd I” 1hc rccommcn- 
~.IIIWI by the Sccrc~ary-General that the Sccurl1y Counurl er1cnd the 
sl.t1ronlng or 1hc llnltcd h,r~wns Pcrcc-kecplng Force in Cyprus for a 
further pcrmd of six months. 

horrn~ o/so that 1he Governmcn1 of Cyprus has agreed that in view 
of the prcvalllng condt1ionr rn 1hc Island it is necessary to keep the 
Force in Cyprus beyond 15 June 1978. 

Rroj/irming the provisIon, of its rcsolulron I86 ( 1964) of 4 March 
1964 and other relevant resolutions, 

I. E.r/mds once mow the scationlng in Cyprus of 1he United 
Na1ions Pcacc-keeping Force cs1ablishcd under rcsolutron 186 (1964) 
for a further pcrmd cndlng I5 December 1978; 

2. Rryur~fr 1hc Secretary-General IO continue his mission of 
good officcc. 10 keep 1hc Security Council informed of the progress 
made and IO submit a repor on the implcmenta1ion of the prcscn1 
resolulion by 30 Novcmkr 1978. 

At the 2081~1 meeting on I6 June, the Council heard 
statements by members of the Council, the parties 
concerned and by Mr. Denkta;. 

Decision of 27 November 1978 (2100th meeting): 
resolution 440 ( 1978) 
On 7 November 1978 the representative of Cyprus 

addressed a letterpI to the President of the Security 
Council confirming an earlier oral request for the 
convening of an urgent meeting of the Council on the 
question of Cyprus. At its 2099th meeting the Council 
adopted the provisional agenda without objection, and 
invited the representatives of Cyprus and Greece to 
participate in the discussion.pz 

The representative of Cyprus stated that Turkey had 
turned a deaf ear to repeated United Nations resolu- 
tions, calling for the speedy withdrawal of all foreign 
armed forces from Cyprus. The Greek Cypriots had 
waited long enough and now was the time for appropri- 
ate action by the Council. His Government was asking 
the Council to consider measures against Turkey under 
Article 41 of the Charter of the United Nations on the 
basis of General Assembly resolution 33/l 5 of 9 NO- 

vember 1978. in which the Assembly had recommended 
that the Council take measures, if necessary. to ensure 
the implementation, within a time-frame. of its resolu- 
tions relating to the question of Cyprus. He stressed that 
there was no incompatibility between the proposal of 
Cyprus to invoke Article 41 and its taking part in the 
intercommunal talks which concerned only the internal 
aspect of the Cyprus problem.9’ 
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The representative of Greece said that the action 
taken by the Government of Cyprus in bringing the 
question of Cyprus before the Council was fully justified 
and constituted the appropriate follow-up to the recent 
resolution adopted by the General Assembly. The As- 
sembly had once more expressed the frustration felt by 
the international community at the total lack of progress 
and the non-implementation of resolutions on this 

problcm.Q’ 
At the same meeting a draft resolutionP’ was submit- 

ted by Cyprus under which the Security Council would 
reaffirm previous resolutions on the question of Cyprus, 

and call upon the parties concerned to comply with 
them without delay, and in any cast not later than six 
months from the adoption of the proposal; request the 
Secretary-General to progress in the implementation of 
those resolutions and report in six months; decide to 
keep the situation under review and at the expiration of 
that period to consider and adopt, if necessary, all 
appropriate and practical measures under the United 
Nations Charter in order to ensure the full implementa- 
tion of its resolutions on Cyprus. No mcmbcr of the 
Council requested a vote on the draft resolution. 

At the 2100th meeting on 27 November, the Presi- 
dent, with the consent of the Council, invited the 
representative of Turkey to participate in the discussion. 
The Council also extended an invitation to Mr. Rauf 
Denktaj under rule 39 of the provisional rules of 
proccdure.pb 

The President drew attention to a draft resolution9’ 
prepared in the course of prior consultations among 
members of the Council. 

The representative of Turkey stated that in his view 
the draft resolution was not conducive either to the 
resumption of negotiations or to the implcmcntation of 
previous resolutions. yet clearly negotiations in the 
framework of a settlement would lead to implementa- 
tion. Turkey would have expected a text encouraging 
the parties to go back to the negotiating table instead of 
one containing a veiled threat. Under the circumstances, 
hc was sure his Government would not consider itself 
bound by the resolution.*’ 

Mr. Dcnktag said that the Turkish Cypriots had long 
been victimized and had to be convinced that the Greek 
Cypriots really regarded them as partners and were not 
trying to ” Hcllenizc” them. The Turkish community 
had not chosen separation: it had been imposed on that 
community, a quarter of the population, when it was 
ejected from the binational Government by brute force, 
and had to set up its own administration. The adminis- 
tration which currently called itself the Government of 
Cyprus had nothing to do with the binational Govcrn- 
merit envisaged in the 1960 national agreements. Mr. 
Denktag expressed the hope that one day the Greek 
CYPriols would realize that Cyprus was not destined to 

be a Greek Cypriot island, but rather a Cypriot 
binational State where the two communities would liv 
together in harmony.W 

The Council then proceeded to take a decision on the 
draft resolution and in the absence of any objection, the 
President declared the draft resolution adopted by 
consensus, as resolution 440 ( 1978).‘0° The text reads as 
follows: 

ttawng con.crdcrcd the srruatmn HI Cyprus m response 10 1hc lcltcr 
dated 7 Noycmbcr 1978 from the Pcrmancnt Reprcrentr1ivc of 
Cypw. 

fkrp/y c~ncrrnrd dt the lack of progress in the solution ol she 
Cyprur problem. 

Mlnd/ul of 1he urgency of solving the Cyprus problem wnhoul 
further delay. 

I. Hrajjirms i1s rcsolulions 3hS (1974) ol I3 December 1974. 
367 (1975) of I2 March 197s and subscqucm rcsoluiions. including 
rc\olu11on 410 (1977) of IS June 1977; 

2 
ale 

Co//r upon 1hc partlcs concerned IO comply wvlih and co-opcr. 
rn 1hc unplcmcntaticn of those rcsolutlonb uithrn a specific 

lime-frame; 

3. Urges the representa1ives of the IWO communitrcs 10 resume 

ncgo1iafions. under the auspices of the Secre\ary-General. on an 
agreed basis. bearing in mind 1he aforementioned rcsolutionr: 

4 Rcqursfs the Secreiary-General to repor on 1hc efforts made 
with regard IO 1hc ~CgOliallOnS referred to in. paragraph 3 of the 
prcscni resolmion and on the progress towards 1hc implementation of 
IIS resolutions by 30 May I979 or earlier if developments should 
warran il; 

5. Dtcidrl IO remain serzcd of the matccr and IO review the 
situation in June 1979 in order to continue IO promote a just solution 
IO the Cyprus problem. 

Following the adoption of the draft resolution several 
representatives made statements. The representative of 
France said that the resolution just adopted did not 
violate the legitimate rights of either of the parties 
concerned, while at the same time it indicated more 
clearly than in the past the Council’s concern for 
implementation of its previous resolutions and the 
search for a negotiated settlement. He urged both sides 
in their own interest to show moderation and act in a 
spirit of compromise. 

The representative of the USSR said that his Govern- 
ment continued to favour a settlement of the Cyprus 
problem on the basis of the fundamental principles 
reaffirmed by the General Assembly, namely, strict 
respect for the independence, sovereignty, territorial 
integrity and non-aligned status of the Republic of 
Cyprus, cessation of any foreign intervention in its 
internal affairs, and immediate withdrawal of all foreign 
troops from the island. A just and durable settlement 
could be achieved only if those basic principles were 
observed and if the interests and the rights of both 
Cypriot communities were taken into account. The 
USSR considered it important that further efforts be 
made to restore a climate of mutual trust and co-opcra- 
tion between the two communities; and he reiterated its 



proposal for an international confcrcncc on the Cyprus 
question within (hc framcwc,rk ol the t.ntted Nattons. 

The represent,ttive of China mllinlained that, in order 
10 realize an carIy peaceful settlement of the Cyprus 
question, it was imperative, firs1 of all, IO do away with 
super-power interfcrcnce. China firmly held that the 
independence, sovereignty and territorial integrity of 
Cyprus must be respected. It hoped that the Greek and 
Turkish Cypriots and the parties directly concerned. 
taking to heart the over-all interests of unity against 
imperialism and hegemonism, would eliminate their 
differences and work for a fair and reasonable settle- 
ment through patient negotiations on an equal footing. 

The representative of India stated that the resolution 
just adopted adequately met the rcquiremcnts of the 
pre\cnt situ;ttl,)n. A specific lime-frame for ir~~plemeritil- 
t10r1 of agreed rcwlutions w;t\ ;I good thinp, in itself, 
provided that it uas accepted by the plrrtics concerned. 
In the absence of any prcssurc that might be generated 
by 1he time factor alone. it was likely that resolu1ions 
would remain unimplcmcn1ed. It should be possible, 
".cr:T,Jic. for the Council 10 propose .I \;lc:ific Itme- 
lr;tmc. but it would be more dcsirablc for the parties 
concerned to agree on one. He said that non-implemen- 
tatton of aprccd resolutions wa\ not always due to the 
absence of a time-frame or a time-limit. Disagreements 
did arise during the process of implementation and they 
tended to become entrenched. The Security Council 
agenda was a long list of entrenched disagreements and 
unimplemented resolutions. It was a mistake to think 
that in such cases the answer lay in rcsor1 to action 
under Chapter VII. Other ways of resolving outstanding 
disputes must be sought and meanwhile thcrc should be 
agreement to maintain peace. 

The Presidenr, speaking as the reprcscntativc of 
Gabon, stated that his country believed in the value o! 
dialogue and Hanted 10 see the problem of Cypru\ 
resolved through ncgotiationc bctuccn the two Cypriot 
communltlcs, not imposed from outside. tic urged the 
parties to transcend their differences.‘“’ 

Decision of I4 I)cccmbcr 1978 (2107th meeting): reso- 
lution 413 (IY7X) 
On I December 1978 the Sccrctary-C;cncr;tl submit- 

ted 10 the Sccurtty Council his rcport”l’ cbn the United 
Nations opcr;ltion in Cyprus conccrninp developments 
from I June to 30 November 1978. 

The Secretary-General reported that. during the 
period under review, peace-keeping in Cyprus had 
continued to function well. and that the sttuation along 
the cease-t’tre lines had remained qutet. outng in great 
part to the vigilance of tiNFICYP and IL) the co-opera- 
lion of the parties. 

In pursudncc 01’ the mission of good ~II.ICL‘S entrusted 
to him by the Sccurith Council. the Sccrct.iry-General 
h,ld ccmtlnucd consult,ttrons in .II~ cndc.rboclr 10 facilita(c 

the resumptton of an effective negotiating process. Both 
partics had strrsscd their xceptancc of the cxistinp, 
intercommunal negotiating arrangements and voiced 
their support for the Makarios/DenktaS guidelines of I 2 
February 1977. However, the basis of negotia1ions 
acceptable to the two sides was still lacking. Following 
talks with Government representatives during the cur- 
rent Assembly session, certain suggestions, which could 
contribute to the resumption of the intercommunal 
negotiating process within the framework of the Secre- 
tary-General’s mission of good offices. were submitted 
to the parties and 10 the Secretary-General on IO 
November. The parties concerned were currently con- 
sidering these suggestions. The Secretary-General again 
concluded that the continued presence of UNFICYP 
rcmnincd indispensable for helping to maintain calm in 
the island and facilitating the starch for ;I peaceful 
settlement. tic thcreforc recommended that its mandate 
bc extended for another six months. The Sccrctdry-Gen- 
era1 also drew attention to the preoccupying financial 
situation of UNFIC’YP. 

1 an add,:n!uml’) issued on I4 December, the 
Secretary-General stated that following consultations 
the parties concerned had signiftcd their concurrence in 
the proposed six-month extension of UN FICY P’s man- 
date 

The Security Council considered the Secretary-Gcn- 
eral’s report at its 2107th meeting held on 14 December 
1978. At the same meeting. the Council adopted the 
provisional agenda wi1hou1 objec1ion and invited the 
representatives of Cyprus, Greece and Turkey 10 partici- 
pate in the discussion. The Council also extended an 
invitation to Mr. Nail htalay under rule 39 of the 
provisional rules of procedure.lO’ 

The President announced (ha1 as a result of prior 
consulta1ions. agreement had been reached on the 1~x1 
of a draft resolution.‘“‘ which ho then put 10 the vote. 
The draft resolution was adopted by I4 voles to none. 
with one member (China) not participating. The text 
reads ;IS follows: 
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IYXU, with the intention of pursuing them in a continu- 
ing and sustained manner. In the light of political 
developments and the situation on the ground, the 
Secretary-General concluded once again that the contin- 
ucd prcscnce of UNFICYP remained indispensable for 
helping to m;lintain calm in the island and facilitating 
the search for a peaceful settlement. He therefore 
rccomrnended that its mandate should be extended for 
another six months. The Secretary-General also noted 
that the financial situation of UNFICYP was a cause 
for increasing concern. 

In an addendum”* issued on I3 December the 
Sccrctary-Gcncral stated that following consultations, 
the parties concerned had signified their concurrence in 
the extension of the mandate of UNFICYP for a 
further six months. 

The Security Council considered the Secretary-Gen- 
crnl’s report at its 2179th meeting held on 14 December 
1979. At the same meeting the Council adopted the 
provisional agenda without objection, and invited the 
rsprcbcntativcs of Cyprus, Greece and Turkey to partici- 
pate in the discussion. The Council also extended an 
invitation to Mr. Nail Atalay under rule 39 of the 
provlsional rulcc of procedure.“’ 

The Prcsidcnt announced that as a result of prior 
consultations. agreement had been reached on the text 
of a draft resolution.“’ which he then put to the vote. 
The draft resolution was adopted by I4 votes to none, 
with one member (China) not participating. The text 
reads as follows: 

FolIowIng the adoption of the resolution, statements 
wcrc m;~tic by the Secretary-General in which he gave 

--.- - 

assurances that he would make every effort to get the 
intercommunal talks resumed early the folIowIng 
year.“’ 

Decision of 13 June IV80 (2230th mcetlng): rcjolution 

472 (1980) 

On 3 June 1980 the Secretary-General submitted to 
the Security Council his report”” on the United Nations 
operation in Cyprus concerning developments from I 
December 1979 to 3 I May 1980. In his report the 
Secretary-General described in detail the efforts under- 
taken within the framework of the mission of good 
offices entrusted to him by the Security Council to 
reopen the negotiating process designed to achieve a just 
and lasting settlement of the Cyprus problem and to 
overcome the difficulties that had brought the intercom- 
munal talks to a standstIll in June 1979. Though it had 
not proved possible to find an acceptable compromise 
formula, the Secretary-Gcncral had received wide-rang- 
ing indications of support for his continuing efforts and 
had asked Mr. Pirez de CuCllar. Under-Sccretary-Gen- 
cral for Special Political Affairs. to undertake a visit to 
Cyprus beginning on 6 June in that connexion. The 
Secretary-General expressed the hope that the remain- 
ing difficulties that stood in the way of a resumption of 
the negotiating process might be resolved as rapidly as 
possible, as he continued to hold that the talks, if 
properly used, still represented the best available meth- 
od for negotiating a political settlement of the Cyprus 
problem. In light of the situation on the ground and of 
political developments, the Secretary-General concluded 
once again that the continued presence of UKFICYP 
remained necessary, both in helping to maintain calm in 
the island and in creating the conditions in which the 
search for a peaceful settlement could go forward. 
Accordingly. he recommended to the Security Council 
that it extend the mandate of UNFKYP for a further 
period of six months. 

In an addendum” issued on I2 June. the Secretary- 
General stated that. following consultations, the parties 
concerned had signified their concurrence in the extcn- 
sion of the mandate of UNFICYP for a further six 
months. ! 

The Security <‘ouncil considcrcd the Secretary-Gen- 
eral’!, report ilt it> 2230th meeting on 13 June 1980. At 
the same meeting the C’ouncil adopted the provisional 
agenda without objection. and invited the representa- 
tives of Cyprus, Greece ;Ind Turkey to participate in the 
discussion. The Council also extended an invitation to 
Mr. Nail Atala) under rule 39 of the provisional rules 
of procedure.“” 

The President announced that as a result of prior 
consultations, agreement had been reached on the text 
of a draft reso[ution’l’ which he then put to the vote. 
The draft resulution was adopted by 14 votes to none, 



with one member (China) not participating. The text 
reads as follows: 

2 (‘racy the parlies II) rcrumc the Intcrwmmundl talks ulthin 

the lramcwork of the ten-poinl agrccmcnt tn a continuing. \u\taincd 

and rc\ult-oricmcd mannsr. avwdlng an.\ tIcId!. 

1 Rrqucrrr the Sccrctrry-Gcncrdl IO cuntlnuc hl* rmswn of 

good office. lo keep the Sccurllk Cuutwl Informed i)f the progress 

ni.ide ;Ind IO subrnll 3 report on the Implcmcnl~Icun of the proem 

rcrolullon by 30 November I980 

Following the adoption of the draft resolut;on, the 
Secretary-General described the consultations ‘held in 
Nicosia from 6 to 8 June by his Special Representative 
in an cndcavour to find a mutually acceptable procedur- 
al device for resuming the intercommunal talks on the 
basis of an opening statement he had present& to the 
two sides on 28 March. Although that procedure had 
not met with the agreement of both sidrs. the Secretary- 
General hoped they would cxtcnd increased co-operation 
in order that the persistent difficulties might be ovcr- 
come.‘:” 

Decision of I I December 19x0 (2257th meeting): rcso- 
lulion 482 ( 1980) 
On I December 1980 the Secretary-General ‘submit- 

ted to the Security Council his report”’ on th&lJnited 
Nations operation in Cyprus concerning developments 
from I December 1979 to 31 May 1980. In hi; report 
the Secretary-General stated that during thcl pc.rIod 
under review UNFICYP had continued IO perform its 
peace-keeping functions along the cease-fire lines and in 
the area between the lines. as well as its humanitarian 
functions, and stated that its activities, with the co-opcr- 
ation of the parties, had contributed to keeping the 
situation in the island calm. A substantial step forward 
had been achieved when the intcrcommunal talks were 
formall) resumed on 9 August. While progress had been 
slow, the discussIon. on the whole. had been construc- 
IIVC II\ [IIC light trf the \lIu;lt\on on thr: Pround and 01’ 
~c~IIII~:II dcvclapmenIs. Ihc Sccrctary-(iencral concluded 
once agaIn that the continued presence of UNI-‘lCYP 
rcm:ilncd Ilcccssar). both tn hclprng IO rnalntain calm In 

the island and in crc;rting the conditions in which the 
search for ;I peaceful ccttlement could best be Pursued. 
He therefore rccomrncnded to thr Council that it exIcnd 
the mandate of UNI’ICYP for a further period of siK 
months. In response to the serious and growing concern 
of the troop-conIrrbutIng Ciovcrnmcnts over their dispro- 
portionate financial burden. the Sccrctarq-(icncral had 
established a Sccrctariat Survey team, the report of 
which he annexed. indicating his intention to follow its 
recommendations in consultation with the parties con- 
ccrned 

In an ;Iddcndum’!: issued on I I December the 
Sccrctary-General staled that. following consultacion~. 
the parlies conccrncd had signified their concurrcncc In 
the extension of the mandate of UNFICYP for ;I 
further six months. 

The Security Council considered the Secrctary-Gcn- 
cral’s reporl at its 2257th meeting on I I December 
1980. At the s;Imc meeting the Council adopted the 
provisional agenda without objection. and invited the 
representatives of Cyprus, Grcecc and Turkey to partici- 
pate in the discussion. The Council also extended an 
invitation to Mr. Nail Atalay under rule 39 of the 
provisional rules of procedure.llJ 

The President announced that as a result of prior 
consultations agreement had been reached on the text of 
a draft rcsolution,‘l’ which he then put to the vote. The 
said draft resolution w;15 adopted by 14 votes to none 
with one member (China) not participating. The text 
reads as follows: 

~-,)l~ow~Ilg ~hc ;tdoptlon of rhc dr;lft resolution. Ihc 
Sccretark-Gencr;~l made a statement In which he indl- 
cated that \incc the intercommunal Ialks had entered 
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the substantive phase on 16 September, the two intcrloc- 
utors had been meeting weekly in a businesslike atmo- 
sphere to discuss four agenda items-Varosha, initial 
practical measures, constitution and territory. He in- 
tended to maintain direct personal contact with the 
parties and explore procedures that might facilitate the 
conduct of the ncgotiations.‘l’ 

ITEMS RELATING TO THE MIDDLE EAST 

A. THE SITUATION IN THE M~nnt.~ EAST 

Decision of 17 April 1975 (1821st meeting): resolution 
368 (1975) 
At the 1821st meeting on 17 April 1975. the Security 

Council included the report of the Secretary-General on 
the United Nations Emergency Force (UNEF) dated 12 
April 1975rz* in its agenda. 

The report covering the period from 13 October 1974 
to 12 April 1975 contained a detailed description of the 
functioning of UNEF. The Secretary-General summa- 
rized the developments regarding the functions and 
deployment of the Force, the humanitarian activities in 
the UNEF area and the ongoing efforts to keep the 
expenses for the Force at a minimum without impairing 
its efficiency. Based on his analysis of the situation in 
the Middle East, the Secretary-General concluded that 
the continued presence of UNEF was essential not only 
to maintain quiet in the Egypt-Israel sector but to 
provide an atmosphere conducive to further efforts 
towards the achievement of a just and lasting peace in 
the Middle East. In recommending the extension of the 
mandate of UNEF the Secretary-General pointed out 
that Egypt had indicated that, under the circumstances, 
it would not object to renewal of the mandate of the 
Force for an additional three months, and that Israel 
favourcd its renewal for no less than six months on the 
grounds that UNEF was an integral part of the 
Discngagcmcnt Agreement of I8 January 1974. 

Following the adoption of the agenda, the President 
of the Security Council invited the rcprcscntativcs of 
Egypt and Israel. at their request. to participate in the 
discussion without the right to vote.ll’ The Security 
Council considered the report at the I82 1st meeting. 

The President announced that the members of the 
Council had agreed to put the draft resolution to the 
vote bcforc statements were made. The draft rcsolu- 
tion.rr’ which had hccn prepared in the course of 
mtcnsivc consultations among all Council members. was 
put to the vote and adopted, by a vote of I3 in favour, 
none against and no abstentions; two delegations did not 
participate in the voting.‘>* 

The resolution reads as follows: 

l152257th mlg.. prras. 7-10. 
‘:‘SJI 1670, OR, jOrh yr, Suppl /or Aprrl-June lV7S. pp 9-13 
‘I’ For Currher delads. see chaprcr III 
‘X S/I 1675. adopled ulthoul change as resoluiron 36g (1975) 
I29 11(2lrr mig, para 7 

Thr Sr~rr)~ C‘ouncrl. 

Rtmllrng IIS resolutions 330 (1973) of 22 Oc~obcr. 340 (197~) of 
25 Oclobcr and 341 (1973) of 27 Oclobcr 1973. 346 (1974) ofg April 
and 362 ( 1974) of 23 October 1974. 

Hovrng comldtrrd (hc rcpor~ of rhc Sccrclary-General on rhc 
United NatIons Emergency Force (S/l 1670 and Corr I and 2). 

Hwing norrd the dcvclopmcn~s I” rhc siluslion In the Middle East, 

Exprrrrrng conwrn over rhc prevailing stale of icnslon in the area, 

Dtcidr.t 

(0) To call upon the parties conccrncd IO lmplcmcnt immedlalcly 
Sccurify Council resolution 338 (1973); 

(b) To rcneu the mandate of Ihc United Nations Emergency 
Force lor a period of three monrhr. that is. until 24 July 1975; 

(r) To rquerl the Sccreury-General IO submil ar rhc end of this 
period a report on rhc dcvclopmcntr in the srtuarion and the measures 
laken lo implement rcsolurion 338 (1973). 

After the vote, the Council heard statements regard- 
ing the extension of the UNEF mandate and the 
continuing search for a comprehensive pcacc settlement 
in the Middle East. Several rcprcsclltativcs expressed 
concern that the Council has not been able to extend the 
UN force for more than three months;‘” some protested 
against the various restrictions one of the parties had 
placed on the freedom of movement of the UNEF 
troops.“’ A number of delegations called for a rcsump- 
tion of the Geneva Peace Conference and a strcngthen- 
ing of the United Nations role in the pcacc proccss.‘r* A 
few representatives noted that the financing of UNEF 
fell within the competence of the General Assembly and 
needed not bc discussed in the Counci1.r” The rcprcscn- 
tative of France restated his Government’s principal 
position that permanent members of the Security Coun- 
cil should be permitted to contribute troops to peace- 
keeping forces of the United Nations.” The reprcsenta- 
tivc of Egypt indicated in detail the reasons for his 
Government’s efforts to salvage the effort undertaken 
by the United States to advance an interim settlement 
and the subsequent decision to renew the mandate of 
UNEF for another three months.“? 

Decision of 28 May 1975 (1822nd meeting): resolution 
369 (1975) 

At the 1822nd meeting on 28 May 1975. the Security 
Council included the report of the Secretary-General on 
the United Nations Disengagement Observer Force 
(UNDOF) dated 2 I May l97S11b in its agenda. 

‘)o For WXIS of rclevanl sralcmcnrs. ICC 182lsr mtg : COSLI Rrca. 
paras 10s. I 13. Guyana. paras 90-97; Israel. pdras I3 I-I 35; Ilaly. 
paras 33-46: Sweden. paras 63-75; Unlrcd Republic of Tanzania. 
paras. 76-85. and Unrlcd Stales, pards 20-Z’ 

“I For texts of r&van! slatcmcnls. rbtd Byeloruwan SSR. paras 
98-104. Guyana, paras 90-97. Presldcnc (France). paras 123-129. 
USSR. paras 9-19 

I” For 1~x1s of rclevam slrlcmcnts. lhrd Prcsldcnt (France). 
paras 90-97. Sweden. paras 63-75 

IJJ For lexls of rclcvanl stalcmcnts. rbrd Bycloruwan SSR. 
s 

aras 
98-104: Egypt. paras 137-171; President (France). paras. I2 -129: 
USSR, paras 9-19 

ry lbrd Prcsldcm (France). paras I23 I!9 
I” Ibrd Egypt. paras 137-l 7 I 
“bS/I 1694. OR, .lO!h yr., Suppl for .4pril-Junr 1075. pp 27-30. 
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In the report covering the period from 27 November 
1974 to 21 May 1975, the Secretary-General informed 
the Security Council that with the co-operation of both 
parties the Force had continued to carry out the tasks 
assigned to it and had been able to contribute to the 
maintenance of the cease-fire. He cautioned that the 
prevailing quiet was precarious and that until further 
progress could be made towards a just and lasting peace 
the situation in the Israel-Syria sector, and in the 
Middle East as a whole, would remain unstable and 
potentially dangerous. Therefore, the continued pres- 
ence of UNDOF was essential not only to maintain 
quiet but to provide an atmosphere conducive to further 
efforts towards the achievement of peace. With the 
agreement of the Governments of Syria and Israel the 
Secretary-General recommended to the Council to ex- 
tend the mandate of UNDOF for a further period of six 
months. 

At the beginning of the 1822nd meeting, at which the 
Council considered the report, the President drew the 
attention of the Council members to a draft resolution’]’ 
which had been prepared in the course of consultations, 
and put it to the vote. The draft resolution received I3 
votes in favour. none against and no abstentions, and 
was adopted as resolution 369 (1975); two members did 
not participate in the voting.“’ 

The resolution reads as follows: 

Thr Srruriry Council. 

Huving muidrrrd the report of the Secretary-General on the 
United Nations Disengagement Observer Force. 

Iluwn~ norrd the c(forlr made IO cstabltsh a IastrnE and )usl peace 
In the Mrddlc East area and the developments III Ihe situation in the 
area. 

Erprrssing concrrn over the prevailing slate of tension in the area, 

Rrafjirming that the IWO aerccmcnts on dl~engagement of forces 
arc only a step towards the rmplemcma\ion of Security Council 
resolurion 338 (1973) of 22 October 1973. 

Orodrs. 

((I) To call upon the parties concerned to lmplcmcnt immediately 
Sccurily Council resolution 338 (1973): 

(6) To renew the mandate of the United NatIons Disengagement 
Observer Force for another per& of six months. 

(c) To request the Sccre)ary.Gencral to submn at the end of th,s 
period a report on the developments rn the situation and the measures 
taken IO implement rcsolulwn 338 (1973) 

Following the adoption of the resolution, Council 
members made statements in which they urged the 
parties to make use of the extension of the UNDOF 
mandate lo intensify their search for a comprehensive 
peace settlement in accordance with Security Council 
resolution 338 ( 1973),lJ0 called for the resumption of the 
Geneva Conference.lQ and expressed deep concern 

“‘S/I 1700. adopted wtthour change a, rcsolullon 369 (1975). 
I” For the Prcsldcni’s declaration and the vote. see 1822nd mlg . 

pans l-3 
I’” For IC%I~ of rclevanr \!JIcmcnts. rbrJ Bycloruw~n SSR. p.lr.r\ 

X2-90. Co513 R~ca. pdr;ls bS-74: Frdncc. pJr.i\ 75.HI. J;lp.~n. par.r\ 
9. LJ. Prcsrdcnt tGuy;lnr I, p.rr.rr 101.109. Swcdcn. paras 37-42. 
USSR. parer 411-64. LntLcd Kmgdom. pdr4, ?I-25. Unl(cd Rcpubllc 
of Tanranla. pdrar 91-99 

‘a For 1~x1s of relcvdnt ualemcnlr. Ib,d Byclorursian SSR. paras 
82-90. France. parac 75.81 1 SSR. para, 1X-64 

about the continued restrictions on the freedom of 
movement of some contingents of the Observer Force.“’ 

Jkision of 21 July 1975 (1832nd meeting): Security 
Council appeal 

Decision of 24 July 1975 (1833rd meeting): resolution 
371 (1975) 
At the 1832nd meeting on 21 July 1975, the Security 

Council included the report of the Secretary-General on 
UNEF dated I6 July l975’*1 in its agenda. 

In his report on the operations of UNEF for the 
period I3 April to I5 July 1975, the Secretary-General 
informed the Security Council that the Force had 
continued to function quietly and without change, that 
some restrictions on the freedom of movement of certain 
contingents still existed and that efforts to implement 
resolution 338 (1973) and been pursued actively but 
without results. In concluding his rqmt the Secretary- 
General emphasized that the continued presence of 
UNEF was essential, but that he was obliged to convey 
10 the Council the view of the Government of Egypt, as 
set out in detail in a letter”’ dated I4 July 1975 from 
the Deputy Prime Minister and Foreign Minister of 
Egypt, that while Egypt did not consent to further 
renew the mandate of UNEF, it was not against the 
proper use of the Force. The Secretary-General added 
that the Government of Israel had informed him by 
Ictter”’ that it favoured a further extension of the 
mandate of UNEF for six months. 

The Security Council considered the report of the 
Secretary-General at the 1832nd and 1833rd meetings. 

At the I833rd meeting on 24 July 1975, the Security 
Council invited the representatives of Egypt and Israel, 
at their request, to participate in the discussion without 
the right to vote.“’ 

At the beginning of the 1832nd meeting on 21 July 
1975, the President drew the attention of the Council 
members to the report of the Secretary-General includ- 
ing the letters by Egypt and Israel and referred to the 
consultations already held by the Council on the ques- 
tion of extending the mandate of UNEF. He then read 
out the text of an appeal addressed to the President of 
Egypt by the President of the Security Council on 
behalf of the Council, which had been drafted during 
the consultations: 

Baled on dwuwonc I have held with the Sccrct.rry-General of the 
llnllcd Nar~ons and members of the Sccurl!y Council. and laking 
accuunl of the yravrry of the srtuallon In the Mtddlc Earl. I believe a 
further eatenwon of the mandate of the Unucd Nations Emergency 
Force would make In the present clrcumstanccs a slgnificanl contribu- 
twn IO crcaling an atmosphere conducive IO progress towards agree- 
ment on 4 JUSI dnd lasllng pcacc in the area Therefore. on behalf or 

Ihe Securlry Council. I appeal IO Your Excellency IO reconsider the 

I” For ICXII of rclcvanr siatementr. rbtd Byelorussran SSR. paras 
82-90. Prcwdcnl (Guyana). paras 101-109. USSR. parar 48-64. 

I’! S:I 1758. OH. .Wrh VI. Sup 
f 

I /or /u/v-Srpr 1075. pp. 16-18 
“‘.s:ll757. IhId. pp 14-15 he lcflcr rddrcr\cd IO the Socrctary- 

(;cncr.ll *;I\ I\\ULV~ I” .I rune by Ihc Secretary-General on I5 July 
197q 

‘a For the IcIJcr dated 16 Jul\ 1975 from the rcprcscn~rtivc of 
Ivr)cl w Jhc PrwdcnJ of Ihe Securny Council ICC S/I 1759. Ibid., p. 
I’) 
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.,rtltudc of Egypt on the ~iiualtun. I ~SSUX Your Excellency that the 
ccurily Council. appreciative of Ihc cons(rucIive measures already 

taken lowards peace. ~ollowr the sr1ua1ion very closely and cmpbasrzer 
rhc imporlancc of achieving further progress lowards a jusl and 
la$trng peace and prcvcn1ing a slalcmalc rn 1hc Mrddlc EL+sl. 

In accordance with the procedure agreed upon among 
the members in the course of those consultations, the 
President put the text of the draft appeal” to the vote. 
The text was approved with 13 votes in favour, none 
against and no abstentions; two delegations did not 
participate in the vote. I” These two delegations ex- 
plained before the vote their decision to dissociate 
themselves from this appeal regarding the extension of 
UNEF.“’ 

At the lg33rd meeting on 24 July 1975, the President 
stated that immediately after the Council had approved 
the appeal, he had transmitted it to the President of 
Egypt through the Permanent Representative of Egypt 
to the United Nations and that he had received the 
Egyptian reply’@ on 23 July; in this reply the Govern- 
ment of Egypt noted the Council’s corlcern over the 
situation in the Middle East and accepted the further 
extension of the mandate of UNEF for an additional 
three-month period, until 24 October 1975. The Presi- 
dent drew the attention of the Council members to the 
draft resolution”” which had been agreed upon in the 
course of consultations. He added that the members had 
also decided that the draft should immediately be put 
before the Council for approval and that statements 
vould bc allowed after the vote.“’ 

Accordingly, the draft resolution was put to the vote 
and adopted as resolution 371 (1975) with I3 votes in 
favour. none against and no abstentions; two delegations 
did not participate in the voting.“J 

The resolution reads as follows: 

Nrwllrng ilr rcsolulrom 33U ( 1973) of 22 Oclobcr. 340 (197)) of 
25 Ocrclbcr and 34) (1973) of 27 Oclobcr 1973. 346 (1974) of 8 April 
and 362 (1974) of 23 October 1974 and 368 (1975) of I7 April 1975. 

Tuking IRIO OCL‘OUIII the let(cr dared 14 July 1975 addressed by the 
Dcpu~y Prime Mrnrster and Minister for Foragn Affairs of the Arab 
Rcpublrc ol Egypt IO the Secretary-General, 

Brurrng rn nrrnd the appcrl addrcrvcd by the President of ihe 
Sccurrcy Councrl IO the Govcrnmcnc of the Arab Rcpublrc of Egyp1 on 
21 July I975 and cxprcwng rd~trl;~c~wn fur the reply of (hc 
(iovernmcnl uf rhc Arab HepublIc of I:gyp~ Iherclo. 

//uvtng ~on~r(/~‘r~J Ihc report of 1hc Sccrcl.iry-(iencr~l on the 
(Jnllcd VJlwnr t:mcrpcncy I’orcc (S/I I75h). 

I” I or 1hc 1cs.1 of the uppc.rI. see IHI?nd rnig Proldcnt. para!, 2 
and 3 

I” lur the wnc. lhrd, pJr.1 a f<lr rhc Prcrrdcn1’\ opcnrnp 
\~~lcmcn~. rhrd para\ 2 and 1 

I” lbtd Chrna. parJ 4. Iraq. par.ts 5-7 
“‘The ICII of 1he Egypllan reply IS comrlncd in rl nutc by the 

i’rcsiden1 of the Sccuruy Counctl (S/l 1771. OH. JOlh )‘r, Suppl /or 
lul/4~pt 1975. p. 26). 

M 5/ I I774/Rcv. I. subscqucn~ly adop1cd urrhour change as rcsolu- 
IlOll 171 (1975) 

I.6 
“I For 1hc Prcsrdcnt’s opening sta1cmcm. WC Ill))rd m1g.. p,rrab 

“: lbrd, para 6 

In statements following the vote several delegations 
expressed great satisfaction about the ultimate acccp- 
tance of another extension of UNEF;“’ others issued 
urgent calls to the parties to press their negotiations for 
a lasting peace settlement with greatest energy and 
speed;r” two delegations reiterated their appeals for a 
reconvening of the Geneva Conference”’ and for the 
complete freedom of movement for all UNEF contin- 
gents.16 One member took note with regret of the 
Secretary-General’s inability to inform the Council 
about recent high-level contacts involving the Cd-Chair- 
men of the Geneva Conference and expressed the hope 
that modalities could be devised to give the Secrctary- 
General unrestricted access to all the proceedings of 
that Conference held under United Nations auspices so 
that hc could discharge his mandate of keeping the 
Council fully informed.“’ 

Decision of 23 October I975 (I 85lst meeting): rcsolu- 
tion 378 (1975) 
At the IgSlst meeting on 23 October 1975. the 

Security Council included the report of the Sccrctary- 
General on UNEF dated 17 October 1975”” in its 
agenda. 

In his report on the operations of L’\EF for the 
period I5 July to I6 October 1975. the Sccrctar!-Gcn- 
eral summarized the major devclopntrnts that had 
occurred during the three months period. The Force had 
continued efficiently to carry OUI its assigned tasks and 
the situation in the area of operations had remained 
stable. On 20 August 1975 Major-General Bengt Liljes- 
trand had succeeded Lieutenant-General Ensio Siilasvuo 
as Commander of UNEF; the latter was appointed on 
that day Chief Co-ordinator of the United Nations 
Peace-keeping Missions in the Middle East.“’ 

I” I or ICIIS ol rclcv.rn1 sta1cnrcmh. lbrd Japan. paras. 88-94; 
Sccrc1ary-(icncr.rl. p.trar U-IO. lJni1cd Kingdom. pAra> 130-I 37; 
llnrlcd State\. paras 60.65 

I)’ For ICRI\ or rclcv.rnr sl~~cnrcn~s. rbrd C‘or~r Rrca. prras. 79-87. 
b.gyp1. prrr\ 12.27: France. parrl 146.154. USSR, paras 66-78. 
Uniwd Krngdom. paral I JO- I37 

I” lbtd t)vclurur~n SSK. paras IN-145. USSR, paras 66-78. 
1% /hrd Uycloruw.rn SSR. para% 138.145. USSK. paras 66.7U 

“’ fbrd Cruyana. p~rds I IO- I24 
‘“St1 1849. OR. Mrh VI, Suppl for Ocrober-Drcrmkr 197s. pp 

12.16. 
“9 See S/l 1108. OH. JOIh )“, Suppl, /or July-Srpr 1975. p. 48 

for the note by the President of the Securuy Council containin the 
exchange of commumcallons between the Sccrc1ary-General an a (he 
Prcrldcnt rcgardrng rhcsc rppomrmcms and the consent or the 
Council 
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The Secretary-General summarized the additional 
functions entrusted to UNEF resulting from the Agrec- 
ment between Egypt and Israel of 4 September 1975’@’ 
and the Protocol of 22 September 19751b’ and listed in 
detail the specific responsibilities that the lJNEF per- 
sonnel had to carr) out under the new ;Lgrec’mcnt.‘b: He 
indicated that bused on the incrcascd manpower rc- 
quiremcnts resulting from the hgrccmcnt and on having 
the necessary resource\ in cquipmcnt and material at its 
disposal. the incrcahc in the costs of 1JNF.I for a period 
of one year endIng 24 October IV76 was tcntativcly 
cstimatcd at 532 milhon over and above the authorized 
lcvcl of 565 million for the prcviuus )c;Ir.‘“’ 

The Secretary-General indicated that since his lust 
report there had been some progress in the implcmcnta- 
(ion of resolution 338 (1973). also rcflcctcd in the 
Agreement between Egypt and Israel. The presence of 
UNEF remained essential to help maintain the cease- 
fire and to assist in the implementation of the new 
Agrcemcnt. In these circumstances, the Secretary-Gen- 
eral recommended the extension of the mandate of 
UNEF.lb’ 

At the beginning of the 18f;lst meeting, the President 
drew the attention of the members of the Security 
Council to the draft resolution’“’ which had resulted 
from consultations among Ihc mcmbcrs prior to the 
meeting. The mcmbcrs had ;~lso agreed in consultations 
that rcprescnt;ltivcs could .\pc;lk :Iftcr the vote on the 
draft resolution. The Prcsidcnt then called on the 
Sccrctary-Gcncral in conncxion with hi\ report.‘“” 

The Sccrctary-General highliphtcd the main clcmcnts 
of his report, underlined the stringent economy applied 
in detormininp the udditiomrl needs of IiNIiF and 
strcsscd the great slpnificancc of the l:nitcd Nations 
peace-keeping function in the Middle East and the 
support which the Council continued to show for these 
operations.‘n’ 

Following the statement of the Sccrctary-General, the 
President informed the members of the Council that he 
had that morning received a letter from the Foreign 
Minister of Egypt who conveyed to the Council mem- 
bers his Government’s decision to accept a further 
extension of the msndatc of LNEF for one year. until 
24 October 1976.1b” 

IM For the Prcvdcnc’r opcn~ng rcmJrk% ICC IX5 151 mrg pclra I. 
lb’ Ib/d. pdras 3-8 
lb* For the ICXI of the Ic!:cr of the forclgn \l,n,,tsr ,,I Fgvpl. jh,d, 

p3r.1 IO 

Then the President put the draft resolution (S/l 1856) 
IO the vote; it received 13 votes in favour, none against 
and no abstentions, with IWO members not participating 
in the vote, and was adopted as resolution 378 ( 1975).lbp 

The resolution reads as follows: 

//,,~rttg t~,~f,d 111~ Jcrclopr~~cnt\ I” the *itu.llwn in 111~ SldJlc 1:~. 

I~UUIIK ,/urlhvr nt~~t~l Ihc .Sccrcl;lry-(;encr;lI’\ YICW Ihat .,ny 
rC\JtJll4lfl of the w;~rcb fttr J wmprchcn~ivc wllhncnl covcrlng 111 

,~qnx~\ of the Mlddlc 121x1 problem could be cbpccially dangerour in 
ihc monlh> IO wmc and IhJl II is his hope. thcrcforc. that urgent 
cUor~r will be undertaken by all concerned IU tackle the Mlddlc Earl 
problem In all 11, arpeclr. with a wcu both IO mainlalning quiet in the 
region and IO arrwing 31 the cumprchcnsivc scttlcmcnt called for by 
Ihe Security Council in iIs resolurion 338 (1973). 

I DcY.idrr 

(0) To call upon all the parties concerned IO implcmcnt immcdi. 
.~tcly Security Cuuncll rc\olul~on 33ll (1973). 

(h) To rcncv the mands~c or the Unwd Na~wns Emcrpncy 
t%rcc for 3 pcrlod of one year. Ihal is. until 24 Ociobcr 1976; 

Ic) To rcquc\l the SccrciaryGcncral IO submll at the end ul thi$ 
pcrnwl a report on the dc\cltrpmcntr in the si[ualmn and the skps 
cxken IO lmplcmcnl rcsolul~un 33X (1973). 

2 ~rprr\~r< I,\ cve$idrnlr that the Fwcc will be maintained 

ulth mrimum clflclcncy and economy 

In statements following the vote Council members 
welcomed the one-year extension of the Force, expressed 
satisfaction with the new Agreement between Egypt and 
Israel”” and acknowledged the strengthened size and 
role of UNIiF that had resulted from that agreement.“’ 
Most Council members stressed again the long term 
view regarding the search for lasting principles of peace 
in the area.“! Several representatives underlined the 
need for stringent economy in financing the operations 
of UNEF,“’ some renewed their criticism of the contin- 
uing restrictions of the freedom of movement of some 
contingents.llJ and a few representatives called for the 
resumption of the Geneva Peace Conference.” 

Decision of 30 November 1975 (1856th meeting): 
resolution 38 l (1975) 
At the 1856th meeting on 30 November 1975, the 

Security Council included the Report of the Secretary- 
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General on the United Nations Discngdgemcnr Observ- 
cr Force (CNDOF) dated 24 November l975176 in its 
agenda. 

In his report on the operations of UNDOF for the 
period 22 May to 24 November 1975,‘” the Secrctary- 
General described the activities of UNDOF which had 
continued to supervise the area of separation and, with 
the co-operation of both parties. had been able to 
contribute to the maintenance of the cease-fire called 
for under resolution 338 (1973). 

The Secretary-General obscrvcd that. although the 
situation in the UNDOF area of operations had rc- 
mained gcncrally quiet. it would remain unstable and, 
with the passage of time, become increasingly dangcr- 
ous. In his considered view the presence of UNDOF 
continued to be essential not only to maintain quiet in 
the Israel-Syria sector but also to provide an atmosphere 
conducive to further peace efforts. He informed the 
Security Council that he was currently visiting the area 
to discuss with the parties concerned the situation in all 
its aspects including the question of the extension of the 
UNDOF mandate, and would report to the Council on 
the latter question as soon as possible. 

In a further report on UNDOF dated 28 November 
1975.“’ the Secretary-General informed the Council 
about his visit to the Middle East from 22 to 27 
November 197.5. His itinerary included meetings with 
the Governments of Israel and the Syrian Arab Repub- 
lic as well as of Egypt and Lebanon. His talks resulted 
in an agreement by the parties concerned to a renewal 
of UNDOF for another six-month period. The President 
of the Syrian Arab Republic conveyed 10 the Sccrctary- 
General his disappointment at the lack of progress in 
the negotiations foreseen under resolution 338 (1973) 
and requested that the Council reconvene in Januar) 
1976 to hold a substantive debate on the Middle East 
problem. including the Palestinian questlon with the 
participation of representatives of the Palestine Libera- 
tion Organization (PLO). The Government of Israel 
remained opposed to linking the extension of UNDOF’s 
mandate to the form of further negotiations. but was 
willing to negotiate at any time with Syria based on 
resolution 338 (1973); the Israeli authorities did not 
accept the Security Council as the negotiating body for 
the Middle East problem. The Secretary-General de- 
scribed his cont,lcts with the Governments of Egypt and 
l.ebanon as m1)51 useful but not directly related to the 
question of the prolongation of the UNDOF mandate. 
lie concluded III\ report with the formal recommcnda- 
tlun LU Ihe Security Council to cxlcnd the mandate of 
UNDOI for another six months. on the assumption that 
the C‘ouncil would reach agreement on ;I corresponding 
decl\ion. a\ rcquebted by one of the partlc:, 

,\I the opening of the IHWh mcctlng. the President 
drcu the a{IcntIun of the rncmbcrs ,)f lllc Council to the 
Secretary-(ieneral’s proposal 10 renew the mandate of 

UNDOF and to the draft rtsoIution17P which had &en 
submitted by Guyana, Mauritania, United Republic of 
Cameroon and United Republic of Tanzania. 

The representative of Guyana noted that the members 
of the Council had been involved in long consultations to 
find common ground for a solution to the problem with 
which the Council was faced and pointed specifically to 
two documents before the Council which were sponsored 
by the four members: the draft rcsolution1@0 and a draft 
statement by the President of the Council.“’ In prescnt- 
ing these two texts the representative of Guyana rc- 
ferred 10 three principal considerations guiding the 
thinking of the non-aligned countries: firstly, the 
UNDOF troops were on Syrian territory; secondly, the 
renewal of the mandate of UNDOF should not be 
viewed by the Council as an automatic exercise, but the 
Council and the general membership of the United 
Nations should press the search for a just and lasting 
solution to the Middle East problem in which the 
Palestinian question was central; thirdly, the Council 
should recognize the widely expressed wish to involve 
the Palestinians actively in the Council’s search for 
peace in the area. He indicated the important elements 
of the draft resolution and draft declaration and called 
upon the members to adopt the two texts.“’ 

Prior to the vote, the representative of the United 
States explained that his delegations’s vote in l&our of 
the draft resolution should not be seen as support for the 
provision calling for a Council debate on the situation in 
the Middle East, but that his Government agreed solely 
out of deference to the right of the Council to take up 
any matter it desired to take up; he considered that the 
draft resolution was taken without prejudice whatsoever 
to the Geneva Peace Conference or to negotiations by 
the parties through intermediaries.l*za 

The President then put the draft resolution to the 
vote; it obtained I3 votes in favour, none against, with 
no abstentions. and was adopted as resolution 381 
(1975); two members did not participate in the vo- 
ting.lNzb 

The resolution reads as follows: 

Hovtng comidrrrd the repor of the Secretary-General on the 
Urukd Nation, Dwngagcmcnt Observer Force. 

~/awn~ nofrd the drscuAo,ns ul the Sccrctary4ieneral with all 
parllo cunccrncd un Ihc >itualron in the Mrddlc Eabt. 

CxprrrrrnR ctmrrn over Ihc conitnued stale of tension in the area. 

Dwidrc 

(11) ‘lo, rc,~,nvenc un I2 January 1976. IO con~~nuc the debate on 
the Mrddle t-.Itt prtlblem rncludlng the Palcstln~.tn questton. IJkW 
IIIIO accwnt all rclcvani bnrtcd %Jtron\ rcwlutwns. 

(b) 1~0 ~CIICW Ihe mandate ol the Uniwd Natronr Dlscngagcmcnl 
Obscrvcr t-orcc for another pcrwd of $18 months. 

(1.1 TV, rcquot the Sccr~~ary.(;cncral IO keep Ihe Securlly 
(‘ouncrl lnformcd on further dcvclopmcncc 

I’” S/I I WA. subsequently adopted ulthoui change a) rcwhwon 38 1 
11975) 

‘#” Ihtd 
In’ ~II 1~89. .Igrced lo rn prior conwltai1ons and pronounced after 

the Jdoptwn ul rcwlutlon JSI t IS-<) 
I’! lX(6th m,g pards 5.16 
“Jr lid, pardr 19.20. 
‘la For the VOIC we rbrd par., ?? 
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III accordance with the agreement reached at the 
consultations between members of the Council, the 
President then read the following statcmenl:lllc 

It IS the understanding of the majority of the Security Council that 
when it reconvenes on 12 January 1976 in accordance with ppralraph 
(0) of resolution 381 (1975) the representatives of the Palatine 
Liberation Organization will be invited to participate in the debate. 

In statements following the vote members of the 
Council expressed satisfaction about the renewal of the 
mandate of UNDOF and appealed to the Governments 
of Israel and the Syrian Arab Republic 10 make use of 
the time to promote the search for peace. Some 
members slrcssed the need 10 seek ways and means that 
would help in the pursuit of an overall just and lasting 
seltlement in the area;“’ several representatives exprtss- 
ly supported the special Council meeting to be held in 
January 1976”’ and the proposal to invite the PLO to 
participate in the debate. I” The suggestion to reactivate 
the Geneva Peace Conference was renewed;‘@* one 
delegation raised the issue of the restrictions imposed on 
some UNDOF conlingents in violation of their right to 
freedom of movcmcnt.~~’ 

Decision of 4 December 1975 (1859th meeting): invita- 
tion lo the Palestine Liberation Organization 

Decision of 8 December 1975 (I 862nd mecling): rejec- 
tion of five-Power draft resolution 
By Ic1tcr”’ dated 3 December 1975 addressed to the 

President of the Security Council, the representative of 
Lebanon complained about a massive air attack by 
Israel on refugee camps and villages in various parts of 
Lebanon and, in view of the gravity of the situation 
which endangered peace and security, rquested an 
urgent meeting of the Security Council. 

By a letter of the sanie date,“* the representative of 
Egypt also requested an urgent meeting of the Council 
lo discuss the Israeli aggression against the Palestinian 
refugee camps in Lebanon and asked that the PLO be 
allowed to participate in the debate. 

At its 1859th meeting on 4 December 1975, the 
Security Council included the letters by Lebanon and 
Egypt in its agenda. Following the adoption of the 
agenda, the representatives of Egypt, Lebanon and the 
Syrian Arab Republic and at the 1862nd meeting the 
representative of Saudi Arabia were invited, at their 

Iuc S/I 1889. Sex ibid, para. 23 
‘I) For the texts ol relevant statements see 1856th mtg.: Byelows- 

ras 103-I 16. Italy. paras. 90-101: Japan, pras. M-71; 
KEZ*(bR). fa ras 138-159; Sweden. paras. 121-128; United 
Kmfdom. paras 8 I- 9; Umtcd Republic of Cameroon, paw. 38-47. 

’ ’ /bid China. paras. 29-31; Costa Rica, paras. W-63; Iraq. 
48-53. Maurltanla. parar 32-37: President (USSR), paras. II k”‘, -IS9; 
Sweden. paras 121-128. United Republic of Tanzania. pros. 
129-l 37 

‘I’ Ibrd.. Bycloruwan SSR. paras 103-l 16; China. pras. 29-31; 
Mauri1ama.p aras 32 37. President (USSR). paras 138.159; Swakn. - 
parar 121-l 8; Un~tcd Republic of Tanzania. paras 129.137. 

I” lbrd: Byclorusstan SSR. paras 103-l 16; President (USSR), 
paras 138-159 

‘I’ Ibrd. Bycloruwan SSR. paras 103-l 16. 
“‘S/I 1892. OR, 30th ,r. Suppl. for Oc-r -Drc 1975. p 50. 
‘W 9 I 1893. OR. 30th :,r Suppl jw Orr -0~ 1975 

request. to participate without the right to vote in the 
discussion of the item on the agenda.19“ 

The President then drew the attention of the Council 
members 10 the Icltcr’p’ from the rcprcsentativc of 
Egypt requesting the participation of the PLO in the 
discussion of the item. He informed the Council (hat in 

informal consultations prior lo the meeting the repre- 
scntativcs of Guyana, Iraq, Mauritania, the United 
Republic of Cameroon and the United Republic of 
Tanzania had made the same proposal and had asked 
him to point out that the proposal was not being put 
forward under rule 37 or rule 39 of the provisional rules 
of procedure of the Security Council, but, if it was 
adopted by the Council, the invitation to the PLO to 
participate in this debate would confer on it the same 
rights of participation as were conferred when a Mcm- 
her State was invited IO participate under rule 37.19’ 

Advised by the President that, as indicated, the 
representative of the PLO would not be invited under 
rule 39 of the provisional rules of procedure. the 
representative of France stated that his delegation 
would welcome any information provided by the PLO, 
as the request for a Council meeting arose out of the 
Israeli attacks on Palestinian refugee camps in Lebanon. 
The French Government condemned the Israeli bom- 
bardments and wished to hear all interested parties 
before the adoption of a resolution, but within the 
specific context of the complaint before the Council, his 
delegation held that the invitation to the PLO could be 
extended only on the basis of rule 39 providing for the 
invitation of any person regarded as qualified to supply 
information, and would, lo its regret, be unable to 
associate itself with the proposed decision of the Coun- 
cil.19’ 

Before putting the proposal to the vote, the President 
called on representatives who wished to explain their 
vote before the voting .I” In an extensive exchange of 
views some representatives strongly supported the pro- 
posal and referred to the special status the General 
Assembly had granted to the PLO in resolution 3210 
(XXIX), whereas others insisted that the PLO could 
only be invited under rule 39 of the provisional rules of 
procedurc.19’ 

The President put the proposal to invite the PLO to 
the vote: it received 9 votes in favour. 3 against, with 3 
abstentions, and was adopted.‘” In accordance with the 
Council’s decision, the representative of the PLO was 
invited to take a scat at the Council table. 

The Council considered the issue at its 1859th to 
1862nd meetings from 4 lo 8 December 1975. 

Ipo For further details see chapter Ill 
‘*’ SI I I893 
“I 1859th rnlg . parar. 3 and 4 
“I For the exchange between the rcprcsentatwe of France and the 

Pfesident. ibid, para< 5. I I 
Iw /bid. para I I 
I*’ For the texts of statements in favour of the proposal to invite the 

PLO, ibrd Byclorussian SSR. paras. 54-57. Iraq. paras. 30-34. 58-63; 
USSR. plras 35-47. 64-66. 68. for statements opposmg the su ated 
procedure. tbrd: Costa Rica. parar. W-83. Italy. parar 19-27; Y apart. 
parer. 28.29. Prcsldcnt (UnIted Kingdom). paras 76.77; United 
States. parar 12-18. 48.53 and 67. For a dct~&zd dtscuuiott of this 
case. see chapter I I I 

‘* For the VOIC. rbld, para 78 
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At the 1859th meeting the representative of Lebanon 
stated that since the Council had adopted resolution 347 
(1974) his Government had refrained from coming to 
the Council regarding further Israeli attacks because 
Israel defied the Council’s dtiisions and the Council 
was reluctant to adopt measures that would deter Israel 
from repeating its attacks and because the Lebanese 
Government had hoped that its behaviour would con- 
tribute to the efforts lo solve the Middle East problem 
peacefully. He regretted that Israel. however, had 
persisted in its attacks on Lebanon forcing him to bring 
to the Council’s attention the latest massive air attacks 
conducted by the Israeli armed forces, which threatened 
the cause of peace. 

The representative of Lebanon described in detail the 
most recent air attacks and the costs in lives and 
property incurred by the Palestinian refugees and their 
Lebanese neighbours. He added that, as the Israeli 
authorities acknowledged, the aggression had not been 
punitive in nature; but the claim that the surprise 
attacks had been preventive could not be accepted, as 
Slates were not allowed to determine on their own what 
should bc termed preventive acts, unless the world 
returned 10 the law of the jungle. The representative of 
Lebanon demanded that attacks against its sovereignty 
and territorial integrity cease and presented the mini- 
mum demands of his Government to the Council 
including a condemnation of Israel for its premeditated 
air attack. a call upon Israel 10 desist forthwith from all 
attacks against Lebanon and a solemn warning to Israel 
that. if such attacks were repeated, the Council would 
have to consider measures to give effect lo its dcci- 
sions.‘9’ 

The representative of Egypt joined Lebanon in con- 
demning the latest Israeli attacks which constituted a 
campaign of intimidation and provocation and only 
served to revive the cycle of violence. He slated that 
Israel’s persistent aggressions against Lebanon and the 
Palestinian people would have direct adverse conse- 
quences on the chances of achieving peace in the Middle 
East. The Council should call Israel to order and make 
sure that Israel desists from its policy of madness.” 

The representative of the Syrian Arab Republic 
declared that the Israeli air attacks constituted a 
flagrant violation of the United Nations Charter and the 
principles of international law. In view of the ongoing 
Israeli aggression against Lebanon and the Palestinian 
refugees, the Council should give a last warning to the 
aggressor that unless it put an end to its criminal acts, 
the Council would. impose on Israel the most severe 
sanctions in accordance with the Charter of the United 
Nations.‘w 

The spokesman of the PLO denounced the Israeli 
attacks as prcmcdltatcd and preventive and assured the 
Council that the Palestinians would intensify the armed 
struggle until they would be able to exercise their right 

to self-determination and national independence in the 
Palestinian home1and.m 

At the 1860th meeting on 5 December 1975, the 
representative of the United States reaffirmed his 
Government’s position that all loss of innocent human 
life, whether it occurred from acts of organized groups 
or of Governments, was reprehensible and to be de- 
plored in strong terms. His Government was prepared to 
support a resolution which would register the strongest 
disapproval by this Council of all acts of violence in the 
Middle East and would call upon all parties to refrain 
from any action that might endanger peace negotiations. 
The Council should seek 10 facilitate the accommoda- 
tion of opposing views through rendering impartial and 
reasonable judgcments on the issues properly within its 
compelence.“’ 

The representative of the USSR condemned the 
Israeli attacks against Palestinian refugee camps as an 
overt challenge to the decisions of the United Nations 
and in particular numerous resolutions of the Security 
Council and underlined the availabili,, f  the Geneva 
Peace Conference as the best-suited international ma- 
chinery specifically created for the settlement of the 
Middle East conflict with the involvcmcnt of the PLO 
on an equal footing with other participants. He indicat- 
ed that on 9 November, his Government had proposed 
to the Government of the United States that the work of 
the Geneva Peace Conference be resumed on that 
basis.M1 

The representative of Japan reaffirmed his Govcrn- 
mcnt’s basic position that all international conflicts and 
disputes should be solved through dialogue and by 
peaceful means. without recourse to the use of force. 
His Government urged Israel to desist from any further 
act of violence and appealed to all parties to refrain 
from any action which might endanger the momentum 
towards a negotiated settlement.1o’ 

Al the 1861~1 meeting on 8 December, the President 
drew the attention of the Council members to a draft 
resolution*a which had been submitted by Guyana, Iraq, 
Mauritania, the United Republic of Cameroon and the 
United Republic of Tanzania.m’ 

At the same meeting the representative of Guyana 
informed the Council of the declaration issued by the 
Coordinating Committee of the Non-Aligned Countries 
in the United Nations, which condemned the Israeli 
attacks as a threat to international peace and security 
and appealed to the Council 10 take steps lo restrain 
Israel from pursuing its policy of aggression and from 
defying United Nations resolutions.m 

At the same meeting the representative of the United 
Republic of Cameroon introduced, on behalf of the 
delegations of Guyana, Iraq, Mauritania, the United 
Republic of Tanzania and his own delegation, a joint 
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draft resolution which in the preambular part would 
have the Council deplore Israel’s defiance of previously 
adopted Council resolutions, express grief at the loss of 
life caused by the Israeli air attacks, express concern 
about the deteriorating situation resulting from Israel’s 
violation of Lebanon’s sovereignty and territorial integ- 
rity and express the conviction that Israel’s air attacks 
against Lebanon were premeditative in nature, and, in 
the operative part, provide that the Council would 
strongly condemn the Government of Israel for its 
prcmcditated air attacks against Lebanon in violation of 
its obligations under the Charter and Security Council 
resolutions, call upon Israel to desist forthwith from all 
military attacks against Lebanon, and issue once again a 
solemn warning to Israel that if such attacks were 
repeated, the Council would have to consider taking 
appropriate steps and measures to give effect to its 
decisions.10’ 

resolutton should be voted on at the same meeting.“’ In 
accordance with the rules of procedure the President 
put the ltalian motion for adjournment to the vote: it 
received 6 votes in favour, 8 votes against, and l 
abstention and was not adopted, having failed to receive 
the required majority of votes.*” 

At the 1862nd meeting on 8 December 1975. the 
President put the two amendments proposed by the 
United States and the draft resolution to the vole. Each 
of the amendments received 7 votes in favour and none 
against, with 6 abstentions. Neither of the two amend- 
ments was adopted, having failed to obtain the required 
majority. Two members did not participate in the 
votc.l” The five-Power draft resolution received I3 votes 
in favour and I against. with I abstention, and was not 
adopted, owing to the negative vote of a permanent 
member.“? 

At the I862nd meeting, on 8 December the rcprcsen- 
tativc of the United States pointed to the role of 
mediator played by his Government in the Middle East 
conflict and, in order to obtain a more even-handed text, 
proposed two additional paragraphs as amendments, 
whereby the Council would condemn all acts of violence, 
especially those which resulted in the tragic loss of 
innocent human life, and urged all concerned to refrain 
from any further acts of violcncc. and would call upon 
all parties to refrain from any action which might 
endanger negotiations aimed at achieving a just and 
lasting peace in the Middle East. He asked that these 
amendments be put to the vote.?“” 

Decision of 28 May 1976 (1923rd meeting): resolution 
390 (1976) 
At the 1923rd meeting on 27 May 1976. the Security 

Council included the report of the Secretary-General on 
the United Nations Disengagement Observer Force 
(UNDOF) dated 24 May 1976116 in its agenda. 

The report described the activities of UNDOF for the 
period 25 November 1975 to 24 May 1976. UNDOF 
had been able to contribute to the maintenance of the 
cease-fire called for by the Council in its resolution 338 
(1973) of 22 October 1973. 

After the intervention by the United States, the 
President suggested that the Council discuss and vote on 
the first amendment, then take up and vote on the 
second. Since nobody objected, the President so dccid- 
cd.‘W 

The representative of the United Republic of Camcr- 
oon, speaking on behalf of the five sponsors of the draft 
resolution, referred to the fact that the proposals by the 
United States had already been considered in an earlier 
phase of the meetings on this situation and that the 
sponsors felt that in the case before the Council the 
attempt lo water down the condemnation of Israel by 
condemning all acts of violence was neither intellectual- 
ly, morally nor politically admissible. He concluded that 
the non-aligned members of the Council categorically 
opposed these amendments.“0 

In order to give the Council more time IO find a 
constructive solution that all members could support, 
the representative of ltaly moved for an adjournment 
until the next day.1” The representative of Iraq objected 
to the motion and asked that following the long 
consultations among the Council members the draft 

The Secretary-Gencrdl concluded his report by cm- 
phasizing the continued fragility of the quiet prevailing 
at the present time in the Israel-Syria sector. He 
mentioned briefly the ongoing efforts to seek the 
implementation of resolution 338 (1973) and his own 
contacts with the Co-Chairmen of the Geneva Peace 
Conference with a view to resuming the negotiating 
process called for by the Security Council. He indicated 
that the presence of UNDOF continued to be essential 
and recommended the extension of its mandate for a 
further period of six months until 30 November 1976. 
The Government of Syria, to which he had paid a brief 
visit to discuss the matter, and the Government of Israel 
had given their assent to the proposed extension. 

Following the adoption of the agenda, the President 
drew the attention of the Council members to the 
Secretary-General’s report and to a draft resolution*” 
sponsored by Benin, Guyana, Pakistan, Romania and 
the United Republic of Tanzania which had been 
considered in the course of consultations prior to the 
meeting.r” 

The Secretary-General, in a brief statement, prescnt- 
ed the results of his recent visit to Syria and his talks 
with the Syrian President and Foreign Minister and 
stressed the urgent need for significant progress in the 
search for a just and lasting peace in the Middle EastzIP 

‘I: lhrd p~rar 109 and 110 
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Before introducing the draft resolution on behalf of 
the five sponsors, the representative of Guyana asked 
that in the discharge of its prime responsibility under 
the Charter for peace and security the Council should 
assert its role unmistakably in the search for an overall 
settlement. He reviewed the many efforts undertaken so 
far under the aegis of the United Nations 10 find a 
negotited peace in the Middle East and praised the work 
of UNDOF, while deploring the continued restruction 
of the freedom of movement for some contingents in the 
Force.2*o 

The draft resolution was then put to the vote and 
obtained I3 votes in favour. none against, with no 
abstentions; two members did not participate in the 
vote.zz’ It was adopted as resolution 390 (1976) and 
reads as follows: 

~/wrn~ rrmrrdrrrd Ihc repor of the Secretary-General on the 
Ilnltcd N;ltions Olscng;lgcment Observer Force. 

/loving norrd Ihc cfforrs made IO establish a durable and just pcacc 
in 1hc Mlddlc Ea,l area and the developmcnls in the situation in the 
d,C3. 

t‘xprrsring coni’rm OVC~ the prcvallrng stale ol tension in the area. 

Ikidrt- 

(0) To call upon the parlies concerned IO lmplcmcnt immediately 
Sccuriry Council rcsolu1ron 338 (1973) of 22 October 1973; 

(b) To renew the mandate of the United Nations Discngagcmcnl 
Obscrvcr Force for another period of six months; 

(c) To rcqucs~ the Secrc1ary-General IO submlc at the end of ttns 
period a report on the dcvclopmcnis in 1hc siluallon and the measures 
1akcn IO lmplcmcnt re,olullon 338 (1973) 

In statements following the adoption of the resolution 
Council members expressed their appreciation to 
UNDOF for its past achievements and supported its 
continued functioning in order to allow efforts towards a 
comprehensive peace settlement, to continue. A few 
delegations renewed the call for the resumption of the 
Geneva Peace Conference with the participation of the 
representatives of the PL.O.122 

Decision of 22 October 1976 (1964th meeting): resolu- 
tion 396 (1976) 

At the 1964th meeting on 22 October 1976, the 
Security Council included the report of the Secretary- 
General on the United Nations Emergency Force 
(UN EF) dated I8 October 1976’*’ in its agenda. 

The report described the activities of UNEF for the 
period from I7 October 1975 to 18 October 1976. The 
Secretary-General noted that throughout the period 
under review the situation in the UNEF area of 
operations had remained stable and that the Force had 
continued efficiently to discharge its mandate which had 
been significantly expanded as the result of the Agree- 
mcnt between Egypt and Israel of 4 September 1975 
and the Protocol thereto of 22 September 1975. He 

2:” Ihrd Pdld\ I?- 27 
2?’ For Ihe VOIC. thrd, prra 2M 
‘:! I or 1hc lc!I> of rclcvanl %Idlcmcnl> rcgitrdlng the rcrumplron of 

Ihc (icncva Pcdsc C onlcrcncc. rbrd Benin. paras 128.132; RomanrJ. 
pdr~s 73.W. USSR. Parr\ 30-49 

added that the Force had been able to carry out its 
increased functions with 4,174 members rather than a 
projected total of 4,825. 

The Secretary-General referred 10 efforts at several 
levels 10 promote an early resumption of the negotia- 
tions aimed at establishing a just and durable peace in 
the Middle East, as called for under resolution 338 
(1973). He indicated that details about such efforts 
were described in detail in his report dated 18 October 
l9762*’ 10 the General Assembly and the Security 
Council, in pursuance of General Assembly resolution 
3413 (XXX) on the situation in the Middle East. 

In concluding his report the Secretary-General 
stressed that UNEF had been a major factor in 
maintaining the cease-fire in the Egypt-Israel sector. He 
reminded the Council, however. that the essential role of 
a peace-keeping force in an area of conflict was to 
maintain quiet and to create an atmosphere conducive 
to the active search for a peaceful solution of underlying 
political problems. As long as the efforts to implement 
resolution 338 (1973) did not show progress, the contin- 
ued presence of UNEF in the area continued to be 
essenlial. For these reasons the Secretary-General rec- 
ommended the extension of the mandate for one year. 

Following the adoption of the agenda, the President 
drew the attention of the Council members to a draft 
rcsolution2*’ which had been agreed upon by the mem- 
bers during consultations; he also announced that the 
procedure to be followed had been decided on and that 
representatives could speak after the vote on the draft 
resolution.z2b In the course of the meeting the represen- 
tative of Saudi Arabia was invited to address the 
Council on the agenda item.2z’ 

At the same meeting the draft resolution was put to 
the vote and adopted with 13 votes in favour. none 
against and no abstentions; two members did not 
participate in the VO~C.~” Resolution 396 (I 976) reads as 
follows: 

Rrw/lrng its rcsolu1lonr 338 (1973) of 22 October. 340 (1973) of 
25 October and 341 (1973) of 27 October 1973. 346 (1974) of 8 April 
dnd 362 (1974) of 23 Oclobcr 1974. 368 (1975) of 17 April, 371 
(1975) of 24 July and 378 (1975) of 23 October 1975. 

Having ronstdrrrd the report of 1hc Secretary-General on the 
United Nations Emergency Force. 

Ifovrng norrd the developments in the srluatlon in the MIddIe East. 

Rrcolltng the Sccrclary-General’s wcu 1hat any relaxation of the 
bearch for a comprehensive sculcment covering all aspects of 1he 
Mlddlc Easr problem could be dangerous and his hope that Urgent 
cffor~s WIII be undertaken by all concerned to tackle the Middle East 
problem in all 11s aspea,. with a +ICW both IO mainlainmg quicl in 1hc 
region and IO arriving dI the comprehensive settlcmenl called for by 
the Sccur~y Counc-ll In II\ roolullon 13~ (1973). 

Norrng that ihc Sccwdry-Gcncrdl rccommcndc the cKw-wm of 
Ihc mandllc of Ihc I-urcc lor one \car. 

I I)cw d,$ 

(4 1,) ~AII up,,” ,111 the p.~rl~cr <unccrncd IU lmplcmcnt rmmcdl- 

dldy SCCU,ll) CUUnCll ,C>dUllU~l I!8 t 197)). 

“‘S/I2210. ON. jlrr I’,. Surpl /r,r 0,~ -Drc. IV76 pp 4-b. 
II’S/1 22 19. %ubscqucnlly adopted ulrhuut change .II roolulion 396 

11976) 
*‘a 1964th ml8 . ,-UfdS I-4 
I” Fur dctaII\. WC chdptcr I I I 
2:g Fur 1hc ~UIC. wz 1964th mt8, pdrd IO 



Chapter VIII. Maintctuncc of Inttrn~tiwl pact and security 
-- 

(b) f,, renew rhc m:lndJtc of the llnrtcd Natronr Emergency 
I ,VCC r,lr ,I pcricd of one )c,rr. th.lt is. un~ll 24 Octubcr 1977. 

(,‘) 7,) rcques~ the Secretary-(;cncr.lI IU submit al the end of this 
p<.r& ;I rclx,rt on the dcvrlupmcnl~ I” the \itu,l!lnn and Ihc measures 

I.lhcn 10 rmplcmcnt rcsolutlon 33X (1973). 

2 t’.rp~~cr 111 ronjidrncr that the Force WIII bc maintained 
ulth marlmum cfficlcncy and economy 

In statements following the vote members of the 
Council deplored the lack of progress in the efforts to 
arrive at a comprehensive peace settlement and urged 
accelerated and intensified steps in that direction. 
Several dclcgations specifically asked that the Geneva 
Peace Conference be reconvened in order to implement 
resolution 338 ( 1973).1zv 

Decision of 30 November 1976 (1975th meeting): 
resolution 398 (1976) 

At the 1975th meeting on 30 November 1976, the 
Security Council included the report of the Secretary- 
General on the United Nations Disengagement Observ- 
cr Force (UNDOF) dated 22 November 1976*M in its 
:lgcnda. 

In his report on the activities of UNDOF for the 
period 25 May to 22 November 1976. the Secretary- 
Gcncral described the continued functioning of the 
Force and the successful maintenance of the cease-fire 
called for in resolution 338 (1973). For his specific 
measures to promote an early resumption of the negotia- 
tions for peace in the Middle East the Secretary-Gener- 
al again referred to his report to the General Assembly 
and the Security Council on I8 October 1976 (S/12210) 
in pursuance of Assembly resolution 3414 (XXX) on 
the situation in the Middle East. 

He concluded his report on UNDOF with a recom- 
mendation to the Council to extend the mandate of the 
Force for a further period of six months until 31 May 
1977 and reiterated his judgement that the disengage- 
ment agreement be utilized to renew the efforts at 
resuming peace negotiations. 

Following the adoption of the agenda, the President 
drew the attention of the Council members to a draft 
resolutior+ which had been considered by the Council 
in consultations and put it to the vote: it was adopted 
wirh I2 votes in favour. none against, and no abstention; 
three members did not participate in the voting.*Jz 

Resolution 398 ( 1976) reads as follows: 

!lo~n~ wnsidcrrd the report of the Secretary-tiencral on the 
Lmtcd N.IIW~S Dlscngaecmcnt Observer Force, 

Ho\rn# norrd the effort\ made IO establish a durable and just peace 
ln the Mlddlc East area and the urpcnt need IO continue and intensify 
xuch clforrr. 

IO) To call upon the parIle\ concerned IO lmplcmcnt rmmedtatcly 
Sccurbl) Councrl rcsolutlun !I8 11973) of 22 October 1973; 

I!’ For the ICXO of relevant slalcmen!s. rbrd France. paras. 36-46: 
Gu)and. paras 74-78. Japan. parar 82.88. Presrdent (Pakistan). 
paras I IO- I 13: Romania. paras 12-21. IJSSR. parrr 23-35 

2’o S. 12235. OR. jlrr yr Su/-$ JSM Ocr .I)rc IV76, pp. 26-28. 
:I’ S, 12246, subsequentI\ adapled ullhou\ change .I( resolution 398 

(1976) 
2’: f-or the YOIC. see 19751h mip: pdr.r I 

(h) To rcncw the mandate or the United Nations Disenga~emcnl 
Obxcrvcr f‘orcr for nnoihcr pcrmd of IIX month>. thrlt is. until )I May 
1077. 

(c) To rcqucst the SccrctaryXicncral IO \ubmlt 31 the end of this 
pcrrod a report on lhc dcvclopmcnts In the srtu;ltron and the measures 
taken IO implement rcsoluilon 33K (1973). 

After the vole the President said that he had been 
authorized to make a complementary statement on 
behalf of the Security Council regarding the resolution 
adopted: 

As is known. the report of the Sccrctary-Gcncral on the United 
Nations Discngagcmcnl Obbcrver Force (S/12235) states in para- 
graph 32 that “dcsprtc the prescnl quiet tn the Israeli-Syria sector, 
there can bc no question that the situation in the Middle East will 
remain unctablc and potentially dangerous unless real progress can bc 
made towards a JUSI and lastmg settlement of the problem in all its 
aspcar" Thus statcmeni of the Secretary-General rctlects the view of 
the Sccurlty Council 

The President added that the three delegations which 
had not participated in the voting had asked him to say 
that they took the same position with regard to the 
statement.~JJ 

Council members expressed their appreciation for the 
commendable work of UNDOF and reaffirmed their 
commitment to the mandate for a comprehensive peace 
settlement under resolution 338 (1973). Several delega- 
tions called specifically for the reconvening of the 
Geneva Peace Conference to accelerate the negotiating 
process.*” 

Decision of 25 March 1977 (I 993rd meeting): invitation 
accorded to the PLO 
At its 1993rd meeting on 25 March 1977, the 

Security Council included the report of the Secretary- 
General submitted under General Assembly resolution 
3 l/62 concerning the Peace Conference on the Middle 
East*” in its agenda. 

The Secretary-General. in this report, recalled Gener- 
al Assembly resolution 3 I/62 under which the Assembly 
requested inter olio that the Secretary-General resume 
contacts with all the parties to the conflict and the 
Co-Chairmen of the Peace Conference in the Middle 
East, in accordance with his initiative of I April 1976, 
in preparation for the early convening of the Confer- 
ence, and submit a report to the Security Council on the 
results of his contacts and on the situation in the Middle 
East not later than 1 March 1977; the Assembly also 
called for the early convening of the Conference not 
later than the end of March 1977 and requested the 
Security Council to convene subsequent to the submis- 
sion of the Secretary-General’s report in order to 

1’1 For the Prcsrdenr’s statement on behalf of the Council, see 
1975th mtg.. paras 2 and 3. 

Ja 
zl’ For the Ic10 of relevant statements. ibtd : France. paras 76-82: 

U !s 
Jn. paras 63-70. Paklcran. paras. 91-101. Romanra. purr. 52-62; 
SR. paras. 6-23 
:!‘S/l2290. OH jlnd yr.. SuppI /w Jan.-March 1977. pp. 10-12. 

The representatne of Egypt, In a letter dated 23 March 1977 
wth’;‘o4,4~~p,. p 21). confirmed his telephone request for a meeting 

ounc~l on 25 March 1977 IO dlscuu the situation in 
the Mrddle Easi tn the hghl of the report of the Secretary-General 
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consider the situation in the area in the light of that 
report and to promote the process towards the establish- 
ment of a just and lasting peace.zJ6 

In order to carry out the mandate of the Assembly 
resolution, the Secretary-General held initial consulta- 
tions with the parties involved and the two Co-Chair- 
men of the Geneva Peace Conference and then decided 
to visit the area in early February 1977. He visited 
Egypt, the Syrian Arab Republic, Saudi Arabia, Lcba- 
non, Jordan and Israel. met leaders of government as 
well as the Chairman of the PLO and, at the tcrmina- 
(ion of that visit, sent representatives to the respective 
capitals in order to inform the two Co-Chairmen of the 
Conference of his consultations and to consult with 
them on the question of the early reconvening of the 
Conference. 

The main object of the mission was to get clarifica- 
tion of the views of the parties concerned as to the best 
course to be followed in resuming the negotiating 
process and to consult with them as to the best means of 
overcoming the various obstacles in the way of that 
objective. All the parties expressed their desire for an 
early resumption of the negotiating process through the 
convening of the Peace Conference. The problem was to 
find agreement on the conditions under which the 
Conference could be convened. 

The question of participation still was the most 
immediate difficulty. The Arab States held that the 
PLO should be invited to participate in any future 
meetings of the Conference. whereas Israel maintained 
its opposition to a PLO role in the Conference; lsracl 
indicated willingness to discuss the Palestinian question 
with the Government of Jordan and would not object to 
the inclusion of Palestinian representatives in the dcle- 
gation of Jordan. The PLO asked to be invited to 
participate in the Conference from the outset on an 
equal footing with all the other parties as the sole 
representative of the Palestinian people. The Sccrctary- 
General added that this view was shared by all the Arab 
Governments, especially as related IO the importance of 
issuing a separate invitation to the PLO. Efforts to 
bridge the differences between the parties on the whole 
matter of participation by procedural devices would 
appear to be hopeless in view of the fundamental 
disagreement. 

Although there wcrc slight differences among the 
partics regarding the timing of the reconvening of the 
Conference, the Secretary-General conveyed his imprcs- 
sion that the parties would be prepared to be flexible as 
regards timing, provided there was a prospect ol the 
Conference’s being convened within a reasonable time- 
limil. 

The Secretary-General described further divergences 
among the parties regarding the terms of reference. the 
agenda and the organization of work for the Conftr- 
ence. but he indicated that none of these could be 
resolved either prior to the reopening of the Conference 
or after its resumption. He pointed out that if no early 

agreement on reconvening the Conference could be 
reached, the parties would be agreeable to some interim 
measure. Three specific proposals were mentioned: a 
preparatory working group could be set up in the United 
Nations Secretariat under the Secretary-General’s aus- 
pices to maintain contact with all the parties and with 
the Co-Chairmen on the problems of reconvening the 
Conference; or a contact group could bc cstablishcd at 
Geneva consisting of the representatives of the two 
Co-Chairmen, of the Secretary-General and of the 
parties concerned in order to explore further the procc- 
dural problems involved: a further possibility would bc 
the formation of an interim conference secretariat to 
maintain contact with the parties and the &Chairmen 
and to work on the preparations for the Conference. The 
general feeling, according to the Secretary-General, 
seemed to be that it would not be advisable to formalize 
such interim measures at the current moment. 

The Secretary-General summarized his consultations 
with the two Co-Chairmen and reported his finding that 
both the United States and the USSR Governments 
maintained a policy of principal support of the Geneva 
Peace Conference. although they differed with regard to 
the participation of the PLO and the timing of the 
reconvening of the Conference. 

In his concluding observations, the Secretary-General 
emphasized that all parties concerned earnestly desired 
to move towards a ncgotiatcd settlement, that the main 
elements of the problem remained intractable, in partic- 
ular the issue of the participation of the PLO and the 
representation of the intcrcsts and rights of the Palestin- 
ian people, but that there was an increasing conscious- 
ness in the area that an opportunity existed to resume 
negotiations in a meaningful way and that, if this 
opportunity was not seized. there would be grave 
dangers that the situation would deteriorate once again. 
He expressed hope that the search for means through 
which the Peace Conference could be convened would 
bc intensified and ultimately concluded successfully. 

At the beginning of the 1993rd meeting. the President 
reminded the members of the Council that during 
consultations on I5 March it had been agreed that the 
Council would take up the report of the Sccrctary-Gen- 
era1 at an appropriate time. Before he declared the 
agenda adopted. he rcferrcd to the request of the 
representative of Egypt for a meeting on 25 March.*” 

In the course of the meetings the representatives of 
Egypt, Israel. Jordan, Saudi Arabia, the Syrian Arab 
Republic and Yemen were invited to participate, with- 
out vote. in the drscussion of the item.*” At the 1993rd 
meeting the President informed the Council that he had 
received a letter from the representative of Egypt 
requesting the participation of the PLO in the debate in 
accordance Nith the previous decisions of the Council in 
that respect. He indicated that it was his understanding 
that the proposal was not put forward under rule 37 or 
rule 39 of the provisional rules of procedure of the 
Councrl but that, if adopted by the Council, the 



invitation to the PLO to participate in the debate would 
confer upon it the same rights of partictpation as those 
conferred on a Member State invited IO participate 
under rule 37.*lq Speaking in his capacity as the 
representative of the United States, the President stated 
that his Government was not able to agree to the 
proposal, as it considered the terms of the Council’s 
invitation as inappropriate, and asked that the proposed 
invitation be put to the vote.*“’ 

Then the President put the request to invite the PLO 
to the vote: it was adopted by IO votes in favour to I 
against, with 4 abstentions. *‘I Accordingly, the represen- 
tative of the PLO was invited to participate in the 
discussion of the item. 

The Security Council considered the item during the 
1993rd. 1995th and 1997th meetings on 23. 28 and 29 
March 1977. 

The representative of Egypt welcomed the meeting of 
the Security Council on the Secretary-General’s report 
as a demonstration of the Council’s responsibility as the 
guardian of peace and security in the tik>rld. In view of 
Israel’s unwillingness to reciprocate the wish for peace 
on the Arab side and to accept fully the role of the 
United Nations and the Secretary-General in the peace 
process, it was important for the Council first of all to 
promote the process towards the establishment of a just 
and lasting peace as envisaged in General Assembly 
resolution 31162, secondly to put an end to Israel’s 
disregard for its resolutions and decisions, and finally to 
call for the prompt convening of the Peace Conference 
with the participation of all the parties. He warned that 
if the Council failed in its mandate, a great threat would 
confront not only the Middle East but the whole 
world.*‘z 

The representative of Jordan warned that if nothing 
was done to move the Geneva Peace Conference out of 
the procedural deadlock blocking its resumption, the 
situation in Jerusalem and its environs would soon be 
irreversibly changed as a result of the construction of 
Israeli settlements, thereby undermining the objectives 
of resolution 242 (1967). He appealed to the Council 
not to abandon the occupied territories and their people 
and proposed that the Council consider setting up a 
monitoring team consisting of three Council members 
which maintained diplomatic relations with Israel, such 
as the United States, the United Kingdom and France, 
and installing the team with a small staff in the 
Government House in Jerusalem with the mandate to 
oversee the strict observance of the fourth Geneva 
Convention of 1949, to which the Arab States and Israel 
were signatories, in the occupied territories and to 
report monthly to the Council on any and all violations 
of the integrity and inviolability of the territories and 
the peopl~.~*~ 

At the 1995th meeting on 28 March 1977, the 
representative of Israel expressed regret at the Council’s 

2~ See I993rd mtg . pars 3 and 4 
l”) Ibrd , para 7 
?‘I lhrd, para 8 
J’: IhId. p.lrar ?l.S5 
:” lhrd, paras 57.80 

( hnptcr \ III. Mrinlrnuncr of intrrnationrl pcrcr and wuri4y 
-- ---___--- 

engaging once again in a futile time-consuming discus- 
sion that 3150 would fail to bring the Middle East even 
;tn inch closer to peace. He cited the provisions of 
Article 35 of the Charter and charged that the meeting 
of the Council had been requested although the criteria 
of that Article had not been met, as there was no danger 
of an imminent conflict in the Middle East. He rejected 
the Jordanian proposal for a monitoring team and 
recalled a draft resolution submitted by his delegation to 
the General Assembly which contained a call on Egypt, 
Israel. Jordan and the Syrian Arab Republic to recon- 
vene at the Peace Conference on the Middle East under 
the chairmanship of the United States and the USSR in 
order to resume negotiations without prior conditions on 
the establishment of a just and durable peace. He 
pointed out that his Government had rejected General 
Assembly resolution 31162 of 1976 because its purpose 
was to change the ground rules of the Geneva Peace 
Conference and substitute a dictated settlement for 
direct negotiations between the parties. He reiterated 
tY:l! Israel ~&as and rcmJir:.:.! prep;i:ed for the reconven- 
ing of the Geneva Conference at any time with the 
participants of the original Conference of December 
1973. But he insisted that there was no alternative to 

direct face-to-face negotiations between Israel and its 
Arab neighbours in order to achieve a real peace.z” 

At the same meeting the representative of the Syrian 
Arab Republic accused Israel of boycotting the recon- 
vening of the Geneva Peace Conference by its obstinate 
objections against the participation of the PLO on an 
equal footing and drew the conclusion that Israel was 
not interested in peace and did not even want the 
Conference to be convened. He warned again against 
the ongoing implementation of the Israeli expansionist 
designs in the occupied Arab territories, recalled the 
principle underlying resolution 242 (1967) of the inad- 
missibility of the acquisition of territory by war and 
urged the Council to reissue its demand that Israel cease 
its annexalionist policy, release all Arab “security” 
detainees and improve the conditions of other Arab 
prisoners and to affirm the national rights of the 
Palestinian people. He emphasized that the Council’s 
attention was overdue in view of the continuing Israeli 
aggression in the occupied territories.l’Y 

The representative of the PLO reviewed the recent 
efforts to reconvene the Geneva Peace Conference and 
pointed out that the opposition to his organization’s 
being represented on an equal footing at that Confer- 
ence came essentially from the Israeli Government 
whereas the United Nations organs and a rapidly 
growing number of States including Western countries 
recognized the legitimate claim of the Palestinian people 
to be fully involved In the effort to work towards a 
comprehensive peace settlement including a settlement 
of the Palestinian problem.*‘6 

The representative of Romania emphasized the re- 
sponsibility of the Council to help the Parties to 
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ncgotiatc :l just ;Ind lasting peace. with the participation 
of the PLO. The United Nations offered the best 
framework for manifestation of the support of all States 
for the cause of peace in the Middle East. The Security 
Council should encourage the continued starch for the 
peace process. appeal to all the parties to ensure the 
reconvening of the Peace Conference and rquest the 
Secretary-General to remain in touch with the parties 
and to inform the Council of further relevant develop- 
ments so that it could re-examine the whole issue.*4’ 

The reprcscntativc of Canada pointed out that rcsolu- 
tion 242 (1967) remained the fundamental basis for a 
viable pcacc \cttlement, with due account of the legiti- 
mate aspirations of the Palestinians. tie endorsed the 
call for the resumption of the Peace Conference which 
should as a first step set up negotiations mandated 
under resolution 338 (I 973).“’ 

The representative of the USSR restated his Govcrn- 
ment’s long-standing proposals regarding the settlement 
of the Middle East problem and the reconvening of the 
Geneva Confercr -5. 11~ added th?t t>c resumption of 
the Conference was a realistic possibility and should 
result in final agreements based on the inadmissibility of 
the acquisition of territory by war, on the right of all 
States of that region to an independent existence and to 
security, on the right of the Palestinians to self-deter- 
minatlon and to the creation of their own State, as well 
as on the withdrawal of Israeli troops from all Arab 
territories occupied in 1967. He expressed the hope that 
the Council’s discussion of the report submitted by the 
Secretary-(icncral would draw the attention of the 
world community to the tense and dangerous situation 
in the Middle East. He concluded that the USSR as one 
Co-Chairman stood ready to resume the Peace Confer- 
ence at the earliest opportunity.14y 

AI the 1997th meeting on 29 March 1977, the 
rcprcsentativc of India said that he had initially not 
Intended to speak on the item because his delegation 
had been under the impression that the Council would 
address itself only to the report of the Secretary-General 
and work out a consensus statement of a procedural 
nature. He praised the report submitted by the Secre- 
tary-General and suggested that the consensus state- 
ment should mention the fact that all the parties were 
read) and willing to attend another Peace Conference at 
any lime ;tnd IU discuss all substantive issues without 
prc-conditions and request the Secretary-General to 
continue his discussions with a view to discovering 
approaches to the establishment of peace in the Middle 
East. He btatcd that in his judgement there was enough 
common ground for a consensus to be adopted by the 
Council reflecting the objectives of the Assembly resolu- 
tion \I:62. but if such ;I deciston was not possible, he 
would t’.Ivour ;IdJournment until ;I more auspicious 
monlclil “‘I 

I he reprsbcntativa of Fr;\ncc praised the Secretary- 
Gencr;ll’s report and cmphahilcd In particular the fact 
-. -~ ._. 

that all the interested parties had recognired that it was 
of vital importance not to lose the momentum won so 
far and to see to it that efforts continued to that end 
without interruption. He expressed hope that all the 
parties would make the required efforts to allow a 
reconvening of the Peace Confcrcncc.J>l 

The representative of the Federal Republic of Germa- 
ny drew the attention of the Council to the common 
policy towards the Middle Feast developed among the 
nine States of the European Community. tic rcstatcd 
his Government’s firm belief that Israel should bc read) 
to recognize the legitimate rights of the Palestinian 
people within the framework of a comprchsnqlvc scttlt~- 
ment and that the Arab side should recognize the right 
of Israel to live in peace within secure and recognized 
boundaries. He concluded that in view of the need for 
an early resumption of the Geneva Peace Conference. 
his Government appealed to the Secretary-General to 
continue his mission of good offices with all the parties 
concerned.“* 

The representative of the United Kingdom focused on 
some of the problems that faced the Council in the 
months running up to the resumption of the Geneva 
Peace Conference expected for the second half of the 
year. He indicated that the Council could and should 
now state its conviction that the negotiations be resumed 
as soon as possible and urge on the parties the need for 
moderation and a willingness to compromise in over- 
coming the remaining obstacles. He welcomed the 
Secretary-General’s assurance that the efforts would be 
continued and that the Council would be informed of 
further developments.“’ 

The President speaking in his capacity as rcpre>enta- 
live of the United States pointed out that the current 
phase was a period of most intense diplomatic activity. 
He held that the report of the Secretary-General 
provided an agenda of work to be done in the next few 
months, which was complemented by the diplomatic 
efforts of the Government of the United States, and that 
the various cndeavours were geared towards the com- 
mon goal of returning to the Geneva Conference in the 
second half of the year, provided all parties showed 
flexibility on the issues involved. He expressed his 
conviction that the peace process would be furthered 
through the early reconvening of the Conference and 
conveyed his Government’s pledge to do its utmost to 
advance the goal of peace in the Middle East.“’ 

The representative of the Libyan Arab Republic 
explained that his delegation had not participated in the 
debate in compliance with its well-known principal 
position regarding the agenda item. He restated his 
Government’s view that the Palestinian question Includ- 
ing the right to self-determination of the P;llestinl,ln 
people was the core of the MIddIe EUSI problem and 
that the General Assembly resolutions 3-36 (XXIX). 
3237 (XXIX), 3376 (XXX). 3379 (YXN) and 31’20. 
-- 
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but no longer Security Council resolutions 242 (1967) 
and 338 (1973). constituted a framework for a just or 
lasting solution of the questi0n.l” 

After the 1997th meeting the Security Council did 
not pursue rhc Secretary-General’s report any further. 

Decision of 26 May 1977 (2010th meeting): resolution 
408 (1977) 
AI the 2010th meeting on 26 May 1977, the Security 

Council included the report of the Secretary-General on 
the United Nations Disengagement Observer Force 
(UNDOF) dated 23 May 1977*‘L in its agenda. 

The report described the activities of UNDOF for the 
period 23 November 1976 to 23 May 1977. During the 
period UNDOF had been able to contribute to the 
m;lintcnancc of the cease-fire called for by the Security 
Council in resolution 338 (1973). The Secretary-Gener- 
al briefly referred 10 the ongoing efforts to seek the 
implementation of resolution 338 (1973) but concluded 
that the main elements of the Middle East problem 
remained unresolved and the situation continued to be 
unstable and dangerous. In view of these factors he 
recommended that the Council should extend the man- 
date of UNDOF for a further period of six months until 
30 November 1977. 

Following the adoption cf the agenda, the President 
drew the attention of the Council members to the report 
of the Secretary-General and 10 a draft resolution.“’ 
hflcr a short intervention by the Secretary-General, 
who informed the Council of the assent to the extension 
by both parties.z’l the draft resolution was put to the 
vote and adopted as resolution 408 ( 1977) by I2 votes to 
none; three members did not participate in the voting.15P 
The resolution reads as follows: 

The S’rcurir~ Council. , 

I/u~~ng ronsidrrrd 1hc report of the Secretary-General on Ihe 
Ijnilcd Nations Dircngagcmcnt Observer Force. 

Hobrng nurrd 1hc elfor1s made IO c\tabhrh a durable and just peace 
in the Mtddle East .lrca and 1hc urgent need IO continue and intensify 
such cfforls. 

E~prrrting conzrm over the prevaihng state of tension in the area, 

Drcrdrs. 

(a) To call upon the parlIes concerned IO implement immediately 
Sccurily Council resolution 338 (1973) of 22 Oclokr 1973; 

(b) To rtneu 1hc mandate uf the limtcd hinttons Dtscngagemcn! 
Obwver Force for another pcrwd of six months. that is. until 30 
\o*cmbcr 1977. 

(I ) To rcquc51 1hc Secretary-(icncral IO subml1 at the end of this 
pcrd .I rcporl on Ihc dcvclupmcnl\ In Ihe sItui((wn and the me;lruro 
I.I~CII 10 lmplcmcnl rcwlulion !  JrC ( I97 1) 

After the vote the President made the following 
statement on behalf of the Security Council in connec- 
tion with the adoption of the resolution on the renewal 
of the mandate of UNDOF: 

AI I\ known. Ihc rcporr a~f Ihc Sccre1ary-Gcncral on the United 
%a~w,nt Dl>engagcmen1 Obscr\cr Force (S:l!3)3) states in para- 

graph 3I that “ihe prc\cnt quw m the Ivxl-Syria WCIW should not 
obscure the fact that rhc main elements of the Mlddlc lia\t prublenl 
remain unresolved and !hdt Ihc wuatton an rhc :lrra will wntinuc III 
be unstable and dangcroub unless real progrc\\ cdn ww~ bc rn.~dc 
lowards a jus1 and durable scillemcni of 1hc problem In all II\ 
aspects”. This sla!cmcnl of the SccrelaryGencr.~l rcflccls the VICW of 
Ihe Security Council 

He added that the delegations of Benin. China and the 
Libyan Arab Jamahiriya had asked him IO say that, as 
they had not participated in the vote on the resolution. 
they took the same position with regard 10 his slatcrncnt 
on behalf of the members of the Council jhl’ 

In statcmcnts after the adoption uf the resolution 
members of the Council expressed I heir ;~pp~cciation for 
the work done by UNDOF and voiced considcrablc 
concern that the pursuit of a comprehcnsivc pcacc 
settlement in accordance with resolution 33X (1973) be 
accelerated and intensified, with particular attention 
given to the hopes for the resumption of the Peace 
Conference. 

Decision of 21 October 1977 (2035th mecting): rcsolu- 
lion 416 (1977) 
At the 2035th meeting on 21 October 1977. the 

Security Council included the report of the Secrctary- 
General on the United Nations Emergency Force 
(UNEF) dated I7 October 19771b1 in its agenda. 

The report described the activities of UNEF for the 
period 19 October 1976 to 17 October 1977. The 
Secretary-General indicated that Ihe functions and 
responsibilities of UNEF had not chanpcd, the situation 
in the area of operations had remained stable and the 
Force had continued efficiently to discharge its man- 
date. Regarding the implementation of resolution 338 
(1973), the Secretary-General noted that intensive cf- 
forts had been made during the period under review to 
promote an early resumption of the negotiating process 
aimed at establishing peace in the Middle East. In 
conclusion the Secretary-General recommended the ex- 
tension of the mandate of UNEF for another year, 
because the situation in the area remained unstable and 
would become increasingly dangerous in the absence of 
a negotiated peace agreement and therefore made the 
continued presence of UNEF essential. 

Following the adoption of the agenda, the President 
drew the attention of the Council members to a draft 
resolution*bz which had been agreed to as a result of 
consultations. He also outlined the procedure to be 
followed. as established during these consultations. 
Regarding the draft resolution, he stated: 

Under the prwcdurc of opcratwc p;tr;lpr.rph I c’. the Sccurll) 
Councd would request the Sccrclary-(;cncrdl IU wbnrlr by 24 &tuber 
l97U a report on the dcvclopmcn1r In 1hc SIIU:IIIMI end on the \tcpr 

lakcn lo implement Council rcsoluiion 338 (1973) Mcmbcr, of ihc 
Council have asked me IO make it clear 1hd1. ,hould dcvclopmcnrs 
occur which would lead the Sccre1ary-General IO cwwder it approprl- 
ale lo rcporl lo the Council a1 an earllcr dale. ihcy uuuld of cour~c 
CnpCCl him IO do \o. and rha1 he wrll continue hl\ cfforr\ to assist 1hc 
early rcsumptwn of Ihc ncgorlalmns for a comprchcnslvc settlcmcnt III 
Ihe Mlddlc E~\I 

lb1 S/ I2 149. \ub,cyucml 
(19771 
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He added that the delegations of China and the Libyan 
Arab Jamahiriya had asked him to say that they would 
not participate in the vote on the draft resolution and, as 
;I result. did not subscribe to the agreed statement which 
he had juhl read out on behalf of the Council mem- 
hers :n’ 

After a brief intervention by the Secretary-General, 
the draft resolution was put to the vote and adopted as 
resolution 416 (1977) by 13 votes to none; two members 
did not participate in the v0te.l”’ It reads as follows: 

Ht~~uIIfng II\ rcsolumm 338 (1973) of 22 O~lobcr, 340 (1973) of 
2s Octk>bcr and 341 (1973) uf 27 Oclobcr 1971. 346 (1974) of II April 
.~ntl 362 (19741 of 23 October 1974. 368 (197.0 of 17 April. 371 
(lg75) of 24 July .~ntl 378 (19751 of 23 Ocwbcr 1075. and 396 (1976) 
111 ?? O~~~,bcr 1976. 

//mrn,~ m/cd Ihc devclopmcn~r m the ~IIU~IIIW In the Middle Earl. 

A’I,ccI//I~I~: Ihc Sccrctary.(;cncral’\ view that any relaxation of Ihe 
wdrch for a cumprchcnsivc sclllcmcnl cuvcrlng all arpccls of the 
V~ddlc I.art pwblcrn wuld be d;~npcrou\ and 111, hope Ihal urgent 
cff~~r~\ wuuld bc undcrldkcn by all cuncerncd IO ~acklc Ihe Middle 
f:;l\l prl,blcm on alI IIS ,~~pec~r. ullh a view both IO mainlalning quiet 
on Ihc repum .Ind 10 arrlvln8 .\I ~hc cumprchcn\lvc wttlcmcnc called 
for b) ~hc Sccurlt) (‘ounc~l in II\ rcwlulion >Jtt (1973). 

A~~II!I~ lh.11 IIIC Sccrcl.lr>-(icncral recommend\ Ihe cxlcnrion of 
rhc mand;~ IC ul I hc I’orcc for one year. 

I Ih rd4*c 

(rr) To call upon all Ihe parlIes concerned to implcmcni immcdiale- 
I> .\ccurll) ( uunc~l rcwlullon 338 (1973): 

(h) ‘I’u rcncu Ihc mandate of the Umicd Naliunr Emergency Force 
for J pcrwd uf one year. thal IS. until 24 Oclobcr 1978. 

tc.) lo rcquc\t the Sccwdry-General IO submit a~ the end of this 
period ti repor on the dcvclopmcn~s in the siluallon and on Ihc steps 
lakcn mu lmplcmcnr rcwlulwn 33X (1973). 

2 C r~w~\~~~ II) ‘on/ltltiwr lh31 the Force VIII bc maintained 
ulth n~.~\~mun, cfflclcncy Jnd ccumuny. 

Heprescnlativcs praised the .work of UNEF, but 
stressed the need for quick and substantial progress in 
the pc;~cc effort\, ehpccially in the attempt to reconvene 
lhc (icncv.1 Pcacc Confcrsncc, so that the Council could 
envisapc the date when UNEF would no longer be 
rcquircd lo keep the peace in the area. 

Decision 01 \(I November 1977 (205 1st meeting): reso- 
lution 421) (1977) 
At the 705lst meeting on 30 November 1977. the 

Security Council included the report of the Secretary- 
Gcncral on the (Jnited Nations Disengagement Observ- 
cr Force (UNDOF) dared 23 November 19771’5 in its 
agenda. 

The report dcscrlbcd the activities of UNDOF for the 
pcrlod 24 h1;1y 10 23 November 1977. The Secretary- 
(;cncr;ll noted that during the period covered by the 
report C;NI)Of: had continued to carry out its mandate 
.lnd conrrlbtrrc to the maintenance of the cease-fire as 

called for in resolution 338 (1973). The Secretary-&n- 
cral indicated that intensive efforts had been made 
during Ihe past year IO promote an early resumption of 
the negotiating process with the aim of reaching a just 
and lasting peace in the area and that these cfforls 
continued. He concluded by recommending the exten- 
sion of the mandate of UNDOF for another six months 
until 3 I May 1978. since the situation remained danger- 
ous and unstable and the maintenance of the current 
quiet in the Israel-Syrian sector was a prerequisite for 
the pursuit of further efforts to reconvene the Geneva . 
Peace Conference and to advance towards a peace 
agreement. 

Following the adoption of the agenda, the President 
drew the attention of the Council members to a draft 
resolution.2M After a brief statement by the Secretary- 
General, the draft resolution was put to the vote and 
adopted as resolution 420 (1977) by I2 votes 10 none: 
three members did not participate in the vote.z”’ The 
resolution reads as follows: 

Having mnxidrrrd the report of the ScsrctJryX;cncrJl on \hc 
United Nations Dlscngagcmcnt Observer Force. 

Hovrng norrrl lhc cffurlh m.idc lu cwbllsh J durable and JU~I pact 
in the Middle Earl area and Ihe urgcnl nerd IO conllnuc and mwnsify 
such efforts. 

Exprrtcing rc,ncw~ over Ihc prcvaillng SI;IIC of lenwun m the area. 

lkrrdrs 

(0) To call upon the parties concerned IU unplcmcn~ inrmrdia~rl! 
Sccurily Council resolul~on 338 (1973) of 22 October 1973: 

(b) To rcnw the mandalc of Ihe United Nations Discngagcmcnl 
Observer Force for another period of six months. thal is. until 31 May 
1978. 

(c) To rquerl the Secretary-Gcncral IO subtmt at the end of thls 
period a report on the dcvclopmcn~s in the silualiun and the measures 
taken to implemcnc roolulion 338 (1973) 

In connection with the adoption of the resolution the 
President made the following complementary statement 
on behalf of the Security Council: 

As is known. the repor of the Secrclary-(icncrat on the Unltcd 
Nations Disengagement Observer Force (S/t 2453) slalcs. in pr.r. 
graph 32. thal “the prcrcnl quiet m the Israel-Syrta wzlor bhuuld noI 
ubscurc the f.1~1 lh.iL the maln clcmcntr al Ihe Mlddlc L:.I\I problw 
remam unrcwlvcd rnd lhnl the \iluatwn in Ihc arc;, will cunltnuc III 
be unslablc and dangeruub unless real prugrcss can soon bc nwdc 
towards a ju\I and durable sclltrmcnl of the prublcm III aIt II> 
;IS~XIS” Thi, r(aicmcnl of the Sccrclary.(icncral rcflccts the vicu of 
the Sccurlly Cuunctl 

He added that the delegations of Benin, China and the 
Libyan Arab Jamahiriya had requested him to say that. 
as they had not participated in the vote. they took the 
same position with regard to the statement read by 
him.**’ 

Members of the Council expressed support for the 
continued functioning of UNDOF and urgently called 
for increased efforts IO seek a path to peace in the area. 



lkcision of 19 hlarch I978 (2074th meeting): resolution 
425 (1078) 
Rv Ictterlby dated 17 March 1978 addressed to the 

P&dent of the Security Council, the representative of 
Lebanon requested an urgent meeting of the Council, 
pursuant to his previous Ietterr’O dated I5 March 1978 
in which he had informed the President of a large-scale 
attack by Israeli land, air and naval forces against 
Lebanese territory. 

Ry letter *‘I dated 17 March 1978 addressed to the 
President of the Council and with reference to his 
previous letter *‘I dated 13 March 1978. the rcpresenta- 
tivc of Israel also requested a meeting of the Council to 
consider continuous acts of terror and violence against 
lsracli civilians, together with the frequent shelling, 
sabotage incursions, bombing and murder being pcrpe- 
trated from Lebancsc territory against Israel, such as 
the attack on I I March by a PLO murder squad on the 
tiailii-Tel Aviv highway. 

AI its 207lst meeting on I7 March 1978, the Security 
(‘ouncil included the two letters in its agenda without 
objectton. Following the adoption of the agenda, the 
representatives of Lebanon, Israel, Egypt, Iraq, Jordan, 
the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya. Mongolia. Pakistan, Qa- 
tar, Sudan. Syrian Arab Republic, Vict Nam and 
Yemen were invited. at their request. to participate 
without vote in the discussion of the item on the 
agenda.:” 

At the beginning of the 207lst meeting, the Council 
decided, by vote, to Invite the representative of the PLO, 
in accordance with the Council’s previous practice, to 
participate in the debate and to take a scat at the 
Council tab1c.r:’ 

The Council considered the two items on its agenda 
during it.\ 207 1st to 2074th meetings on 17 to I9 March 
1978. 

At the 207lst meeting on I7 March 1978, the 
rcpresentativs of Lebanon briefly outlined the dimen- 
sions of the renewed Israeli aggression and urged the 
United Nations to uphold the spirit and letter of the 
Charter and prevent Israel from according itself the 
licence to take international law into its hands. He 
called upon the Security Council to restore its sovereign- 
ty to Lebanon and to bring about the immediate 
cessation of hostilities and the withdrawal of the invad- 
ers.:” 

The representative of Israel expressed his conviction 
that both States wanted to see the sovereignty of 
Lebanon restored and charged that the Security Council 
in refusing to condemn terrorist actions against Israel 
had betrayed its mandate to promote the establishment 
and maintenance of international peace and security, as 

YOIC) 

proclaimed in Articles 24 and 26 of the Charter. He 
held that the Israeli actions in Lebanon were carried out 
in accordance with its right of self-dcfence as the LJnitcd 
Nations had been unable IO deal with terrorism and 
Israel was confronted with a growing threat of new and 
enlarged PLO acts of murder and terror.:‘” 

The representative of Jordan joined the Lebancsc 
representative in calling for immediate action by the 
Security Council to ensure a cessation of the armed 
Israeli aggression and to order the prompt withdrawal of 
the Israeli forces who were in occupation of sizeable 
territories in Southern Lebanon. He further urged the 
Government of Israel not to seek security through the 
occupation of Arab lands but to find it by mcans of a 
just and comprchcnsivc peace binding all peoples in the 
area.“’ 

Other Arab representatives expressed similar warn- 
ings against further Israeli expansion into neighbourinp 
Arab territories and demanded that the Council put an 
end forthwith to the Israeli aggression.‘” 

At the 2072nd meeting on I8 March 1978, the 
representative of Egypt concurred with the viewpoint 
expressed by other Arab spokesmen and suggested in 
addition that the Council might request the Secrctary- 
General to report on Israel’s compliance with the 
Council’s call for an immediate withdrawal; he added 
that the Secretary-General would be assisted in such a 
task by the members of the United Nations Truce 
Supervision Organization (UNTSO) stationed in the 
Israel-Lebanon sector who should return to the posts 
from which they had been evicted by the Israeli 
trwops.2” 

At the same meetmg the representative of France 
deplored the recurrence of violence in the area, called 
for a cease-tire and the immediate withdrawal of the 
Israeli troops from Lebanese territory and indicated his 
delegation’s willingness attentively to consider any pro- 
posal-including the stationing of a United Nations 
force-aimed at restoring peace and strengthening se- 
curity in the region.lM 

At the beginning of the 2073rd meeting on I8 March 
1978. the President drew the attention of the Council 
members to a draft resolution submitted by the United 
States.*” 

The representative of Canada emphasized that the 
current crisis set two principal objectives for the delibcr- 
ations of the Council: to seek an end to the’ present 
hostilities, and to create conditions in which the recent 
peace initiative could be resumed. He added that ;I 
United Nations peace-keeping force would offer the best 
hope to stabilize the sttuation and to renew the peace 

I’* /hid I\r~cl. pars\ X-70 
I” /bid Jordan. parar ‘3-84 
I“ lbrd I tb\an Arab Jamahlrlyd. pard\ 107-124. PLO, para. 

126.13R. Syrian Arab Rcpubllc. paras 8-- IOJ. alw 2072nd mectln? 
huwall. pra\ 27.46 

I’” 2072nd mlg Eg)pI. pnra\ 7.25 
‘~0 /bid France. paras 47.50 
I”’ 2073rd mtg . para 4 The draft rcwlulwn (Sl2610) ~2. 

subsequently adopted wtthwr change as resolutton 425 (1978) 
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process and declared his Government’s rcadincss to 
contribute to such a peace-keeping force >a? 

At the same meeting the representative of the United 
States pointed out that his Government’s policy in this 
crisis was guided by three fundamental principles: Israel 
had to withdraw from Lebanese lerritory; the territorial 
integrity of Lebanon was to be fully respected; and the 
United Nations had a vital role to play in assisting the 
Government of Lebanon to restore authority and a 
peaceful life for the people in Southern Lebanon. 

He referred to the consultations his delegation had 
held with other Council members and concluded that a 
common perception had emerged regarding the shape 
and function of a United Nations peace-keeping force in 
the area: the force would be charged with establishing 
and providing security in the southern border region of 
Lebanon and it would assist the Government of Leba- 
non in restoring its authority in the area. whereupon it 
would relinquish its responsibilities to Lebanon. 

The representative of the United States then intro- 
duced the draft resolution (S/l 2610) sponsored by his 
delegation and called for the other members to support 
the initiative. He explained that the wish of the USSR 
delegation to include a reference to the time frame for 
the United Nations interim force could not be accepted 
since according to the Council’s practice any time frame 
would be determined by the Council after having 
received the report of the Secretary-General as called 
for in the draft resolution.” 

The representative of India described the Israeli 
withdrawal from occupied Arab territories and the 
restoration of the legitimate rights of the Palestinians as 
fundamental for peace in the Middle East and suggested 
that to ignore these basic points resulted in the recur- 
rence of the tragic cycle of violence. He warned that a 
United Nations peace-keeping force should not be 
introduced in every case of aggression in order to make 
the aggressor withdraw; he held the view that a United 
Nations force should be established only in exceptional 
situations and for a limited period of time. In all such 
cases. however, it was indispensable that no force be 
introduced without prior request or approval from the 
country affected. He also cautioned against the United 
Nations getting involved in functions and duties related 
to the maintenance of internal law and ordcr.1”’ 

The represcntativc of the USSR strongly condemned 
the Israeli aggression against Lebanon and the Palestin- 
ian refugees in Southern Lebanon and accused Israel of 
seeking the dismemberment of Lebanon and the total 
destruction of the Palestine resistance movement. His 
Government believed that the Council should severely 
condemn the new Israeli aggression, take effective steps 
in accordance with the Charter to put an end to that 
aggression and demand the immediate withdrawal of 
Israeli troops from Lebanese territory :g’ 

At the beginning of the 2074th meeting on 19 March 
1978. the representative of Lebanon urged that the draft 
resolution be adopted before representatives would con- 
tinue with the debate.“” As a result, only a few 
delegations spoke before the vote. 

Speaking in explanation of vote, the representative of 
China criticized the draft for not condemning the Israeli 
armed aggression against Lebanon and for failing to 
support the just Arab and Palestinian struggle and 
announced that his delegation would not participate in 
the v0te.l” 

The representative of the USSR regretted that certain 
suggestions and amendments put forth by his delegation 
in regard of the need for a clear-cut condemnation of 
the Israeli aggression as well as for certain provisions 
defining the mandate of the United Nations force in 
Southern Lebanon strictly as observation of the cease- 
fire and the Israeli withdrawal and limiting the stay of 
the United Nations troops to a short period were not 
acceptable to the sponsor and announced that, in view of 
Lebanon’s wishes, his Government had decided not to 
cast a negative vote but to abstain in the vote on the 
draft resolution. He added that the Government of 
Israel as the aggressor should bear the expenses for the 
despatch of the United Nations force.“’ 

At the same meeting the draft resolution was put to 
the vote and adopted with I2 votes in favour, none 
against. and 2 abstentions as resolution 425 (1978); one 
delegation did not participate in the vote.za* The resolu- 
tion reads as follows: 

Thr Srcurtr)~ Council. 
7ukmg nofr of the lellcrr from the Permanent Reprocntatlvc of 

Lcb.lnon And from the Pcrmancnt Reprercntarivc of Israel. 
Iiubrnx heard the statements of the Permanent Rcprcscntatlvu of 

Lcbdnon and Israel. 

Grovcl~. concrmrd at the deterioration of the situation in the 
Middle Easi and II\ consequences IO the mamtenancc of international 

pcacc. 

Convrncud that the present srtuation rmpcdes the achievement of a 
JUS! pcacc in the Mlddle East. 

I (‘o//c for strrct respect for the territorial integrity. sovereignty 
dnd pol~~~~l lndepcndcncc of Lebanon within its internationally 
recognvcd boundarIes: 

? (‘0ll.1 rrpon I\racl immediately IO cease 115 mihiary action 
Jp.lln\t l.cb.rncsc icrriiorial Integrity and withdraw forthwith its 
force\ fn~~l JII I cbdncsc tcrrilory; 

1 hrdr~c. in Ihe Ilght of the requcri of Ihc Government of 
Lebanon. IO c\iabllsh rmmedrarcly under IIS authority a United 
NatIon\ lnlcrlm force for Southern Lebanon for the purpose of 
conflrmlng the wIthdrawal of Israel1 forces. rcslormg iniernatronal 
pcacc rnd vxurlty and assrsting the Govcrnmenc of Lebanon in 
cn\urln# ihe return of II\ cffccllve authorrty In the area. the force IO 
bc cumpscd of personnel drawn from Member SIJIO. 

4 Htiy~rccr~ Ihc SccrctJry~Gcncral IO rcvri IO the Councd 
ulrhln ~wcrli)-four hours on Ihe ~mplcmeniai~on of the present 
rcdullon 
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Following the adoption of the resolution, the represen- 
tative of Kuwait expressed his disappointment that the 
Israeli aggression had not been singled out for condem- 
nation and wondered whether the loose terms of refer- 
ence suggested for the United Nations force might not 
detract from Lebanese sovereignty, as they did not 
indicate the length of stay nor the right of the Govern- 
ment to terminate the presence of the force at any time. 
tic also was concerned about lsracl’s claim that it 
intervened since it found the authority of the Lebanese 
Government ineffective; the Council had not rejected 
this attitude as clearly as was necessary.lW 

The representative of France underlined that the 
United Nations force to be established would not be 
used for any other purpose than to assist in the search 
for and maintenance of peace and to help the Govern- 
ment of Lebanon to re-establish its effective authority in 
the area. He added that the raison d’etre of UNTSO 
would not be removed by the presence of the new force 
and that his Government was ready to participate 
directly in the force.*p’ 

The representative of the United States expressed his 
appreciation for the support given by the other Council 
members to the resolution as adopted and urged the 
Council to proceed immediately after the meeting to 
further consultations that would lead to the adoption, if 
possible the same afternoon, of the mandate of the 
United Nations Interim Forcc.lP: 

Speaking as the representative of the United King- 
dom, the President expressed his satisfaction about the 
Council’s decision to establish a peace-keeping force in 
the area, a step his Government had advocated for some 
time.*p’ 

At the same meeting the Secretary-General an- 
nounced that his report called for under resolution 425 
would be available shortly; he hoped that the Council 
would be able to consider his recommendations at the 
earliest possible date. He proposed to instruct Major- 
General Erskine. the Chief of Staff of UNTSO, to 
establish close contact with the parties concerned and to 
deploy UNTSO observers with a view to confirming the 
cessation of military action in the area, as a prerquisite 
for the implementation of the other parts of the 
resolution.*9’ 

Decision of 19 March 1978 (2075th meeting): resolution 
426 (1978) 
In pursuance of resolution 425 (1978) concerning the 

establishment of the United Nations Interim Force in 
Lebanon (UNIFIL), the Secretary-General submitted 
to the Council on the same day his rcportlq’ in which he 
outlined the terms of reference of the Force, general 

:Og 2074th mlg Kuwdll. pdras 46..(I 

I” Ibrd. France. paras 53.55. 
N’ Ibid Unilcd Sralcs. pdrds M-58 
H’ lbrd Prc\idcnl (C’nltcd KlnRdom). p.,r,~t 61 .h4 
:“’ /hid SCCrC1dr)i~~;CflCr.I~. pardr 67.60 

I” For the report dated IV March 1978. WC \, 1161 I, OH. JJrd yr 
Su/$ /or Jonuor,.March IV’X. pp hl .h? 

considerations related to its effective functioning, a 
proposed plan of action and the estimated cost and 
method of financing it. 

At its 2075th meeting on I9 March 1978, the 
Security Council continued its discussion and included 
in its agenda in addition to the two letters considered 
during the previous four meetings the report of the 
Secretary-General. The invitations issued during the 
previous meetings were renewed. The Council consid- 
ered the item during the 2075th meeting. 

At the beginning of the mecting the President drew 
the attention of the Council members to the Secretary- 
General’s report and, in his capacity as representative of 
the United Kingdom, introduced a brief draft resolu- 
tionzM approving that report and setting up the lntcrim 
Force for a period of six months. 

Prior to the vote, the representative of China an- 
nounced that his Government would not pay any 
expenses for sending the force,*9’ and the representative 
of the USSR restated his objections to the force as 
envisaged. requested that the consent of the Council be 
sought on specific questions such as the choice of 
countries providing contingents to the force, and added 
that in his delegation’s view Israel should be asked to 
defray the cost of sending the force to Lebanon.“# 

Then the President put the draft resolution (S/12612) 
to the vote: it received 12 votes in favour, none against, 
with 2 abstentions and was adopted as resolution 426 
(1978); one delegation did not take part in the voting.*9y 
The resolution reads as follows: 

Thr Srcurirv Council 

I Approw the rcporl of the Secretary-General on the imple. 
menldllon of Sccurily Council rcsolulion 425 (1978). contained tr. 
document S/1261 1 of 19 March 1978: 

2. Drrldrs lhal lhc Umted Nations lntcrlm Force in Lebanon 
shall bc cslabllshed m accordance with the above-mcnlioncd reporl for 
an imlldl Period of sia months, and that il shall cownuc in opcralton 
thcrcaflcr. If rcqulrcd. provided the Securely Council so decides 

After the vote the representative of the United States 
indiqted his delegation’s understanding that under the 
authority of General Assembly resolution 321214, the 
Secretary-General could act to expedite the initiation of 
the mission authorized by resolution 425 (1978). He 
also underlined the judgement of the Secretary-General 
that the costs of the Force should be borne by Members 
in accordance with Article 17, paragraph 2, of the 
Charter.‘” 

The Secretary-General announced that he would 
immediately proceed to put into effect the plan of action 
for the despatch of the Force and instruct Lieutcnant- 
General Slilasvuo, Chief Co-ordinator of the United 
Nations Peace-keeping Missions in the Middle East. to 

z”. S/l !hl!. scSquenlly adoplcd wthour change as rcsolulton 4?h 
ll9:nl 
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initiate meetings on the withdrawal of Israeli forces and 
the establishment of a United Nations area of operation. 
He further informed the Council that he had instructed 
UNTSO to supervise initially the cessation of military 
action and had made arrangements with General Siilas- 
vuo for the temporary transfer of some contingents to 
the new Force until his contacts with Governments 
would result in the availability of regular contingents for 
the Force in Southern Lebanon.ml 
Decision of 3 May 1978 (2076th meeting): resolution 

427 (1978) 
Following a number of progress rtports”‘r regarding 

the establishment and functioning of UNIFIL, the 
Secretary-General, in a letter dated I May 1978,“” 
informed the Council that the Chief Co-ordinator of 
United Nations Peace-keeping Missions in the Middle 
East and the Force Commander of UNIFIL had 
reported to him that in view of the very difficult 
conditions on the ground and in the light of the 
experience so far acquired, they felt strongly that the 
total strength of the Force should be brought to about 
6.000. Having visited the area, he considered it neces- 
sary to increase the strength of UNIFIL to the proposed 
level in order to allow the Force to carry out the tasks 
entrusted to it. He added that several Governments had 
agreed to make a battalion each available and that if the 
Council supported the suggested increase of the Force, 
he would seek additional contingents from those Gov- 
ernments 

At the 2076th meeting on 3 May 1978, the Security 
Council included the letter of the Secretary-General in 
its agenda. 

The President drew the attention of the Council to the 
text of a draft resolution”” sponsored by Bolivia and 
India. He informed the members that Mauritius had 
become an additional sponsor of the draft.M’ He then 
put the draft resolution to the vote; it received 12 voles 
in favour, none against, with 2 abstentions, and was 
adopted as resolution 427 (1978); one member did not 
participate in the voting.W The resolution reads as 
follows: 

lfovrng ~cmr~drrrd lhc ICIIC~ dared I May 197g from the Secrctnry- 
Cicncral IO the Prctidcnt of the Sccur~ty Council. 

H~~~~oltrnp II\ rcxolullons 425 (1978) and 426 (1978) of I9 March 
IYlX, 

I 4p/v~t~ct the inc‘rcasc In the strength of the Umtcd NatIons 
lnlcr~m l.urcc in I.cbJflun requested by the Sccrclary-General from 
4.000 to approrlmalcly 6,OWl troop; 

2 Takr.f n~/r of the wtthdrawal of lsracll forces that has taken 
place so far. 

1 C’rrll.c upon I\racl IO complete its ulthdrawal from all L&a. 
new tcrrl~ory wIthout any further delay: 

4 f)rp/orr~ the altacks on the l,nllcd NatIons lorcc lhat have 
occurred and demands full rcspcc[ for the Unilcd Nallons Force from 
all parttcs in Lebanon. 

After the adoption of the resolution, the Secretary- 
General indicated his appreciation for the Council’s 
support, expressed his deep regret over some incidents 
resulting in several casualties in the Force and informed 
the Council about the progress so far in obtaining the 
Israeli withdrawal from Lebanese territory. He conclud- 
ed his remarks with the announcement that hc would 
now seek to bring into the Force the three additional 
contingents from Fiji, Iran and Ireland at the earliest 
possible time.‘“’ 

in explaining their vote on the resolution Council 
members expressed support for the strengthening of the 
peace-keeping force and deplored the casualties suffered 
by UNJFIL soldiers in the discharge of their task. 
Several representatives condemned the failure of Israel 
lo carry out the provisions of resolution 425 (1978) and 
to withdraw immediately and completely from Lebanese 
land;‘O” one delegation even called for measures under 
Chapter VII of the Charter if Israel continued in its 
defiance of the Council’s resolutions.m A few members 
raised questions regarding the precise mandate of the 
peace-keeping force and criticized what they called 
attempts to involve the Force in internal affairs of 
Lebanon.rrO 

Decision of 31 May 1978 (2079th meeting): resolution 
429 (1978) 

At the 2079th meeting on 31 May 1978, the Security 
Council included the report of the Secretary-General on 
the United Nations Disengagement Observer Force 
(UNDOF) for the period 24 November 1977 to I7 May 
1978 dated I7 May 1978”’ in its agenda. 

The report described the activities of UNDOF for the 
period 24 November 1977 to I7 May 1978. During the 
period UNDOF had been able to contribute to the main- 
tenance of the cease-fire called for by the Security Coun- 
cil in resolution 338 (1973). The Secretary-General 
informed the Council of continuing efforts to promote 
an early resumption of the negotiating process aimed at 
establishing a just and lasting peace in the Middle East. 
Although the situation in the Israel-Syria sector had 
been free of serious incidents. the quiet there in the 
view of the Secretary-General. was basically precarious. 
The Secretary-General concluded that under the pre- 
vailing circumstances the mandate for UNDOF be 
extended a further period of six months. until 30 
November 1978. 

Following the adoption of the agenda the President 
drew the attention of the Council to the draft rcsolu- 

‘0. Ihl‘i pJrJ\ J- 10 
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tion.“’ The draft resolution was put to the vote and 
adopted as resolution 429 (1978) by 14 voles 10 none; 
one member did not participate in the voting.“’ The 
resolution reads as follows: 

The Sccuriry Council. 

~ovtng considcrtd the repor of the Secretary-ticneral on the 
United Natrons Discngagemcnl Observer Force, 

Having noted the efforts made IO csrablrsh a durable and JUSI peace 
in the Middle East area and rhc urgent need IO continue and inlenrify 
such cfforrs. 

&.rprrssing ronccrn over rhc prevailing state of tension in the area. 

Drcidcr. 

(u) To call upon rhc parties concerned to implemenl immediately 
Securily Council resolution 338 (1973) of 22 October 1973: 

(D) To renew the mandate of the United Nations Discngrgcment 
Observer Force for another period of six momhs. th.11 is. umil 30 
Nuvcmbcr 1978; 

(r) To request the SecrclaryGcncral tu submrl a~ the end of this 
period a report on the dcvclopmcnts in the situation and on the 
measures taken IO implcmcnl resolution 3g8 (1973). 

After the vote the President, on behalf of the Security 
Council, made the following complementary statement 
regarding the resolution: 

As is known. the report of the Secretary-General on the United 
Nations Discngagcmcnt Observer Force (S/12710) states in para- 
graph 36 that “the present quiet in the Israel-Syria sector is. however. 
basically precarious, The marn elements of the Middle East problem 
remain unresolved and the situation in the arca as a whole will 
continue IO be unstable and dangerous until real progress can soon be 
made towards a just and durable settlcmcnc of the problem in all its 
aspects”. This statement reflects the view of the Security Council. 

He added on behalf of the Chinese delegation that, as it 
had not participated in the vote on the resolution, it took 
the same position with regard to his statement.‘r4 

Following the President’s statement, members of the 
Council voiced regret about the lack of progress in the 
search for a comprehensive, peace settlement which 
would allow the termination of the peace-keeping activi- 
ties in the Israel-Syria sector. One delegation renewed 
its suggestion for the resumption of the Geneva Peace 
Conference.)” and another representative rebuked the 
Council for its failure to implement its decisions by the 
adoption of measures under Chapter VII of the Charter 
against Israel.116 

Decision of I8 September 1978 (2085th meeting): 
resolution 434 (1978) 
At the 2085th meeting on 18 September 1978, the 

Security Council included the report of the Secretary- 
General on the United Nations Interim Force in Leba- 
non (UNIFIL) for the perid 19 March to I3 Septem- 
ber 1978 dated 13 September 19781” in its agenda. 

The report presented a summary of developments 
relating to UNIFIL from its inception on 19 March to 

I’) S/12721. adopted without change as rcsolutron 429 (1978) 
I” For the vole. rce 2079!h mrp , para 2 
I” fbld, para 3 

‘I’ For thus suggestton. rbid LSSR. para 29 
)‘* Ibrd.. Kuwarl. para IO 
“‘S’I2845. ON. JJrd ,‘I. Suppl /or Jul,-Srpr 197X. pp 51.57 

Invrta~rons 10 the Councrl mccrrngc on thl\ rcpur~ wcrc Issued at the 
2086th mectrng See below for rclcvanr dcrall\ 

l3 Septcmbcr 197X. The Secretary-Gcncral pointed WI 
that in the first six months of its cxistcncc UN II~II had 
developed cohesion and succeeded in cxcrtrng control 
over most of its area of operation, allowing normal life 
to be resumed. But he emphasized that UNIFIL 
continued to face major problems as the Israeli armed 
forces, in the fourth and last phase of the withdrawal 
from Lebanese territory, had handed over control of the 
evacuated area not to UNIFIL. but to the Lebanese dr 
/oclo armed groups in the area commanded by Major 
Haddad. As a result, the full dcploymcnr of the Force 
and the restoration of the authority of the Lcbancse 
Government in the whole area of operation had been 
prevented. In view of this situation a removal of 
UNIFIL would have disastrous conscqucnccs. As the 
Government of Lebanon had informed him th;tt it was 
fully in agreement with an extension of the mandate, the 
Secretary-General recommended IO the Council the 
renewal of the UNIFIL mandate for a further six- 
month period. 

The Security Council considered the report of the 
Secretary-General during its 2085th and 2086th meet- 
ings on 18 and I9 September 1978. 

Following the adoption of the agenda, the President 
drew the attention of the Council members to a draft 
resolutionl’” sponsored by the United States and to two 
letters received from the representative of Lebanon119 
and from the representative of 1srael’zo regarding the 
Israeli decision to hand over control over the evacuated 
Lebanese territory to Major Haddad’s forces and not to 
UNIFIL. 

Then the President put the draft resolution to a vote; 
it was adopted by 12 votes to none, with 2 abstentions, 
as resolution 434 (1978); one member did not partici- 
pate in the voting. ‘:I The resolution reads as follows: 

Rtd/rnR 11s rcsolutrons 42s (1978) and 426 (1’178) u1 I9 March 
and 427 (1978) of 3 May 1978. 

HccollrnR ,n parrtr,ulor that. in IIS rcsulu!run 425 I I97h). Ihc 
Councrl c.rllcd for strrc‘t rctpcc~ for the ~crr~tor~al rntcprrty. srwerergn- 
I) and polr~rcal indcpcndcncc of Lebanon wrthrn II\ rntcrnatiunally 
rccogmrcd boundarrcs. 

Grovr/.v roncrrnrd aI the scrrous condrlions rn l.cb.tnon. whrch 
continue lo endanger Ihc achrevcmcnr of a JUSI anti IJstrng \&Iron of 
the Mrddlc East questjon. 

Hr.Wing con.sidrrrd rhe report of the Sccrct.rry-General dalcd I3 
Septcmbcr 1978 on the rmplcmemation of [he above-mcntroned 
rcsolut~ons. 

Commrndq the outstanding performance of the Lnrtcd hations 
lnlcrrm Force In Lebanon rn scckrng to carry out IIS mandate as 
cstablrshcd rn rcsolu~~ons 425 (1978) and 426 (1978). 

nerp/~ vtr\rd al the loss of lrfe suffered by !hc Force. 

1” S/I 284U. adopted urthou! change as resolu!ron 434 (1978) 
“pS/12835 (rdcnrrcal to S/I 2834). In this Ic~tcr. dated 5 Scptcm- 

her l97U. the rcprcscnratrvc of Lebanon protested sharply against the 
lsraclr accron. whrch he described as a blatant breach of the 
agrccmcnts c\tablrshrng LUIFIL. and the schcdulc of the lsrach with- 
drawal 

1~oS/12M40. tbtd, p 45 In hrc brref rcbultal d.rrcd 8 Scplcmbcr 
1978. the represcntarlvc of Israel srmply astcrtcd rhac Israel had 
complctcd the ulthdr.ru.rl, .rs agreed rn accorddnsc wrth rcsolulron 
425 (197~1. J-d rh:rr thcrcforc Ihc Lebanese charges uerc unfounded 

‘:I f-or fhc $dc. WC YlgCth mrg, para 3 
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(‘on.rcro~rr of rhc progrc\s aIrcad> achwcd h) the Force toward\ 

the cstabllnhmcnt of pcacc and sccur~t~ III Swthcrn Lebanon 

.YIJII~R *r/h roncrrn lhat the Force hJc cnwuntcred obstacles III 
dcploylng freely throughout il\ arca of opcratlon and that II has not 
been possible a\ ycc for the 1.cbanc.x Govcrnmcnr fully to restore tts 
authorlly owr all 11s Icrrllory in accorddncc *lth resolution 425 

(19781, 

Supporting the efforts of the Secretary-General and takmg Into 
account the observations III his report describing the problems 
encountered b) the Force in carrying out its mandate. 

Dr~cmtintid IO sccurc urgcnlly the total fulfilment of the mandate 
and obJcclivcs of the Force m accordance with resolutions 42s (1978) 
and 426 (1978). 

Arrrng In rc\ponsc to Ihc request of the Lcbanccc Government. 

I Dccidrs IO renew the mandalc of the Unltcd NatIons Interim 
Force in I.cbanon for a period of four months, that is, until I9 

January 1979; 

2 (‘u//c upon Israel, Lebanon and all others concerned to 
co-upcrd~c fully and urgently with the Unlicd Nations in the 
Implcmcntalmn of Sccurlty Counctl rcsohions 425 (1978) and 42h 
f 1978). 

1 Hrc(ur~rr the Secretary-General IO report IO the Sccur~~y 
(‘ouncll in IWVO months on the implcmcntation of the present resolution 
in order IO allow II to assess the wuatlon and to caamme what further 
mcawrc\ \hould hc taken, and IO report agaln at the end of the 
four month pcrwd 

Following the adoption of the agenda, the Secretary- 
General made reference to the growing financial deficit 
under which UNIFII. had to labour and stressed the 
need for adequate financial support so that the Organi- 
zation could at least provide the adequate minimum 
conditions for the troops in the field.J*J 

During the 2085th meeting members of the Council 
praised UNIFIL for its work under trying circum- 
stances and in varying degrees took exception to the 
Israeli refusal to surrender all of the occupied territory 
in Lebanon to the United Nations Force.‘” The mem- 
bers stressed the need for a speedy completion of the 
mandate given to UNIFIL and emphasized once again 
the principal need for the ,resumption of negotiations 
aimed at a comprehensive peace settlement.” 

At the beginning of the 2086th meeting, the Council 
invited the representatives of Lebanon, Israel and the 
Syrian Arab Republic to participate in the discussion of 
the item on the agenda without vote.)?’ The Council also 
decitlcd. by vote. to invite ths rcprescntativc of the Pt.0 
in i\cCc)rd;\nTc with previous practice. I:* 

At the 2086th meeting the reprcsentattvcs of Leba- 
non. Isrxl and the PLO amplified their positions 

regarding the continued deadlock in Southern Lebanon 
involving UNIFIL and the immediate parties. 

Decision of 6 October 1978 (2089th meeting): resolu- 
tion 436 (1978) 
At the beginning of the 2089th meeting, following the 

adoption of the agenda, the President stated that he had 
convened the meeting as a result of approaches made to 
him as President by several delegations. The purpose of 
the meeting was to make every possible attcn;pt to put 
an end to the cycle of violence around Beirut causing 
loss of human life, suffering and destruction. 

He added that the Council was ready to proceed to 
the vote on a draft resolutionl” which the members had 
before them. The draft resolution was put to the vote 
and adopted unanimously as resolution 436 ( 1978).‘ln 
The resolution reads as follows: 

h’~lrng rrrh ~rovr concern the dctcrlorulmg wuallon in fkwut and 
IIS surroundings. 

Drrpl) grlrtrd at the consequent loss of MC. human suffering and 
phywal dcstructwn. 

Nofrng the ,Ippcal made on 4 Octolxr 1978 by the President of the 
Security C‘ouncll and the Sccrctar).Gcncral, 

I (‘o//r up<>n all those Imolvcd in hostilities in Lebanon to put 
.~n end IO act\ of vlolcncc and obscrvc scrupulously an immediate and 
C~~CCIIVC ccaw.flrc and cessation of hostilitiu so that internal peace 
and natronal rcconciliatlon may be restored based on the preservation 
of Lebancsc unity. tcrritorlal Integrity, indcpcndence and national 
sovcrc~gnty. 

2 C’ollx upon all mvolvcd to allow units of the International 
Comrmttce of the Red Cross into the area of conflict to cvacuatc the 
wounded and provide humanitarian assistance: 

3 Supporrr the Secretary-General in his efforts and rqucsts him 
lo contmuc these efforts to bring about a durable cease-ftrc and to 
keep the Sccurlty Council tnformcd on the implementation of the 
cease-fire. 

After the adoption of the resolution, the President 
announced that, in view of the urgency of the measures 
taken by the Council, the members had agreed not to 
make statements.lJP 

Decision of 23 October 1978 (2091st meeting): resolu- 
tion 438 (1978) 
At the 209lst meeting on 23 October 1978, the 

Security Council included the report of the Secretary- 
General on the United Nations Emergency Force 
(UNtlF) for the period 25 October 1977 to 1’ October 
1978 dated I7 October 1978JM in its agenda. 

The report of the Secretary-General described the 
activities of UNEF for the period from October 1977 to 
October 1978. The Secretary-General stated that the 
situation in the Force’s area of operation had remained 
stable and that UNEF had continued efficiently to 
discharge its mandate. He also pointed out that the 
various ongoing efforts to implement resolution 338 
(IY73) had been dealt with in a comprehensive report”’ 

1:’ S/I 2xX3. Jdoptcd wlrhout change as rwlullon 436 (1978). 
I:’ I or the VOIC. ICC 2Otioth mlg . yra 5 
‘3 IhlJ, FJ’” 6 
I’” S/I 2R97. OR jjrd II, SuppI for Ocr -DC 19’8. pp 32-35 
‘I’ SO?W~O rhrd. pp 21.31 The report covcrcd thr prmclpal 

dc\clopmcn~~ III the Mlddlc Eat! smce the last comprchcnslvc report 
I\\ucd b) the Secretary-General on I8 May I971 
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on the Middle East problem which he had submitted on 
17 October 1978 in pursuance of General Assembly 
resolution 32120 of 25 November 1977. 

The Secretary-General concluded that despite the 
prevailing quiet in the Egypt-Israel sector, the situation 
in the Middle East as a whole would remain unstable 
and potentially dangerous unless a comprehensive peace 
settlement could be reached. Taking into account all the 
factors involved and after consultations with the Gov- 
ernments of Egypt and Israel, he recommended the 
extension of the mandate of UNEF for a further period 
of one year. 

The Security Council considered the report of the 
Secretary-General at its 209lst meeting. Following the 
adoption of the agenda, the President drew the attention 
of the Council members to a draft resolutionJJJ and 
announced that during consultations prior to the meet- 
ing the members had agreed on the procedure to be 
followed, namely that representatives wishing to speak 
would do so after the vote on the draft resolution. Then 
he put the draft resolution to the vote; it was adopted by 
I2 votes to none, with 2 abstentions, as resolution 438 
(1978); one delegation did not participate in the vot- 
ing.)” The resolution reads as follows: 

Thr Srcuriry Council. 

Rrcolling its resolutions 338 (1973) ol 22 October. 340 (1973) of 
25 October and 341 (1973) of 27 Octotxr 1973. 346 (1974) of 8 April 
and 362 (1974) of 23 O&okr 1974. 368 (1975) of I7 April, 371 
(1975) ol 24 July and 378 (1975) of 23 October 1975. 396 (1976) of 
22 October 1976.and 416 (1977) of 21 October 1977. 

Having considcrrd the report of the Secretary-General on the 
United Nations Emergency Force. 

Rrculling the Secretary-General’s view that the situation in the 
Middle Easy as a whole continua to be unstable and po~cnt~olly 
dangerous and is likely to remrm so unless and until a cumprchcnsivc 
scttlemcnt covering all aspects of the Middle EM problem can bc 
reached. and his hope that urgent cflorts will bc pursued by all 
concerned to tackle the problem in all’ its aspects. with a view both IO 
mamtrinin# quiet in the region and to arrrving at a JUSI and durable 
peace settlement. as called for by the Security Councrl rn IIS resolution 
338 (1973). 

I. Lkcidrs IO renew the mandate of the Unltcd Nations Emcr- 
gency Force for a period of nine months, that is. until 24 July 1979; 

2. Rrqursts the Secretary-General to submit at the end of this 
period a report on the developments in the situation and on the steps 
taken to tmplcment Security Councd resolution 338 (1973). 

3. Exprrsm IIJ confidrncr that the Force wrll be maintained 
wtth maxtmum efficiency and economy. 

After the adoption of the resolution, the representa- 
tive of the USSR expressed misgivings about the 
attempt to utilize UNEF for purposes other than those 
sptkd out in resolutions 242 (1967) and 338 (1973) 
and indicated that his Government would not agree to 
altering the mandate of the Force and to drawing it into 
the implementation of a possible separate agreement 
sponsored by the United States. t(is Government viewed 
the ongoing talks between Israel and Egypt as contra- 
dicting the task of establishing la\tinp peace in the 
region and suggested again that the Geneva Conference 

“:S/l2899. adopted wrrhout change a\ ~CIO~UIIO~ 438 (1978) 
I” For the Prcsldcnt’s stn~cmcnt and the \011nc. WC 2091~ mtp. 
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be resumed to achieve such a comprehensive settle- 
ment.“’ 

The representative of Kuwait stated that his Govern- 
ment had agreed to the extension of UNEF for another 
nine months since the mandate remained as previously 
defined and pointed out that he would expect the 
Secretary-General to inform to Council immediately 
and thoroughly if the situation changed dramatically.JJ’ 

The representative of the United States noted that his 
Government would have preferred an extension of the 
mandate for a full year but had accepted the compro- 
mise of nine months. In view of various remarks by 
other delegations, he argued that the negotiations which 
were held in Washington within the framework of the 
Camp David agreements were cxprcssly tied in with the 
commitment in resolutions 242 (1967) and 338 (1973) 
to work towards a full and comprehensive settlement in 
the Middle East. While his Government agreed that the 
Secretary-General should inform the Council of signifi- 
cant changes in the deployment and functioning of 
UNEF, it did not accept the view that he was obligated 
to seek the specific approval of the Council for every 
deployment within the area; the Charter contemplated 
the need for the Secretary-General to exercise rcason- 
able latitude in this respect.“* 

Decision of 30 November 1978 (210lst meeting): reso 
lution 441 (1978) 
At the 2lOlst meeting-on 30 November 1978, the 

Security Council included the report of the Secretary- 
General on the United Nations Disengagement Observ- 
er Force (UNDOF) for the period I8 May to 24 
November 1978 dated 24 November 1978”’ in its 
agenda. 

The report of the Secretary-General described the 
activities of UNDOF for the period of I8 May to 24 
November 1978. The Secretary-General observed that 
with the co-operation of both parties, the Force had 
been able to contribute to the maintenance of the 
cease-fire called for in resolution 338 (1973). He noted 
that despite the prevailing quiet in the Israel-Syria 
sector, the situation in the Middle East as a whole 
continued to be potentially dangerous as long as no 
peace settlement was reached. In the prevailing circum- 
stances, he considered the continued presence of 
UNDOF in the area to be essential and recommended 
that the Security Council should extend the mandate of 
the Force for a further period of six months, until 31 
May 1979. 

The Security Council considered the report at its 
2lOlst meeting. Following the adoption of the agenda, 
the President drew the attention of the Council mem- 
bers to a draft resolutionJJ* which he immediately put lo 
the vote. It was adopted by 14 votes to none as 

I” ?09I\t mrg USSR. pars\ 1. :j For .r rlmllar uarnmg agamst 
the 1dc.t of using the Force 1~) ICT.C a rcparalc aprccmcnt. ibid: 
C‘rcchoslovakla, parer !I-?6 

I” IhId, Kuwait. parar JO-39 
‘lb IhId, Lnltcd SUI~L Paras JI.Jh 
‘I. S/I 2934. OR ?!rJ i r Su,-p/j, r G-r -I)cc IP’X. pp 64-67. 
“I S’I!941. .tdoorcd wIthout cha-ec as rcwlutlon 441 (1978) 
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resolution 441 (1978); one delegation did not participate 
in the voting. JJp The resolution reads as follows: 

Thr S-n-urrry C’ounrrt. 

~juving mnrrdrwd the report of the Secretary-ficncral on the 
Unltcd Nations disengagement Obscrvcr Force. 

Decidrs 

(0) To call upon the parties concerned to implement immediately 
Security council rcrolulion 338 (1973) of 22 October 1973. 

(b) To renew the mandate of the United Nations Disengagement 
Observer Force for another period of six months, that IS. until 3 I May 

1979. 

(0 To rqucst the Sccrctary-General IO submit at the end of this 
pcrod a report on the developments in the rituatton and the mcasurw 
taken IO implement resolution 338 (1973). 

Regarding the resolution just adopted. the President 
made the following complementary statement on behalf 
of the Council: 

AS ts known, the report of the Secretary-General on the United 
Nations Dircngagcmcnt Observer Force (S/12934) rtatu in parr- 
srrph 32 that “Dcsprte the prcscnt qurct tn the Israel-Syria sector. the 
situdtton in the Middle East as a whole continues to be potentially 
dangerous and ts likely to remain so unless and until a comprehensive 
settlement covering all aspcts of the Middle East problem an bc 
reached”. Thor statement of the Secretary-General rcflccts the view of 
the Security Council. 

He added that the delegation of China, which had not 
participated in the voting, wished to make it known that 
it took the same position regarding his slatemcnLM 

Members of the Council spoke in support of the 
successful functioning of UNDOF, but expressed once 
again their growing concern about the so far futile 
search for a comprehensive peace settlement. Two 
delegations renewed their call for the resumption of the 
Geneva Conference, whereas the representative of the 
United States suggested that the Camp David accords 
constituted a first step towards a lasting peace in the 
Middle East.“’ One representative deplored that the 
freedom of movement was still not fully established in 
the area under UNDOF’s supcrvision.“l 

Dtcision of 8 December 1978 (2106th meeting): statc- 
mcnt by the President 
At its 2106th meeting on 8 December 1978. the 

Security Council included the interim report of the 
Secretary-General under Security Council resolution 
434 (1978) cunccrning the United Nations Interim 
F’orcc in Lebanon (UNIFIL) dated 18 November 
1078”’ in its agenda. 

In his interim report on UNlFlL the Secretary-Gen- 
eral stated that since the Council, in its resolution 434 
of 18 September 1978. had extended the mandate of 
UNIFIL for a further period of four months, the Force 
had continued to USC 11s bcsr efforts IO ensure that its 
area of operation would not be used for hostile activities 

of any kind, and, in the area where UNIFIL exercised 
full control, effective action continued to be taken to 
prevent entry of armed personnel and a progressive 
normalization of lift had been observed. However, 
despite UNIFIL efforts to secure full deployment in the 
area handed over by Israel IO the dc /ucro armed 
groups, little progress had been achicvcd and the Force 
had been subjceted to periodic harassment. 

The Secretary-General reaffirmed that an essential 
prc-condition for the success of UNIFIL was the 
co-operation of all concerned, but co-operation on the 
part of the Lebanese de/ho forces in the arca and the 
Government of Israel was still lacking, and the complete 
deployment of UNIFIL and the re-establishment of 
Lebanese authority in the area were therefore blocked. 

The Secretary-General observed that restoration of 
the authority and sovereignty of the Lebanese Govern- 
ment in Southern Lebanon was the only durable and 
reliable way to secure normality in the area and that 
UNIFIL was there to protect all groups of the popula- 
tion. 

The Security Council considered the interim report at 
its 2106th meeting. Following the adoption of the 
agenda, the representatives of Lebanon, Israel and the 
Syrian Arab Republic were invited to participate, 
without vote, in the discussion of the item.” 

After a brief statement by the Secretary-General in 
which he indicated that the situation in Southern 
Lebanon had not changed since the issuance of his 
interim report and that the overriding objective re- 
mained the full implementation of resolution 425 
(1978),“’ the President made the following statement% 
which had been prepared in the course of consultations 
among members of the Council and which the Council 
approved by consensus?’ 

The Security Council has stud& the Sccrctary-General’s report 
contained in document S/I 2929, submtttcd tn pursuance of rcsolutton 
434 (1978) The Council assocrates ttulf wtth the YICWS of the 
Secretary-General )CI forth In the report rcgardrng the obstacles 
placed a~atnrt the full deployment of the United Nattons lntcrtm 
Force in Lebanon and against the 10~1 rmplcmcntatlon of resolutions 
425(1978)and426(1978) 

The Counctl crptcucs its deepest concern over the grave situation 
in Southern (.cbdnon. 

The Councrl II ronvmccd thnt thcsc oktdcles constrtutc a challenge 
to us nuthortty and a dcftancc of IIS wolutrons. The Council therefore 
demands the removal of these obstacles. spcciftcally dcscrtbal and 
rcfcrrcd IO tn the Sccrctary-General’s report under consideration. as 
ucll as in his prevrous reports submrttcd to the Council 

The Councrl lxl~cvcs that the unrmpcdcd deployment of the Force 
tn all parts of Southern Lebanon utll contrtbute signtficanlly IO the 
rcstoratron of the authortty of the Lcbancsc Government and Ihe 
preservation of LcbJnesc sovcrcrgnty within Lebanon’s mlernationalty 
rccognrxd bixInddrlu 

The Councrl therefore calls upin all rhosc not fully coopcrating 
urth the f.orcc. partrculrrl) Isr~c; to dcrrsr forthwith from intcrfcrmg 
wulth the opcratrons of the Forx I” Quthcrn Lebanon and demands 
[hai they comply fully wlrh,wt an) dcla) wrth rhc lmpkmCnlarion of 
rcwlu:ton\ .I:( I 197X) .tnd Jh (IQ’X) 

IL1 For dctJrIs. see chapter III 
I” 2106th mtg . pards 3.6 
‘- Ihd. p.ird 7 The statcmcnI was dk0 rssucd .ts S/ (2958. 
M’ /hrJ p.,r.l H 
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The Council calls upon Member States thdl .~IC in a position 10 do 
,o 10 bring IheIr innucncc IO bear on those cunccrncd so thJ\ the f’orcc 
ma) discharge 11s responsibilities unimpeded 

The Council notes with appreciation the cfror~s made by the 

Secretary-Gcncral and the United Nations staff. and the commanders 
and soldxrs of the Force for the implemcnlallon of rcsolulion 425 
(1978) It also takes this opportunity to express IIS parlicular 
appreciation IO the countries that have contributed troops or arc 
asslrling in the deployment and facilitaling the task of Ihc Force. 

The Council decides IO remain seized of the problem. and lo review 
the situation if and when necessary. before 19 January 1979. so as IO 

convder practical ways and means that will secure the full implcmcn- 
1.1Lwn of ils resolulions. 

Following the approval of the President’s staltmcnt, 
the representative of China announced that his delega- 
tion supported those points in the statement which 
condemned the continued Israeli defiance but dissociat- 
cd itself from anything relating to UNIFIL.“” Mcmbcrs 
of the Council criticized in varying degrees the obstruc- 
tion practiscd by the Israeli Government in Southern 
Lebanon and its continuous maintenance of the de facro 
forces serving as its proxy in violation of resolulions 425 
( 1978) and 426 (1978). In view of Israeli non-compli- 
ance, a few delegations suggested that the Council take 
stern measures to enforce its resoIutions.“p 

The rcprcsenlativt of Lebanon once more presented 
his Government’s case regarding the situation in South- 
ern Lebanon and placed the responsibility for the crisis 
upon Isracl,lW whereas the representative of Israel 
claimed that his Government had merely acted lo 
provide its citizens with the security against PLO 
attacks and that beyond that it had implemented the 
relevant resolutions of the Security Council fully and 
even acted in support of the functioning of UNIFIL in 
the designated area of operation.“’ 

Decision of 19 January 1979 (2113th meeting): rcsolu- 
tion 444 ( 1979) 

At its 21 13th meeting on I9 January, the Security 
Council included the report of the Secretary-General 
on the United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon 
(UNIFIL) for the period I4 September 1978 !o I2 
January 1979 dated I2 January 1979”’ in its agenda. 

In the report covering the developments relating lo 
UNIFIL during four months since Sepbzmbcr 1978. the 
Secretary-General pointed out that the activities of 
UNIFIL were concentrated on three objectives: to 
ensure that the area where it was fully deployed was not 
used for hostile activities of any kind and to promote a 

progressive return lo normal conditions; to extend its 
deployment in the border area; and to assist the 
Government of Lebanon in restoring its effgtive au- 
thority in the area. 

l” 2106th mlg.. Chlna. parar IO-11 
““See hcrc the slalcmcnls by KUW~II cnwsaglng Chapter \‘I1 
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ln the arca where it had full control. UNI till. had 
continued to take efl’ectlve action to prevent the entry of 
armed personnel and to provide the population with 
some measure of assurance and safety. However. despite 
energetic efforts there had been virtually no further 
progress in deploying the Force in the area in the south 
held by de /ucro armed groups; accordingly, UNIFIL 
had not yet been able to complete the tasks assigned to 
it by resolution 425 (1978) because it lacked the 
co-operation of both the de /&-IO forces under Major 
Haddad and the Israeli Defcnce Force. 

Taking into account all aspects of the prevailing 
situation. the Secretary-General rccommcnded the cx- 
tension of the m;ln&tc of IJNIFII. for ;I further period 
of six months. tlr :~ddcd th;\t the (icjvcrnmcnt of 
l.cbonon ugrccd 10 the cxtcnaion and cxprcsscd his 
conviction that, dcspitc all its dlfflcultics, UNIFIL 
performed an essenlially stabilizing function and that its 
premature withdrawal would inevitably disrupt the 
fragile peace which existed in southern Lebanon. 

The Security Council considered the report during its 
2113th mccting. Following the adoption of the agenda 
and subsequently during the meeting, the rcprcsenla- 
tives of Lebanon, Israel and the Syrian Arab Republic 
were invited, at their request, to participate in the 
discussion without the right to vote.l!’ During the 
meeting the representative of the PLO was also invited, 
by vote and in accordance with the Council’s previous 
practice. to participate in the discussion of the item 
without the right to vote.“’ 

At the beginning of the 2113th meeting, the President 
put a draft resolution”’ which Ihe members of the 
Council had before them, to the vote; it was adopted by 
I2 votes to none, with 2 abstentions, as resolution 444 
(1978); one member did not participate in the voting.‘% 
The resolution reads as follows: 

Rrrollrn~ IIS resolutions 42s (1978) and 426 (19711) of I9 March. 
427(197g)of3M~yand434(1978)of18Scptcmbcr 197X. 

E(rro//rng o/so the sidicmcm made by the President of the Sccurtty 
Council on 8 December l97H IS/I 29%). 

Horing srudrrd the report of Ihe Secretary-General on the Utwcd 
hrations lntcrlm Force in I cbanon of I2 January 1979. contained in 
document S/I 3026 and Corr I. 

Exprrrring conrwn at the grave sIIua!ion III Soulhern Lebanon 
rctultlng from obstacles placed in the uay of the full implementation 
of rcsoIuIIons 425 (197R) and 426 (19781. 

Horrraring IIS CD~YI~~IIU~ ihal Ihc contlnuallon of Ihc situation 
constitutes a challcngc IO 11s rlulhwl) and a dcfiancc of iis 
rcsolutlons. 

Aor~ng *.lrh regrpr th;lt Ihe Force has reached the end of its second 
mrndatc uithout being enabled to complete all the larks assigned to it. 

SIressing that free Jnd unhampered movement for lhc Force is 
cwntlal for the fulfilmcnt oi 11s mandate wIthIn 1t5 cntlrc area of 
operatwn. 
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,,tc.rlng ,n rc,l~n~ IO the qwv of the Govcrnmcnt of Lcbdnon 
lJk!ng Into account Ihc report of the Sccrcl~r)~(;cncr~l. 

I. n~p/r,~,~ the lack of cwopcralion. p.tirricularly on the par1 of 

tsr~cl, with Ihe efforts of the Un10d Y;.lrlonc lnrcrrm Force in 
Lebanon fully IO irnplcmcnt IIS m.!ndalc. rncludmg A~YI\L:~IKC lent by 
tsracl 10 Irregular armed groups In Southern Lebanon. 

2 Aotrl wrrh greor opprecrurron the efforts bclng made by the 

Sccrctary-Gcncral, 1hc commanders and soldrcrs of 1hc Force and the 
slJff’ of 1hc United Nations. as well as by C,ovcrnmcnts which have 
lent their assistance and co-opcrallon; 

3 Exprrrses IIS sorixfocrrwr with the declared policy of the 
Government of Lebanon and 1hc steps already taken for 1hc dcploy- 
men! of the Lcb~ncsc army in the south and encourages it 10 increase 
115 efforts. in co-ordination with the Force. 10 rc.cstabhsh its authorrty 
tn Iha area. 

4 f)rcrJr\ IO renew the mandate of the Force for a period of five 
monlhs. !hal I>. un1il I9 June 1979; 

5 (bllr up,,n Ihc SecretaryGeneral and the Force to continue 10 
ldkc all cffcc~~ve measures deemed necessary in accordance with the 
approved guldchncs and terms of reference of the Force as adopted by 
1hc Sccurl\y Counol and invito rhc Governmcnl of Lebanon IO draw 
up. In conbulralwn wllh the Secretary-Gcncral, a phased programmc 
111 acc~v~lrcr 1~) bc carrlcd out over the next three months IO promote 
the rc~lorallon of IIS duthorily. 

6 Ur~rc all Member Stales which arc In a posl1ron IO do so IO 
bring their rnflucncc IO bear on those concerned, so that the Force can 
dlvzhargc IIS rcsponslbilitics fully and unhampered. 

7. R~~jfirnrs its dcterminalron, in the went of continuing ob- 
struction of the mandale of the Force. 10 cxamlnc practical ways and 
means in accordance with relevant provisions of 1hc Char1er of the 
llnilcd Nations IO secure the full implcmcn1arion of rcsolulion 425 
(1978). 

8 Drcrdrs IO remain seized of the question and IO meel again 
ulrhln three months to assess 1hc situation. 

Following the adoption of the resolution, the Prcsi- 
dent made the following statement”’ on behalf of the 
Security Council: 

The Sccurti~ Councrl. after considering the report of the Secretary. 
(;cncral rn documcnl S/l3026 and Corr I, pald spcclal allcnllon. UI 
II\ mcctlng on 19 January 1979. IO the qucslton of the rcslordlion of 
the aulhorrl) of the Lebanese Governmen over the cnlrre lcrrilory of 
Southern Lebanon 

The Councrl takes note of rhe recent efforis made by the 
Govcrnmcnr nf I.cbanon 10 cstabllrh a prcwncc In 1hc southern part of 
the counLr> .lnd expressed Ihe hope that !hc conllnuatron and 
cx.p.~nwn of wh ~C~IVIIICI will bc cncournpcd 

I hr ( ~NIII~~II .~rwrcllngly sugpcxtr thd( the (;<wcrrrwcnl of I cbanon. 
111 ronwl~.\~~~~n UII~ the Sc~rcl.lr).(icncr.ll. \h<)uld draw up ;I phawd 
pr,lgr;lmmc 111 ;KIIVI~W IO bc carrwd WJI wcr IIIC ~CXI 1hrcc monlh\ 
10 prorm~Ic Olc rc\torllwn of II> aurhorrty. 

The C‘ounc~l rcqucs!s Ihe Sccrclary~Cicncral IO report lo 11 by I9 
Aprrl 1979 un the ~mplcmcntarlon of this programmc 

After the statement of the President, the Sccrctary- 
Gcncral urgently appealed to the parties in the area to 
co-operate with UNIFIL in the pursuit of its objectives 
and c;lllcd upon members of the Council who were in a 
posltion to do so to bring their influence to bear on those 
ctlnccrnrd in support of the efforts to implement the 
Sccurlty C‘ouncil‘s resolutions.“” 

Mcmbcrr ot the Council were unlted in deploring the 
continued rcI‘ubaI of Israel to co-operate with UNIFIL. 

and in expressing growing alarm about the exacerbation 
of the bitter conflict in Southern Lebanon. The repre- 
srntative of Lebanon reported to the Council new acts of 
aggression by Israel or it5 agents and renewed his appca\ 
that the Council m;tkc a neh concerted effort to enable 
UNIFIL to complete its task.“” The representative of 
Israel rejected all these charges and accused the PLO of 
initiating the hostilities against the people of Israel and 
Lebanon.jM 

Decision of 26 April 1979 (214lst meeting): Prcsldcn:‘s 
statement 
On 19 April 1979. the Secretary-General issued a 

special report 161 in which he informed the Security 
Council of two occasions on I5 and 18 April when the 
de facto forces under Major Haddad had shelled 
UNIFIL positions including its headquarters and bar- 
racks. These attacks which were launched in connection 
with the move of the Lebanese army contingent into 
Southern Lebanon resulted in a number of serious 
casualties and in substantial damage to buildings and 
equipment. 

On the same day, the Secretary-Cieneral also submit- 
ted an interim reportJb2 under Security Council resolu- 
tion 444 (1979) concerning UNIFIL. In this report the 
Secretary-General supplied information to the Council 
on the elaboration of the phased programme of activities 
to promote the restoration of the authority of the 
Lebanese Government in Southern Lebanon called for 
by the Security Council and described the situation in 
the UNIFIL area of operation. He stated that discus- 
sion had been concentrated on the first phase of the 
programme of activities, which included four points: (a) 
the increase of the Lebanese civilian administrative 
presence in the South, including reinforcement of the 
Lebanese gendarmerie; (6) the further deployment of 
Lebanese military personnel in Southern Lebanon; (c) 
the intensification of efforts by the United Nations and 
UNIFIL to consolidate the cease-fire and to put an end 
to harassment by the dr fucro forces led by Major 
Haddad; and (d) efforts to secure further deployment of 
UNIFIL and control of the border area, emphasizing 
the riced to make diplomatic contacts to enlist the 
co-oper;ltion of the Government of Israel. 

The SccrctJry-General indicated that little progress 
hud been achieved despite intensive efforts on the basis 
of the above plan, as hfajor Haddad had expressed 
strong opposition to the move of the Lebanese army 
contingent into the USIFIL area of operation in 
Southern Lebanon and hJd threatened to fire on 
UNIFIL and Lebanese arm) units if the proposed move 
should take place. As the Secretary-General had made 
known in his special report of the same date,16’ the 
threat wah Indeed carried out. Bur Israel finally agreed 
to help (JhlFIL implement IhJt move. 

The SecretJrv-General stlred tn conclusion that the 
dti /‘dc.~r~ f3rxI continued to oppose co-operation with 
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UNlFlL and the objectives laid down by the Security 
Council. In this regard the position of the Government 
of Israel would be crucial for efforts to achieve further 
progress in the coming months. 

In a lettcrlu dated 25 April 1979, the representative 
of Lebanon drew the attention of the Council to the 
grave situation which had resulted from Israel’s obstruc- 
tion to the implementation of the “phased programme 
of activities” called for in resolution 444 (1979) and 
requested a meeting of the Council to examine the 
interim and special reports of the Secretary-General 
dated I9 April. 

At its 2 I41 st meeting on 26 April 1979, the Security 
Council included the interim report of the Sccretary- 
General under resolution 444 (1979) concerning 
USIFIL and the letter by Lebanon in its agenda. 

Following the adoption of the agenda, the President 
indicated that since the receipt of the Sccrctary-Gcner- 
;!l’s report, extensive consultations had been held with 
the members of the Council and other interested parties 
and, as a result, he had been authorized to make the 
following statement which had been agreed upon by the 
members of the Council?’ 

The Security Council had studied rhc Sccre~ary~Gcneral’s inlcrim 
rcpor1 on the United Nations Inlcrim Force in Lebanon. circulalcd on 
I9 April 1979 in document S/13258. in accordance wllh the request 
made by rhe Council a1 its 2113rh meeting. on I9 January 1979. 

On &hall of members of Ihc Council, I wish IO slate thal they are 
following with the deepest concern Ihe significanl increase ol tension 
in Ihc area. particularly during rhc pasI monIhs. and IhaI they share 
the Secretary-General’s anxiety over Ihc prcsen1 siluallon In which the 
Force is unable fully IO implcmcn~ 11s mandale. I wish 10 capras 10 

Ihc Sccrc1ary-General the satisfaclion and apprcciatton we feel fur Ihc 
efforts 1ha1 he has underlakcn Iowards the full implcmcnIaIion of 
Council rcsoluIion 425 (1978). and also 10 commend mosl highly Ihe 
performance of the officers and men of the Force under the mos1 
dilficulr ccrcumstanccs. If for any rcaso,n the Force were IO be eroded, 
a highly dangerous and volatile situalion would inevitably arise in the 
area 

Members of the Security Council share the views erprcssed in 1hc 
Scctc1ary~Gcncral’s repor ab0u1 what should still k done 1owrrds the 
full implemcnIaIion of rhc ObJcclWu of resolution 425 (1978) and 
empharlre In this connexion the importance of the dcploymcn1 of 1hc 
Force in all par1s of Soulhern Lebanon 

The SecuriIy Council expresses i1s special sa1isfacIlon aI aclions 
Iakcn by the Govcrnmcn1 of Lebanon and m parcxular the dcploy- 
mcnt of the Lebanese army conIingcn1 under [he “phased programmc 
of acllvilxs” Members of the Council consldcr that 1hc ContinualIon 
of such cfforls. called for by the resoIu1Iuns of Ihc Council, should 
ulllmalcly lead IO the rclurn of Ihe cffecIlvc aulhority of the 
Governmen of Lebanon over all 11s terrllory. In this rcspccl. the 
Council rcllcralcs 11s call for sIrtc1 rupcc1 for Ihc IcrrlIorlaI intcgrl1y. 
unlly. sovereignly and pol111cal Independence of Lebanon within IIS 

mIcrnalionally recognized boundaries Members of the Council con- 
sldcr IhaI all measures should be 1aken urgently towards the 
lmplcmcnraliun of the “phased programme of acIIvIIIcs”. and parIxu- 
larly such mc;lsurcs as arc deemed ncccssar) IO ensure the safely of 
Ihc Force and of iIs headquarters If such mcasurcs arc MI Iakcn and, 
ojorr~ori. if further serious incidents occur, the! feel IhaI the Council 
should mccI w!IhouI delay IO cunslder Ihc SIIUJ~IU~ 

'M s/I 3270. OR. 14fh )w, Svppl /or Apr~I-Junr IQ’Y. pp 58 
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Decision of IS May 1979 (2144th meeting): President’s 
statement 
By letter” dated 7 May 1979, the representative of 

Lebanon referred to the increasing difficulties cncoun- 
tered by UNIFIL whose safety was not yet ensured and 
expressed his Government’s view that it was imperative 
for the Council to consider taking further steps towards 
the full implementation of resolution 425 (1978) rind the 
phased programmc of activities called for in rcscjlution 
444 (1979), which was a first step on thi\l COU~SC. Ile 
charged that, contrary to the claims of Isrxl, Israeli 
military personnel were still inside Lcbunon. that they 
exercised a determining influence in the border arca and 
that the continued utilization by Israel of the so-called 
de /&lo Christian forces which it cquippcd. fin;lnccd 
and controlled, remained a major obstacle to implcmcn- 
tation of the Security Council resolutions and rcstora- 
tion of Lebanese national sovereignty. 

At its 2144th meeting on I5 May 1979, the Security 
Council included the Lebanese letter in its agenda. 
Following the adoption of the agenda, the President 
made the following statement as a result of consulta- 
tions held with members of the Council:16’ 

Since the President’s statement was read out to the Council on 26 
Aprtl I979 (2 I4 I II meclIng). Brave evcnLc have occurred m Southern 
Lebanon wtuch have mcrel) served IO show the precarious and fragile 
situalmn in that area Thai Ihc si1uaIlon is not even wor,c is due 
largely IO the presence of Ihc UnIted NaIions InIcrlm Force in 
Lebanon. whose forces arc Irylng IO Tulf~l Iheir mandale in crlrcmcly 
difficult conditmns and ullh an exemplary dedlcarlon admired by us 
all This was particularly underlined in the report of the Secretary. 
General lo the Council of 9 May 1979. contained In dccumen1 
S/I 3 308 ‘ss 

In VICW of the 8ravlly of these cvenls the Govcrnmen1 or Lebanon 
hds decided 10 request the Council 10 81vc furlher consideration IO the 
si1uaIIon and has accordingly addressed IO me the lcltcr conlaincd In 
document S/13301. 

Members have been Informed ol the steps taken in rcccnt days 
under Ihe auspices of the Council IO scxure a rapid improvement in 
thar situation. These cfforIs seem IO have produced some rcsulIs. Talks 
have resumed ktwcen the rcprcsenta1ivcs of the United Kations and 
the Government of Israel on various pxnIs thal it is csscn1Ial 10 try 10 
sct~le if the Force is IO carry out i1s mandale succcssfull~. 

These talks mcs1 be pursued wvlth perseverance but in an atmo- 
sphere conducive IO the full implcmenla~lon of rcsolullons 425 (1978) 
and 444 (1979). 

As i1 has done since the events Ihal led IO the cs1abllshmenl ol the 
Furcc. Ihe Council is followlng Ihc slIuaIion with the dccpcst atlcnlion 
and concern. 

I am confidenl thar the Councd WIII be mecling aI an early dale IO 
debate Ihls qucsImn and IO take an) acIlon warranted by develop 
mcn1s in the ri1uaIion 

In the absence of any oblccllons IO Ihls hnc ol ac1lon. the President 
of Ihc Councd will proceed wlIh hl, prcsen1 diplomatic effort\. 

The President adjourned the meeting, having indicat- 
cd that the Council would remain seized of the question 
before it and would meet again whenever further 
consideration appeared to be neccssary.‘6g 
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Decision of 30 May 1979 (2145th meeting): resolution 
449 (1979) 
At its 2145th meeting on 30 May 1979, the Security 

Council included the report of the Secretary-General on 
the United Nations Disengagement Observer Force 
(UNDOF) for the period 25 November 1978 to 24 May 
1979 dated 24 May 1979i’O in its agenda. 

The report gave an account of the activities of the 
Force during the period from November 1978 to May 
1979. The Secretary-General noted that UNDOF had 
continued, with the co-operation of the parties, to fulfil 
the tasks entrusted to it and that during the period 
under review the cease-fire had been maintained with- 
out serious incidents. 

He pointed out that despite the prevailing quiet in the 
Israel-Syria sector, the situation in the Middle East as a 
whole continued to be potentially dangerous and was 
likely to remain so unless and until a comprehensive 
settlement covering all aspects of the Middle East 
problem could be reached. He expressed his hope that 
determined efforts would be made by all concerned to 
tackle the problem in all its aspects with a view to 
arriving at a just and durable peace settlement, as called 
for. by the Security Council in its resolution 338 (1973). 

In the circumstances, the Secretary-General consid- 
ered the continued presence of UNDOF in the area to 
be essential and recommended that the Security Council 
extend rhc mandate of the Force for a further period of 
six months, until 30 November 1979. He added that the 
Governments of Israel and the Syrian Arab Republic 
had agreed to the proposed extension. 

At the 2145th meeting, following the adoption of the 
agenda, the President put a draft resolution”’ which was 
before the members of the Council, to the vote: it was 
adopted by I4 votes to none as resolution 449 (1979); 
one member did not participate in the voting.“* The 
resolution reads as follows: 

The Securrr), Council. 

Cforrng cons~drrrd (he report of the Secretary-General on the 
UnIted Sations Drsengagcment Observer Force, 

lkidrr 

(0) To call upon rhc partres concerned IO rmplemcnt rmmcdiatcly 
Sccurtly Council rcwlulron 338 (1973) of 22 Ocrobcr 1973; 

(h) 1’0 rcncw rhc nrandtilc of the tlnrrcd Nulwns Dtsen8agemcnr 
Oh~r~cr I orcc fl~r another pcrtod of srx months. thar is, un(rl 30 
N<lvclrrhcl 1’87’). 

f.ollowing the ndoption of the resolution. the Prcsi- 
dent made the following complementary statement on 
behalf of the Security Council:“’ 

A. IS known. rhe rqnxr of the Sccrcrary-Gcncral on the United 
Ndcwns Drscnpugcmcnl Observer Force (S/I 3350) slates in para- 
gr,rph ?X thdr. “dcsprre the present quiet rn the Israel-Syria scclor. the 

“I S/I 1157. adopled wrthour change ds rcsolulron 449 (1979) 
“! I IU rhc voic. see 2 I45rh mtg , para 3 
I” /hrJ par.1 4 The srarcmcnr was also Issued as documcm 

.\‘I lib? 

sllU.rllon In rhc Mrddlc tasr as a whole conlrnucs IO Lx po(entrally 
owwous and 1s lrkcly IO remdrn so unless and un(rl a comprehensive 
~cllhcnr covcrrng all aspects of the Middle Earl problem can be 
reached” Thus sratcmcnf of the SccrciaryGcncral rcflccts the view of 
rhc Sccurrty Council 

The President added that the delegation of China 
wanted to make it known through him that as it had not 
participated in the vote on the resolution, it took the 
same position regarding his statement on behalf of the 
Council. 

Deckion of I4 June 1979 (2 149th meeting): resolution 
450 (I 979) 
By letter “’ dated 30 May 1979, the representative of 

Lebanon requested an urgent meeting of the Security 
Council to discuss the rapidly deteriorating situation in 
Southern Lebanon resulting from lsraeli escalation of 
its attacks and the adverse effect this might have on the 
implementation of Council resolutions 425 (1978) and 
444 ( 1979).“’ 

AI its 2146th meeting on 31 May 1979, the Security 
Council included the letter by Lebanon in its agenda. 
The Council considered the item during its 2146th to 
2149th meetings on 31 May to 14 June 1979. Following 
the adoption of the agenda, the representatives of Israel 
and Lebanon were invited to participate, without vote, 
in the discussion of the item.“* At the same meeting, the 
Council also decided, by a vote and in accordance with 
its previous practice, to invite the representative of the 
PLO IO participate in the deliberations without the right 
to vote.“’ 

At the outset of the 2146th meeting, the Sccretary- 
General gave an account of the heavy daily exchange of 
artillery and mortar fire between the de/urro forces and 
other armed elements, including shelling of targets in 
the UNIFIL area of operation. The armed clashes 
shook the trust of the local population in the ability 
of UNIFIL to keep the peace. The Commander of 
UNlFlL had finally been able to bring the parties to 
agree to a new cease-fire which would commence on 31 
May. In view of the grave situation inside and outside of 
UNIFIL’s area of operation. the Secretary-General 
expressed his hope that the newly restored quiet would 
prevail and permit the continuation of the search for a 
comprehensive scttlement.i” 

The representative of Lebanon pointed out that the 
open confhct which began on 25 April had not stopped 
yet. His Government had decided to turn once again to 
the Council to request the following steps: (I) the 
Council should issue an injunction for the halting of all 

I“ SII 33!b. OK. J4rh v Suppl Jdr .Aprll-June 1979. p. 157. 
“’ In .i 1c11cr JIW dakd 30 HAY 1979 (S/13161. ibid., pp. 

15X. I 60). Ihe rcprescnr~(wc of Lebanon transmitted a memorandum 
of hrs Govcrnmcnr rn u hrch rhe posr~ron regarding Lebanon’s relations 
wnh lsracl and rn parcwlar rhc uorscnrng rrluarron in Southern 
Lcbdnon YC:C ~CI OUI rn derdrl The Govcrnmenr expressed irs 
conviction thJ[ II had become rmpcrafrvc properly IO redefine the 
n~andarc ~nlf yrcr<,gd!rves of t4lFIL so as IO dssurc IO (he Force 
freedom of ccpioymcn! and secure rhc IOIJI and uncondirronrl 
wrthdrdwdl ,,I l\racI 

“* For dc!Jllr see chaprcr III 



176 

acts of hostility against Lebanon and for an end to the 
Israeli violation of Lebanese sovereignty; (2) a strong 
and determined effort should be made to f’uifil the 

mandate of UNIFIL; (3) the General Armistice Agree- 
ment of 1949, the only valid framework of peace in 
Southern Lebanon, which was designed to lead to a just 
and permanent settlement of the Palestinian question, 
should be immediately restored. The representative of 
Lebanon expressed his delegation’s willingness to discuss 
with Council members the text of a draft resolution 
which would incorporate these proposals. I f  nothing 
would be done, the war in Lebanon would deepen and 
widen, jeopardizing all efforts to restore the sovereignty 
and territorial integrity of Lebanon. He concluded with 
an appeal to the Council members to strengthen the 
effective role of UNIFIL as peace-keeper in the area.l’v 

The rcpresentativc of Israel replied that his Govern- 
ment was eager and ready to negotiate a peace agree- 
ment with Lebanon whose sovereignty and territorial 
integrity it fully supported. He renewed his charges 
against armed bands of the PLO, to which the Secre- 
tary-General had referred as “armed elements,” and 
insisted that his Government was merely exercising its 
rights and duties of self-defence under Article 51 in 
order to protect its citizens. To support his viewpoint he 
cited from lectures delivered by Fawcctt at The Hague 
Academy of International Law.“O 

After a brief statement by the representative of the 
PLO, in which he restated the long-standing claim of 
the Palestinians for their right to self-determination and 
to a homeland in Palestine,)“l the President indicated 
that he planned to adjourn the meeting and that the 
date for the next meeting would be set soon. He also 
addressed an appeal to all parties to respect the 
cease-fire in accordance, inter olio. with the Armistice 
Agreement and to refrain from all acts of violence to 
help UNIFIL to carry out the mission entrusted to it 
under Security Council resolution 425 ( 1978).J”Z 

The Council resumed the consideration of the item at 
its 2147th meeting on 12 June 1979, when it included in 
addition to the letter by Lebanon the report of the 
Secretary-General on UNIFIL.“’ 

The report of the Secretary-General was dated 8 June 
1979 and covered the developments relating to UNIFIL 
for the period from I3 January to 8 June 1979. The 
Secretary-General pointed out that contacts with the 
parties concerned had been maintained both at United 
Nations Headquarters and in the area. with a view to 
further implementing the UNIFIL mandate, and that 
deployment of a Lebanese army battalion in the 
UNlFlL area of operation and an increase of Lebanese 
civilian administrative personnel in Southern Lebanon 
represented important steps towards the restoration of 
the Lebanese Government’s authority and sovereignty in 

Jv ?IJbth mtg, parac 20-35 
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Southern Lebanon. He noted. however. with regret that 
despite all efforts, a stalemate had persisted since 
mid-April, and that the situation had been aggravated 
by the conditions of heightened tension in the area. 

The Secretary-General emphasized once again the 
indispensable function which UN I i.‘ll. was pcrformrnp 
in bringing calm to the area and in reducing the active 
threat to internatiunal peace and security l’or that 
reason, he recommended the extension of the mandate 
of UNIFIL for a further period of six months and added 
that the Lebanese Government had agreed to this 
recommendation. 

During the 2147th and 2148th meetings on I2 and I4 
June 1979, the Security Council invited the reprcscnta- 
tives of Egypt, Iran, Ireland, Jordan. the l.ibyan Arab 
Jamahiriya, the Netherlands and the Syrian Arab 
Republic to participate, without vote, in the discussion 
of the enlarged agenda.“’ 

At the beginning of the 2147th meeting on I2 June 
1979. the President drew the attention of the Council 
members to a letter’l’ dated 6 June 1979 from the 
representative of Kuwait transmitting the text of a letter 
dated 25 May from the Chairman of the Executive 
Committee of the PLO addressed to the Secrctary-Gcn- 
cral and a letter’“” dated I I June from the representa- 
tivc of Lebanon addressed to the Secretary-General; 
both letters dealt with renewed attacks by the Israeli 
armed forces against targets on Lebanese tcrritory.la’ 

The Secretary-General briefly informed the Council 
about the renewal of hostilities in the UNIFIL area of 
operation since the submission of his report, and empha- 
sized both the difficulties confronting UNIFIL and the 
indispensable function performed by the Force in bring- 
ing calm to a sorely affected area and in reducing the 
active threat to international peace and security.‘” 

At the same meeting the representative of Lebanon 
addressed himself to the issues raised in his letter dated 
1 I June and recalled his suggestion of 31 May that the 
Council adopt an action-oriented resolution that would 
put an end to the hostilities in Southern Lebanon by 
checking Israeli aggression, giving UNIFIL greater 
means to carry out its mandate and restoring the 
General Armistice Agreement of 1949. Such a resolu- 
tion would have to produce an immediate return to the 
cease-fire. which should in turn be conducive to a 
solution of the prevailing stalemate.l’p 

During the deliberations at the 2147th through 
2149th meetings, members of the Council and other 
speakers praised the achievements of UNIFIL, which 
despite very trying circumstances had been able to 

advance the implementation of its mandate under 
resolutton 425 (1978). but they also expressed anger and 
concern at the continuing hostilities involving de /UC% 
Christisn Forces, other armed elements and at times 

w For dctallr. xc chapter III. 
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Israeli troops impeding the work of UNIFIL and 
barring the restoration of the sovereignty and territorial 
rntcgrity of Lebanon under its legitimate Government. 
Scvferal representatives including the Israeli representa- 
tive engaged in extensive exchanges regarding the 
Israeli position that its retaliatory acts against attacks 
originating from the PLO on Lebanese soil were in 
accordance with the right of self-defence under Article 
51 of the Charter.lW A number of delegations called for 
sanctions against Israel in view of its continued defiance 
of Security Council resolutions.J9~ 

At the beginning of the 2149th meeting on 14 June 
1979. the President drew the attention of the Council 
members to a draft resolutionr9r which had been pre- 
pared during consultations among Council members. In 
the course of the same meeting the President put the 
dr;tft to the vote: it was adopted by I2 votes to none, 
wtth 2 abstentions as resolution 450 (1979); one mem- 
bcr dtd not participate in the voting.‘“’ The resolution 
re;tds as follows: 

Nrrollrng 11s rcsolu~rons 425 f197U) and 426 f 197X) of 19 March. 
427 (1979) of 3 hIay and 4J4 (1978) of I8 Scptcmbcr 1978. and the 
stdtcmcnt made by Ihe Prcsidcnr of the Sccurny Council on tl 
December 1978 (S/I 2958). 

RrcoI/~ng alto. and particularly. IIS rcsoluuon 444 (1979) of 19 
January 1979 and the sra1cmcn1s made by lhe Prcstdcnr of the 
SCCU~II) Counctl on 26 April (S/I 3272) and on I5 May 1979. 

Hocrng rrudrrd 1hc report of 1he Secrcrary-General on the United 
hattons lntcrtm Force m Lebanon. 

.&-~lng rn rerponrr IU the request of the Governmen of Lebanon 
and noting urth concern the questtons rarrcd in i1s letters addressed IO 
the Sccurtty r ouncrl am 7 hl.ry. 30 %l.ry and I I June 1079. 

Hrrr//rr~~~rr~ II\ c.111 for 1hc SI~ICI ropcLt for rhc lcrrirornl 

bntcgrbc), unit\. \ovcrcrgnly and political rndcpcndcncc of Lebanon 
ulthrn II\ Intcrnattonally recognized boundartes. 

t’rprrrr~nq IIT anrrrry about 1hc con1rnucd eatr1cncc of obs1acles IO 
the full dcploymcn1 of 1hc Force and the threat\ IO II\ very sccuriry. i1\ 
freedom III movcmcn1 and 1hc safety of II\ hcadquarlcr\. whtch 
prc~cntcd rhc c~~mplc1lon of 1hc phaxd prdprammc of actrvi1ies. 

rr~nvrn~cd ih.rt the prcscnr srtuatron ha\ \crutuk conscqucnccs fur 
~KI)LC and \ccurrty m rhc Middle Las1 and rmpcdcs the achrcvcmcn1 of 
a )u\t. crlmprchcnsrvc rnd durable peace m the arca. 

I \rr~~r~/v drnlurrc acts of vtolcncc agarns1 Lebanon tha1 have 
led III the dtcpl.rccmcnt of cIvIlurns. tncludtng Palcslinianr. and 
br,tu$h1 .I~WUI dc\tructmn and loss of tnnoccnt Itvcs. 

.’ r ,I//\ tr,~on I\r.rcl 1~) ccax forthwith II\ act\ agatnsl the 
I~I~II,WI.I~ ~nrcprtcy, unrry. soverecgnry and fwlt1val lndcpcndcncc of 
I ch.~r~~w II) p.tr~~col.~r IO tncurwm ln!o Ixbdnon and Ihe assislancc 
II contrnuc\ 1,) lend to trrcsponsrblc armed groups. 

5 Ilrghll, I ~m~ntt*ndc the pdmmncc of the Force and rcttcra1cs 
II> terms of rcfcrcncc ,I\ xl out In the repor of the Sccrc1ary.(;cncrat 
of IO h!.rrch IY7X .rnd approved by rc\olulmn 426 (1978). in 
parcrcular that 1hc f orcc must be cn.tblcd LO functron as an cffccrivc 
mtlttary unr1. that II must cn7oy freedom of movement and communi- 
catton and o1hcr ~~CI~IIIC\ nccc\srry for the pcrformancc of 11s tasks 

and tha1 it mull conltnuc to be abls IU dlschargc its dutrcs according 
to the abobc.mcn1ioncd lcrms of reference. includtng 1hc right of 
\clf.dcfcncc. 

h Xruffirnrr the bahdity of the General hrmirtrcc Agrcemcn1 
bc1wccn lsrarl dnd Lebanon m accord.tncc wrth 11s relevant dcstsionc 
and rc~oIu1rons and calls u(*)n 1hc partIcs IO take the nccc,rJry s~cp\ 
IU rcacttva~c the M~xcd hrrntrltcc C‘ommrssion and IO ensure full 
rc\pcct for 1hc safety and freedom of actron of rhc Unrted Nations 
1 rucr Supcrvlsron Orgdntr~1mn. 

1 I’rprr ~11 Slcmbcr S1.tt-x uhtch arc in a positton IO do so IO 
brtng thctr tnftucncc IO tx.rr on those conccrncd. so that the Force can 
drschargc its rcsponsibtlrttcs fully and unhampered; 

X Drrrdrr IU renew 1hc manda1c of the Force for a period of SIX 
month\. that I\. uncrl I9 Dcccmbcr 1979: 

Y Uro~j~rnrr II\ Jctcrm~nafmn. In 1hc cvcnr of con1inurng ob 
~IWC‘IIOII ol rhc rn.rnd.rfc of 1hc Force. IO examme practical ways and 
meAn\ m accordance wl1h rclcvam provisions of 1hc Charter of the 
I nrtcd NJlron\ lo sccurc the full tmplemcnt~liun of rcsululion 425 
(197X). 

IO Dc*cidr.r 10 rcmatn scizcd of the question 

Lkcision of 29 August 1979 (2164th meeting): invita- 
tion accorded to the PLO 
By letterJ9’ dated 24 August 1979. the representative 

of Lebanon requested the President to convene an 
urgent meeting of the Security Council in view of the 
continued escalation of violence and the loss of civilian 
lives resulting from Israeli attacks and shelling of 
Lebanese territory. He stated that the Lebanese Gov- 
ernment felt that the deteriorating situation in Southern 
Lebanon was endangering peace and security and that it 
was imperative to ask the Council to take appropriate 
measures, including the imposition of sanctions against 
Israel, to put once and for all an end to aggression 
against Lebanon.r9’ 

At the close of the 2163rd meeting on 24 August 
1979, following the adjournment of the Council’s discus- 
sion of the question of the exercise by the Palestinian 
people of its inalienable rights, the President drew the 
attention of the Council to many recent reports about 
intense military activity in Southern Lebanon and said 
that he had been informed that the UNIFIL Command- 
er had been instructed to make every effort to arrange 
an immediate cease-fire in the area. He recalled the 
Secretary-General’s recent appeal for restraint on the 
part of all the parties and issued his own appeal that the 
hostilities be brought to an end.‘% 

In a letter19’ dated 28 August 1979. the representative 
of Lebanon requested that measures be taken urgently 
to ensure the safety. integrity and freedom of movement 
of UNIFIL by providing the Force with weapons 
and equipment of a defensive character, to reconsider 
the definition of the area of operation of UNIFJL. 
to increase the number of posts and personnel in 

.- --- 



178 Chapter VIII. Mminlcnrncc of Intcnulion~l pmrc and wcurity 
---__ 

the llnited Nations Truce Supervision Organization 
(UNTSO) on the border with Israel and to reactivate 
the Mixed Armistice Commission. 

In a second letterJ9’ also dated 28 August 1979, the 
representative of Lebanon again requested a meeting of 
the Security Council at the earllcst possible date in 
order to help consolidate the ~P./OCIO cease-fire. 

At its 2164th meeting on 29 August 1979, the 
Security Council included the letters dated 24 and 28 
August from the representative of Lebanon in its agenda 
and considered the item at its 2164th and 2165th 
meetings. 

During the 2164th and 2165th mectinps. the Security 
Council decided to invite the representatives of Ireland. 
Israel. Lebanon. Netherlands and the Syrian Arab 
Republic to participate, without vote, in the discussion 
of the question.‘W At the 2164th meeting, in accordance 
with the Council’s past practice, the Council also 
decided, by vote, to invite the representative of the PLO 
to participate in the discussion.ua 

Opening the deliberations, the President conveyed 
to the Council pertinent information regarding the 
establishment of the de fucro cease-fire in Southern 
Lebanon and the casualties suffered by the contingents 
of UNIFIL as a result of the recent hostilities.WO’ 

At the same meeting, the representative of Lebanon 
called for the full implementation of all the relevant 
Council resolutions in order to make Southern Lebanon 
a zone of peace. He indicated that his Government did 
not ask for the adoption of another resolution which 
logically would have to contain measures under Chapter 
VII of the Charter to force Israel into compliance with 
the will of the international community. 

Instead he proposed that the Council reconsider the 
ongoing peace-keeping operation and in particular the 
objectives put forward by his Government in its mcmo- 
randum dated 28 August 1979 (S/13519). These pro- 
posals had been devised to strengthen the safety, 
integrity and freedom of operation of UNIFIL, to 
expand and deepen its operations in Southern Lebanon, 
to increase the number of observers in the area and to 
reactivate the Israeli-Lebanese Mixed Armistice Com- 
mission. He reaffirmed his Government’s readiness to 
work together with UNIFIL to progress towards peace 
in the area, stressed the crucial significance of the 
conditions in UNIFlL’s area of operation for Southern 
Lebanon as a whole and emphasized once again the 
principal importance of implementing resolution 425 
( 1978).a0: 

During the subsequent deliberations at the 2164th 
and 2165th meetings, members of the Council were 
unlted in their appreciation of the cease-fire attained 
and in their appeal to the parties to ceek a more stable 
and extensive condition of peace in the ,Ire;l ;LF a whole. 

The precarious situation that had not yet cased for the 
members of the United Nations Force was also general- 
ly deplored. 

The representative of France specifically suggested 
that an increase in the number of United Nations 
observer posts along the southern border of I.cbanon as 

well as the reactivation of the Israeli-Lcbnncsc Mixed 
Armistice Commission would be advi\nt;\pe\luc in the 
current situation.W’ 

The President spenking in his cupncity ;\\ rcprc\enl:l- 
tive of the United States condemned the vlolcnt acts 
committed by both sides in the arca of conllist ;rrld 
called upon the partics to co-opcrutc fully with 
UNIFIL, demanded of lsrncl an end of it> policy of 
pre-emptivc strikes on Lebanese soil ilnd utgrd ~hr 
Palestinian leadership IO help hrnl the \\wI& o,t 
Lebanon. He called for a complete, immediate and 
lasting halt by all parties to all shelling, terrorism and 
other acts of violence.W 

The representative of Kuwait issued a new appeal to 
the Council that in view of Israel’s continuous defiance 
of the decisions of the world Organization measures 
under Chapter VII should be considered and imposed.*0’ 

At the end of the 2165th meeting on 30 August 1979, 
the President reminded the Council members of his 
appeal issued at the 2163rd meeting and expressed 
satisfaction that this appeal had been heeded. He 
concluded his remarks by appealing to all concerned IO 
make permanent the cessation of hostilities and to 
implement resolution 425 (1978) in all its parts,“m 

Decision of 30 November 1979 (2174th meeting): 
resolution 456 (I 979) 
At its 2174th meeting on 30 November 1979. the 

Security Council included the report”’ of the Secretary- 
General on the United Nations Disengagement Observ- 
er Force (UNDOF) for the period 25 May to 23 
November 1979 dated 23 November 1979 in its agenda. 

The report of the Secretary-General covered the 
activities of UNDOF from May to November 1979. The 
Secretary-General stated that UNDOF had continued 
to function effectively with the co-operation of the 
parties. He added, however, that despite the prevailing 
quiet in the Israel-Syria sector, the situation in the 
Middle East as a whole remained potentially dangerous 
unless and until a comprehensive peace settlement could 
be reached. Under the circumstances, he concluded that 
the continued presence of the Force was essential :!nd 
recommended the extension of its mandate for another 
six months until 31 May 1980. He indicated that the 
Governments of Israel and the Syrian Arab Republic 
had agreed to the proposed extension 

Following the adoption of the agenda. the President 
drew the attention of the Council members to a draft 

u” /hid. paras 67-77 For conrradxlory statements regarding the 
oryqnc and ccuatton of acl, or wlcncc. xc Ihe Intcrvcntlons b) the 
rcprcscn~aiivcs of Israel and the PI.0 
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resolutior? which he immediately put to the vote: it 
was adopted by 14 votes to none as resolution 456 
(1979); one member did not participate in the voting.W 
The resolution reads as follows: 

Iluvtng ~rtcrdrrrd the report of the Sccrctrry-ticncral on the 
llnttcd Ncttiuns I)tscngagcment Observer Force. 

Drcrdrr 

(0) To call upon the parties concerned to tmplcment immediately 
Sccurrty <‘ounc~l rcsolulton 338 (1973) of 22 October 1973; 

(h) To renew the mandate of the Untted Natton t)rscngapcmcnr 
Observer Force fur another period of six months, that ts. until 31 May 
IY’(O. 

(r ) To rcqucst the Secretary-Gencrdl to submit at the end of this 
pcrmd a report on the developments in the rituatton and the measures 

taken to implement resolution J38 (1973) 

After the vote the President made the following 
complementary statement4ro on behalf of the Security 
Council regarding the resolution just adopted: 

As is known, the report of the Secretary-General on the United 
Kations Dtsengagcmcnt Observer Force (S/13637) stat- in para- 
graph 25 that “despite the prcssnt quiet in the Israel-Syria sector, the 
sttuatron tn the Middle East as a whole continues to be potentially 
dangerous and ts likely to remain so unless and until a comprehensive 
scttlcmcnt covermg all aspects of the Mtddlc East problem can bc 
rc.tchcd”. Thr\ ptatcment of the Secretary-General reflects the view of 
the Sccurrty Counctl 

Decision of I9 December I979 (2 180th meeting): reso- 
lution 459 ( 1979) 
At its 2180th meeting on I9 December 1979, the 

Security Council included the report”’ of the Secretary- 
General on the United Nations Interim Force in Leba- 
non (UNIFIL) for the period from 9 June to 10 
December 1979 dated 14 December 1979 in its agenda. 

The Secretary-General covered in his report the 
activities of UNIFIL from June to December 1979 and 
noted that despite intensive’efforts both at Headquarters 
and in the field, it had proved very difficult to make 
significant progress in fulfilling the mandate of the 
Force during that period. 

The Secretary-General reported that during the earli- 
er p,~rt rll’ the period under review there had been serious 
c\ih:tngr\ of fire. tnvolving the armed clcmcnts. on one 
stdc. and the &/UCIO force or the Israeli forces, or both 
combined, on the other. A de /ucro cease-fire brought 
3bou1 through UNlFlL on 26 August had defused the 
highly dangerous situation but the basic problems 
rcnutincd unresolved. The essential problem, in the view 
of rhc Sccret;rry-Gcncral. was the inability of UNIFIL 
to ;ISSUIIIC ctwplete and peaceful control over its area of 
opcmlron ‘15 a preliminary to the restoration of the 
cl’fcctivc ituthilrrty of the Lebanese Government in the 
cntirc ;)rc;t OIK ttxtin elcmcnt of the problem was the 
rnrr;rnsrgcncc of the de /&VO forces. which had conlin- 
ucd and rntensrfied their encroachments into the UNI- 
f;fL area of co-operation and had established four 

HB” S, I lfdd), .tdoptcd wtthout ch.tnpc as resolutron 456 ( 1979) 
a~ t or the r,,t~. see 2174th mtp parr\ l-2 
‘I” //v,/, p.1r.t 3 The st.ttcmcnt was also rb.\ucd in document 

S/I lb,,! 
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positions which were a source of constant tension and of 
increased harassment of the local population. Another 
problem resulted from the continuing attempts by 
armed elements lo infiltrate the UNIFIL area, 

The Secretary-General added that in order to main- 
tain the cease-fire and to consolidate the UNfFfL area 
of operation, a plan of action had been formulated, 
setting out those objectives as first essential steps and 
the restoration of the sovereignty and authority of the 
Lebanese Government over the territory of Lebanon as 
a whole as the long-term objective, including the 
reactivation of the Israel-Lebanon Mixed Armistice 
Commission. He pointed out that the Lebanese Govern- 
ment had given full support to the plan. 

The Secretary-General also observed that an essential 
factor in the successful implementation of UNIFIL’s 
mandate was the position of the Israeli Government, in 
as much as the dejacro forces were supported by Israel, 
and its attitude towards the situation in Southern 
Lebanon was interrelated with its perception of the 
situation in the Middle East as a whole. Since a 
withdrawal or reduction of UNIFIL at the current 
juncture would, in his view, be extremely dangerous, the 
Secretary-General recommended that the mandate of 
the Force be extended for another period of six months. 

Following the adoption of the agenda, the President 
drew the attention of the Council members to a draft 
rcsolution4’2 which had been drawn up during consulta- 
tions among the members. Then, the Council decided to 
invite the representatives of Lebanon, Israel and the 
Syrian Arab Republic to participate in the discussion, 
without the right lo vote.“’ and, in accordance with the 
Council’s past practice, also decided, by vote, to invite 
the representative of the PLO to participate in the 
discussion.414 

In accordance with the agreement reached during 
consultations, the President first put the draft resolution 
to the vote: it was adopted by 12 votes to none, with 2 
abstentions, as resolution 459 (1979); one member did 
not participate in the voting4r5 The resolution reads as 
follows: 

N~~lltng II\ rcsoluttonb 425 (1976) and 426 t I9781 of 19 March. 
4~7 (197~) 01 3 h1.1) and 434 (1978) of I8 September 1978. 444 
(1979) of 19 January .tnd 450 (IY79) of I4 June 1979. as eelI as the 
rtatcmcntr made by the Prcstdcnt of the Sccurtty Council on 8 
Dcccmbcr 1978 (S/12958). on 26 April (S/13272) and on I5 May 
197Y. 

H,~o//,n): II, dcbatc on Y .tnd 30 Augu,l 1979 rnd the statcmcnts 

,I(’ the SCUCI.I~~.GWW.II conccrnmg the ccasc-fire. 

t/ln,lnK rrr,d~d the report of the Secretary-GcncrJI on the United 
hJtluns lntcrlm l.ur~c in Lebanon. 

.I, rrnR ,,-I rrrpmsc tu the rcquc\t of the Govcrnmcnt of Lebanon 
.tnd notin% ulth concern the conttnucd vtol;lrrons ol the cease-ftrc. the 
.,ttJckj on the Furcc and the drffrcultrcv tn tmplcmcnttng scurit? 
<‘ouncbl re~olurum~. 

Ii2 Sil369~. adopted without uhdngc as rcsotutron 45’7 (1979) 
“1 2180th mtp . paras 2 and lU4 
‘I‘ For the relevant argument% And the botc (IO %OICS tn favour. I 

dgarnst. wrth 4 abstcntrons). r!~d. pdras 3-6 
415 For the vole. ibid. para 7 



~~p~~ss;ng iIs onxirfy about the continued CXISW~CC of obstacles 1o 
rhc full dcploymenr of the Force and the thredlr to ils very securil}, iI> 
freedom of movement and the safct) of ilk headquarters. 

(onv;ncrd that the present situation has scrlous cons~ucncc~ for 
pc.~c and security in the MIddIe Erst and impeder the achlcvcmcnc of 
a ,usl. comprehensive and durable peace in Ihc arcd. 

&aj/iirming its call for the slrlcl rcspccl for the [erritorlJI 
Integrity. unit), sovereignly and poh~~crl mdcpcndcnce of Lebanon 
wirhln its Internationally recognized boundaries. and welcoming the 
efforts of the Government of Lebanon lo rcaslrerl 11s sovereignly and 

rczlore IKS clvthan and milkary authority In Southern Lebanon, 

I Hra/lirmr the objectIves of resolutions 425 (1‘378) and 450 
(1979); 

!  E.rprrssrs irs support for the efforts of the SccrctaryGsncrul 
10 can&date the ccosc-fire and calls upon all yrlics conccrncd 1~ 
rel‘rJln from .ICIIVIIIC~ inconsirknt wcth the oblecllvcs of Ihe tlnilcd 

Pll.llionr lnlcrlm I’orce in Lebanon and IO co-opcrulc for thr fulfdmcnl 
of lhcsc objectives. 

3. Co/Is upon the Sccrelary-General and the Force 10 continue to 
lrkc all cffcclivc measures dccmcd nccesrdry in uccordancc with the 
approved guidelines and terms of reference of the Force as adopted in 
rcsolulion 426 (1978): 

4 Takes noic of the determination of the Government of 
Lebanon IO draw up a programme of action. in consultation with the 
Sccrelary-General, IO promoic the restoration of its authority in 
pursuance of resolution 425 (1978); 

5. Takes norc also of the cfforls of the Government of Lebanon 
to obtain international recognition for the protection of Ihe archaeo- 
loglcal and cultural situ and monuments in the city of Tyrc in 
accordance with international law and the Convention of The Hague 
of 1954. under which such cilics, sites and monuments arc considered 
to be a herirage of imerest IO all mankind; 

6. Rruljirms the validity of the General Armlslice hgreemenl 
between Israel and Lebanon in accordance with its relevant decisions 
and rcsolulions and calls upon the parties. with the auislance of the 
Secretary-General, to take the necessary steps IO reactivate the MIxed 
Armislicc Commission and IO ensure full respect for the safety and 
freedom of action of Ihe United Nallons Truce Supervision Organiza- 
tion; 

7. High/y commrnds the performance of the Force nnd ils 
Commander. and rcitera\cs ils terms of rcfcrcnce as set out m the 
report of the Secretary-General of 19 March 1978 and approved by 
rcsolulion 426 ( 1978). in particular that.thc Force mu,1 be enabled IO 
function as an efficient military unil. rhat it must enjoy freedom of 
movement and communlcarion and other factliks necessary for the 
performance of its larks and that it must continue IO be able IO 
discharge i(s duties according to the above-mcnlloned terms of 
reference. including Ihe right of sclf.defcncc. 

8 Urges all Member Slates which arc in a poslhon IO do so 10 
conlmue 10 bring their influence 10 bear on Ihose concerned. so that 
the Force can discharge its responsiblllty fully and unhampered; 

9 Drcidrr IO renew the mandale of the Force for a period of stx 
months. Ihat is, until 19 lunc 19RO: 

10 RroJfirms ils determination. in the event of contlnutng 
obstructton of the mandate of the Force. io cxamlne pracclcal wa)s 
and means in accordance with relcvanc provislonr of the Charter of 
[he United NatIons IO secure the full implcmcntJtio,n of resolullon 425 
(1978). 

II DrcVdec IO remain seized of Ihe qucsllon 

Following the adoption of the resolution, Council 
members expressed their appreciation for the activities 
and extension of UNIFIL and for the maintenance of 
the de /ucfo cease-fire in the area; they also deplored 
recurring violent clashes involving various parties and 
called for the full implementation of resolution 425 

(1978). 

Decision of 24 April 1980 (2218th meeting). resolution 

467 ( 1980) 
In a Ietter’lb dated 10 April 1980. the representative 

-- 

’ n S I IXX(. OX. ?3,‘h ,‘I. Surf/ 11 I ..lpr;/.Jr,n<~ /‘dYfl p I \ 

of Lebanon drew the attention of the Sccuriry C‘ouncil 
to renewed acts of aggression committed by Israeli 
armed forces inside Lebanese territory includiilg direct 

clashes with UNIFIL and announcing its intcnl 10 c:irry 
out patrols in the UNIFIL tire3 of opcratiol\. III VISW o!’ 

the latest confrontation the Governmcnl of I.cbzlnon 
requested a meeting of the Council ;\I the carlical 
possible convenience to put an end to Israeli iiggrcssion 
and to enable UNIFIL to acquire full conlrol over the 

totality of its area of operation 
On I I April IWO, the Sccrct;\ry-(;cncr;\I sublnillcd ;I 

speci;il report”’ on UNIFIL. in which hc Inl’ormcd rhr 
Council of ;I d;inpcrtjurly cx;rl.11111g lcvcl 01’ (CII\IOI~ III, 

and adjacent IO. the ;Ircu of rlper;ltion ol IIIC I.orcc. 
where serious incidents had occurred because of violent 
harassment by the de facto forces of long-established 
observation posts manned by observers of UNTSO. 
Since 6 April, the de/ucro forces had sought forcibly to 
establish a permanent presence in a village in the area 
of deployment of the Irish battalion. Furthermore, 
starting on 8 April, Israeli tanks, armoured vehicles and 
personnel had moved into Southern Lebanon, including 
the area of deployment of UNIFIL. following an attack 
by Palestinian armed elements on the Israeli Kibbutz 
Misgav Am during the night of 6/7 April.418 

At its 2212th meeting on 13 April 1980. the Security 
Council included the Lebanese letter and the special 
report of the Secretary-General on UNIFIL in its 

agenda and considered the item during its 2212th IO 
2218th meetings from I3 to 24 April 1980. In the 
course of its deliberations, the Council decided to invite 
the representatives of Lebanon, Fiji, Ireland, Israel, 
Italy, Netherlands, Nigeria, Saudi Arabia and the 
Syrian Arab Republic to participate, without vote, in 
the discussion of the question.“9 In accordance with its 
past practice, the Council also decided, by vote, to invite 
the representative of the PLO to participate in the 
debate.4:o The Council further decided, at the request of 
the representative of Tunisia, IO extend an invitation IO 
Mr. Clovis Maksoud and Mr. Hammadi Essid under 
rule 39 of the provisional rules of procedure.4J’ 

At the 2212th meeting on 13 April 1980, the Secre- 
tary-General informed the Council of further devclop- 
merits in the current crisis which had been brought 
about and was exacerbated by intolerable aggression 
and harassment experienced by the UNIFIL personnel. 
He presented in detail the attacks and casualties 
suffered by members of the Force and emphasized his 
responsibility and the Council’s for the pence-keeping 
force in Southern L.cb;\non. 

At the beginning of the 2213th meeling on I4 April 
1980. the Sccrctar!-Gcncrrrl. in 411 additional short 
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statement, informed the Council members as to the 
Israel withdrawal from Lebanese territory, as an- 
nounced by the Government of Israel, the inability of 
UNIFIL to confirm that due to severe restrictions on its 
freedom of movement in its area of operation and as to 
the extreme difficulty under which UKIFIL continued 
10 labour. with its headquarters isolated, important 
equipment immobilized and major roads closed to 
UNlFlL troops trying to resupply observation posts on 
the international border.422 

The representative of Lebanon stated that the Israeli 
withdrawal was in doubt, as Israel, since 1978, had 
remained on Lebanese ground conducting military oper- 
ations there. He called for a real and total withdrawal of 
the Israeli forces as well as for the disbanding of the de 
/ucfo forces who were nothing but an accessory of 
Israel’s occupation. He considered the attacks against 
UNIFIL as most dangerous and called upon all those 
who wanted peace in the area to defend the Lebanese 
boundaries. He demanded once again the immediate 
cessation of hostility against UNIFIL, the free, total 
deployment of UNIFIL up to the international bounda- 
ries, a clear injunction against further attempts to 
prevent UNIFIL from carrying out its full mandate, the 
condemnation of Israel’s aggression and the dismantling 
of the de facro forces and the reactivation of the 
Armistice Agreement. He indicated that a draft resolu- 
tion along these lines would be submitted at the 
appropriate time through the appropriate channels.4ZJ 

The representative of France expressed his great 
distress about the harassment and attacks against 
UNIFIL resulting from Israel’s intervention in Southern 
Lebanon. He also condemned the operations launched 
by the de/ocfo forces against the United Nations Force 
and the violent terrorist act of taking children as 
hostages at the Misgav Am kibbutz ‘:’ 

At the same meeting, th’e representative of Israel 
accused the international community of disregarding the 
cause of all the crises in Southern Lebanon and laid the 
blame for the Israeli acts of reprisals on the PLO 
terrorists whose violent attacks against targets in lsrael 
,u<h ;IS the hlispav Am kibbutz c;lllcd for forceful 
JWI\I~~IIKIII ;\I the source. that is ;rp;\lnst PLO camps in 
I.ebanon. tic concluded that. in taking all the measures 
to protect the lives and safety of its citizens, the 
Government of Israel merely exercised its inherent right 
of self-defcnce recognized under Article 51 of the 
C’hartcr.‘!’ 

AI the 2214th meeting on 14 April, the representative 
ol’ the USSR charged that Israel once again had 
violated the norms OC international law and resolutions 
of the Sccurlty Council by IIS own acls of aggression in 
l.ebi\lloll ;lnd by supportmg the ant)-Government forces 
of I I.~ddad I\e condemned the h;\ra\sment of UNIFIL 
by the Isr,~cll and the du /in.lo force\ and accused the 
\Jnilcd States of blocking effective measures by the 
Security Council against the aggressors. }lis delegation 
---- 

422.?Z13rh rnlg . parr,. 10-13. 
‘lylbrd.. para,. 15-32. 
424fbrd.. para,. 33-39 
‘2’lhtd ) para\ 41.3 

believed it essential for the Council to adopt a resolution 
which would condemn Ibracl outright and provide for 
extremely forthright measures against it.4Zb 

At the 2216th meeting on 16 April 1980. the repre- 
sentative of Lebanon expressed deep regret at the death 
of two UI\;IFIL soldiers and raised the question whether 
the Israeli forces had indeed completely withdrawn from 
Lebanese territory. ‘I’ The representative ol’ IsraT! restat- 
ed from his previous intervention that after having taken 
certain precautions to foil further PLO attacks against 
innocent Israeli civilians, all Israeli soldiers had with- 
drawn behind the border. But the Lebanese representa- 
tive refused to accept the Israeli asser1ion.42” 

At the beginning of the 2217th meeting on I8 April 
1980, the President drew the attention of the Council 
members to a draft resoIution4Zq sponsored by Tunisia. 

In the preambular part of this draft resolution, the 
Security Council would have recalled the relevant 
resolutions adopted in the past and in particular the 
terms of reference and general guidelines of the Force 
as stated in the report of the Secretary-General of I9 
March 1978 (S/l261 I) and confirmed by resolution 426 
(1978); in the operative part the Security Council would 
have (I) reaffirmed its determination to implement the 
relevant resolutions, particularly resolutions 425 (1978), 
426 (1978) and 459 (1979); (2) strongly condemned the 
military. intervention of Israel in Lebanon and the 
violation of Lebanese sovereignty and territorial integri- 
ty, and called for the complete withdrawal of Israeli 
forces and the immediate cessation of all direct and 
indirect Israeli military action inside the internationally 
recognized boundaries of Lebanon; (3) strongly con- 
demned all violations of the General Armistice Agree- 
ment between Israel and Lebanon and the provision of 
military assistance to illegal armed groups, as well as all 
acts of interference with the United Nations Truce 
Supervision Organization; (4) strongly condemned all 
attacks on the United Nations Interim Force in Leba- 
non and the United Nations Truce Supervision Organi- 
zation, as well as all obstructions and hostile activities in 
or through the area of operation of the Force that were 
inconsistent with Securitv Council resolutions and the 
mandate of the Force, which was designed 10 ensure the 
peaceful character of the area of operation, to control 
movement and to take all measures deemed necessary 
for the effective restoration of the sovereignty of Leba- 
non; (5) strongly condemned the acts that had led to 
loss of life and physical injuries among personnel of the 
Force and of the United Nations Truce Supervision 
Organization, as well as their harassment and abuse, the 
destruction of property and matCriel and the disruption 
of communications; (6) strongly condemned the deliber- 
ate shelling of the field hospital of the Force. which 
enJoys special protection under international law; (7) 
commended the efforts undertaken by the Secrctary- 
General and by the interested Governments to secure 

‘~~2214th mfg.. paras 43.54. 
4:72216th mtg., parar. 50-55 
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the withdrawal of lsracli forces from Lebanon, as Wd 
as the cessation of hostilities, and to enable the Force to 
carry out its mandate effectively without interference; 
(8) commended the performance of the Force in carry- 
ing out its duties with great restraint in very adverse 
circumstances; (9) called attention to the provisions in 
the mandate that would allow the Force to USC its right 
of self-defence, and called attention to the terms of 
reference which provided that it would use its best 
efforts to prevent the recurrence of fighting and to 
ensure that its area of opcration would not be utilized 
for hostile activities of any kind; (10) called upon all 
parties concerned and all those capable of lending nny 
assistance to co-operate with the Secretary-General in 
restoring peace and security and in enabling the Force 
to fulfil its mandate and further to reactivate the 
General Armistice Agreement of 1949 conducive to the 
restoration of the sovereignty of Lebanon over all of its 
territory up to the internationally recognized bounda- 
ries; and (1 I) requested the Secretary-General to report 
as soon as possible on the completion of the withdrawal 
of Israeli troops, the cessation of hostilities and all acts 
inconsistent with the mandate of the Force. 

At the 2217th meeting, the Under-Secretary-Genera1 
for Special Political Affairs made a statement in 
accordance with rule 22 of the Council’s provisional 
rules of procedure and informed the members of the 
Council of critical developments in the last few days 
leading to the cold-blooded murder of two Irish soldiers 
of the UN Force by members of the dcfucra forces.*‘o 

After this short report the President, speaking on 
behalf of the Security Council, made the following 
statement which had been agreed upon by all the 
members of the Security Council:‘” 

recent attacks against UNlFiL personnel and facilities 
in previous meetings joined in stating. in clear and 
unquivccal terms, their shock and dismay at the brutal 
killing of unarmed peace-keepers. 

At the 2218th meeting on 24 April 1980. the repre- 
sentative of Tunisia indicated his delegation’s full sup- 
port for the efforts undertaken by the President of the 
Council to lead the debate to a responsible decision and 
to promote a positive and constructive conclusion 
through the adoption of a resolution having the broadest 
possible support of the Council.“* 

Speaking in his capacity as representutive of Mexico. 
the President stilted thut the reprcsentl\tlvcs crl’ the 
countries contributitlp troops to \INlt.ll :lgrccrl Ott 
three points: they had no doubt about the fact that the 
illegal forces were receiving direct assistance from 
Israel; they regretted that the Force was limited to 
preventing incursions as a consquence of the harass- 
ment to which it was subjected; and they considered it 
necessary that the Force be deployed in the entire area 
of operations under its jurisdiction. He added that the 
conditions of deployment had been changed due to the 
fact that not all parties to the conflict were prepared to 
comply with resolution 425 (1978) and that therefore 
the Force had been put in a very vulnerable position.“’ 

Resuming again his functions as President of the 
Council, he announced that it was his understanding 
that the draft resolution”’ which had been prepared in 
the course of consultations could be put to the vote. The 
draft resolution was adopted by 12 votes to none, with 3 
abstentions, as resolution 467 (1980):” It reads as 
follows: 

Thr Sccur~ty Council. 

I am authorized by the Security Souncil to make the following 
statement on behalf of its mcmkrs. pending action on the rcsolulion 
which the Security Council is considering on the overall situation in 
Lebanon and on the acts of hoslility against Lebanon. the United 
Nations Interim Force in Lebanon (UNIFIL) and the United Nations 
Truce Supervision Organization in Palestine (UNTSO). 

The members of the Security Council arc shocked and outra&cd at 
the report that the Sccuriry Council has rcccivcd on the atlacks on the 
Force and Ihe cold-blooded murder of peace-keeping soldiers by the de 

/a-r0 forcu. 

This unprecedented, barbaric act against a peace-kcepmg force is a 
direct challenge IO and a defiance of Ihe authority of the Security 
Council and the mission of the United Nations in maintaining 
international peace and sccurlty. 

The Security Council strongly condemns all thw who share in the 
responsibility for this outrageous act. The Council rcafftrms its 
inlenlion LO take such determined action as the sIIuallon calls for to 
enable UNlFlL IO take immcdia~e and total conlrol of its entire area 
of operations up 10 the internarionally recognized boundarxs. 

The Councd extends its decpfelt condolences IO rhe Government of 
Ireland and the famihcs of the wctims. 

The Counctl also commends the vaIlan action of rhc commander, 
and soldlcrs of UNIFIL und the courage of Ihc C;nltcd Nalions 
obscrvcrs under the most adverse cwcumstances 

&ring in raponcc IO the rcqucst of the Government of Ixbanon. 

tiorrng Jrudtrd the special repor of Ihc SccrclaryGncral on the 
United Nalions Interim Force in Lebanon of I I April l9LIO and the 
subsequent statemen% reports and addenda. 

Having rxprrrrcd ttsclf through the statement of the President of 
the Security Council of I8 April 1980. 

Rrrolltng ils rcaolutions 425 (1978). 426 (I 978). 427 (I 978). 434 
( 1978). 444 ( 1979). 450 ( 1979) and 459 ( 1979). 

Rccolling the terms of reference and general guidclmcs of Ihe 
Force. as stated in the report of the Secretary-General of I9 March 
1978 confirmed by resolution 426 (1978). and particularly. 

(0) That the Force “must be able IO function as an integrated 
and efficwt rnditary unit”. 

(6) That the Force “must enjoy lhe freedom of movcmcnt and 
communication and olher facilities that arc necessary for the pcrform- 
ancc of its tasks”, 

(c) Thai the Force “~111 not use force except in self-defcncc”. 

(d) That “self-defencc would include reslslance IO attempts by 
forceful means to prevent II from discharging ils duties under the 
mandate of the Securily Council”. 

I. Rrojfirm~ 11s dcrcrminalion to implement lhc above-men- 
tloncd rcsolutlons. parhcularly rcsoluwns 425 (1978). 426 (19711) and 

Following the statement of the President on behalf of 
the Council, members of the Council and other speakers 
who had already expressed their condemnation of the 

‘12 2218th mcg.. paras. 4-12. The revised draft sponsored by Tunism 
(S/l3897/Rev.l) contained a number of substantial changes in terms 
of the language used and rhe way the paragraphs of the resolution were 
organized. The text was issued on 23 April 1980. but there was no 
rcfcrencc 10 II ac the 2218th meeting. 

‘~~2218th mfg., paras. 50-W. 
4\4S!13W5, wb-xntlk adopled wlrhout change a, resolution 467 

(IYUO). 
‘HZ2171h mrg.. pares. 5-14. ‘J’For Ihe Prcwdenr’s sfatcmcnl. s.cc 21 16th mtg.. para. 62. For the 
“I lhrd , para. I5 vote. rhrd , para Rh 
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459 (1979). ,n the totality of the area of operalIon assigned to the 
United Nations Interim Force in Ixbanon. up IO the inlcrnalionally 

recognized boundaries. 

2 ~ondrmns all actions contrary IO the provIsions of the 
abovc.mcntloncd resolutions and, in particular, strongI) deplores: 

(0) Any violation of Lcbancsc sovereignly and terrllorial Intcgri- 

ty: 

(b) The mllltary mtcrvcnrion of Israel in Lebanon; 

(C) All JCIS of vlolcncc in violation of the Gcncral Armistice 
Agreement bctwccn Israel and Lebanon; 

(d) ProvIsion of rmhtary assistance IO the s&called dr jacro 
forces. 

(f) All acts of tntcrfcrcnce with the United Nations Truce 
Supcrvl\lon Orgam7atlon. 

IJ All ac~r of horrlhty agaIns the Force and in or through its 
arca of operation as inconsistent with Security Council rcsoluttons; 

(1) All obrlructions of the ability of the Force IO confirm the 
complete withdrawal of Israeli forces from Lebanon. IO supervise the 
cessation of hostilities. IO cnsurc the peaceful character of the area of 
opcratlon, to control movement and IO take measures deemed noxs- 
sary IO ensure the cffcc~c restoration of the sovereignty of Lebanon; 

(h) Acrs that have led to loss of life and physxal injuries among 

rhc personnel of the Force and of the United Nations Truce 
Supervision Organization, their harassment and abuse. the disruption 
of communication, as well as the destruction of property and material; 

3. Condemns the delibcratc shelling of the headquarters of the 
Force and more particularly the field hospital, which enjoys special 
protection under international law; 

4 Commends the efforts undertaken by the Secretary-General 
and by the interested Governments IO bring about the cessation of 
hostihries and IO enable the Force IO carry out its mandate effectively 
wIthout interference: 

5 (‘Mw?w~~J the Force for its great rerlrainl in carrying out its 
dutxs in very adverse circumstnnccs; 

6 Cbl1.r arrrnrion IO the provisions in the mandate that would 
allow the Force IO USC its right IO self-defcncc; 

7 Cal/r u/rrnrton IO the terms of refercncc of the Force which 
provldc that II ~111 UK its !xsi cfforrs IO prevent the recurrence of 
fiRhlmg and IO cnkure that its arca of opcratlon will not k utilized for 
h~~tllc ~CIIVIIIC\ uf any kind, 

8 Hryur~s the Sccrctary.<icneral IO cunvene a meeting. al an 
appropriate Icvcl. of the Israel-Lclanon MIxed Armistice Commission 
to agree on prccltc recommendations and further IO reactivate the 
General Armistice Agrccmcnt conducive IO the rutoration of the 
sovereignty of Lebanon over all its territory up to the internationally 
recognized boundaries; 

9 Calls upon all partics concerned and all those capable of 
Icndlng any a,sistancc IO co-operate with the Secretary-General in 
cnnbllng Ihc I orcc IO fulfil its mandate; 

IO Hrl o~nrrr~ rhc urgent need IU cxplurc all ways and means of 
rccurting the full Implcmcntatiun of resoluttun 425 (1978). including 
cnh.ln~lng the c.tpactty of the Force IO fulfd its mandate in all IIS 
purl*. 

II Kcyurhrc the Secretary.<icneral IO report as soon as possible 
or, the pro(rrc,\ of rhoc initIalives and Ihe cusatnon of hm!ilirio 

Speaking in explanation of their votes, two Council 
mcmbcrs indicated that they had decided to abstain on 
t+c vote bccausc the resolution did not provide for 
effective mcasurcs to overcome Israel’s defiance of the 
Council’s decisions and to finally implement the relevant 
resolutions adopted on the ISSUC;“” another member 
cxphlincd hlr delegation’s abstenrion by suggesting thal 
the text of the resolution was not sufficiently balanced 
and comprehensive.‘” 

-.--.- - 

“6s~~ 2218th mtg.: German Dcmocrallc Repubhc. paras. 67-69, 
L\SR, parar 88-91. 

‘17/brd: Umted States. paras. 7@85. 

Decision of 30 May 1980 (2224th meeting): resolution 
470 (1980) 
At its 2224th meeting on 30 May 1980, the Security 

Council included the reporV@ of the Secretary-General 
on the United Nations Disengagement Observer Force 
(UNDOF) for the period 24 November 1979 to 23 May 
1980 dated 23 May 1980 in its agenda. 

The report covered the activities of UNDOF, which 
had continued to supervise the observance of the ccase- 
fire between Israel and the Syrian Arab Republic. 
During the period under review the cease-fire had been 
maintained without any complaints by either party. The 
Secretary-General warned, however, that despite the 
present quiet in the Israel-Syria sector, the situation in 
the Middle East continued to be potentially dangerous; 
he remained hopeful that a comprehensive settlement 
covering all aspects of the Middle East problem could 
be reached. But in the prevailing circumstances, he 
recommended that the Council extend the mandate of 
the Force for a further period of six months until 30 
November 1980, with the assent of the Governments of 
Israel and the Syrian Arab Republic. 

At the 2224th meeting, the President drew the 
attention of the Council members to a draft resolution4’q 
which he immediately put to the vote. It was adopted by 
14 votes to none as resolution 470 (1980); one delega- 
tion did not participate in the voting.“” The resolution 
reads as follows: 

Thr Security Cauncil. 

Having considrred the report of the Secretary-General on the 
United Nations Discngrgemenl Observer Force, 

ikcidrr. 

(0) To call upon the parties conccrncd IO implcmcnt immcdiatcly 
Sccurlty Council resolution 338 (1973), 

(6) To rcncw the mandate of the United Nations Disengagement 
Observer Force for another period of sir months. that is, until 30 
November 1980; 

(c) To request the Secretary-General to submit at the end of this 
pcrlod a report on the developments in the situation and the measureJ 
taken IO implement resolution 338 (1973). 

After the adoption of the resolution, the President 
made the following complementary statement on behalf 
of the Security CouncilY 

As 15 known, the report of the Wrctary-General on the United 
Natbuns Dlrcngagemcnt Observer Force (S/13957) stales in para- 
graph 26 that 

“Dcsplrc the present quiet In the Israel-S ria sector. the silualion 
In the Mlddle Ea,t as a whole continues IO & potentially dangerous 
and 1s ltkely to remam so unless and unttl a comprehensive 
sclllemcnl cuverlng all aspects of the Mlddle East problem can k 
reached ” 

This statement of the Secretary-General rcnccts the view of the 
Sccurny Council. 

Decision of 17 June 1980 (2232nd meeting): resolution 
474 (1980) 
At its 2232nd meeting on 17 June 1980. the Security 

*J8.5/13957. OR. 33rh yr,. Suppi. /or April-Junr 1980. PP (J-w 
a)qS/l3%7, adopted without change as rcsolullon 470 (I9N’l 
~!Scc 2224th mtg.. pars. 2, for the voting 
Ullbrd., para. 3. 



I84 
_----- 

(‘haprrr I III. hlrintcnrncc of inlcrnrlionrl pracc and wcurity 
-__ __-__-~-.~_- -..-- _. ____. _. 

Council included the report”! of the Secretary-General 
on the United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon 
(UN]F]L) for the period I1 December 1979 to I2 June 
I980 dated 12 June 1980 in its agenda. 

The report contained an account of developments 
relating to the functioning of UNIFIL for the period 
from December 1979 to June 1980. The Secretary-Gcn- 
erai noted that, despite the intensive effort made both at 
United Nations Headquarters and in the field to Fullil 
the mandate of UNIFIL, grave difficulties had prevcnt- 
ed progress during the period under review. The report 
gave a detailed account of the increasingly tense situa- 
tion in Southern Lebanon culminating in the violence of 
April and involving recurrent infiltration of UNIFIL’s 
area of operation by the de jacro forces as well ns by 
armed elements (mainly PLO and the Lebanese Nation- 
al Movement). 

l.he Secretary-General emphasized that the most 
serious problems had arisen with the de facto forces, 
which had not only prevented a further deployment of 
UNIFIL but had attempted to establish additional 
encroachments and confronted the Force with heavy 
artillery bombardments, resulting in the death of UNI- 
FIL soldiers. The de/act0 forces were dependent on the 
Israeli forces. On occasion, UNIFIL had sought the 
intercession of the Israeli authorities to curb the hostile 
activities of the de @to forces against UNIFIL or 
against the civilian population in the UNIFIL area. In a 
few instances, Israeli intervention had resolved specific 
difficulties, but the Israeli authorities continued their 
support of the defoclo forces and had made incursions 
into Lebanese territory and maintained a number of 
positions in the enclave. Regarding the attitude of the 
PLO, the Secretary-General reported assurances of 
continued co-operation with UNIFIL. but he also 
pointed out that the Force had frequently been subject- 
ed to attempts by armed elements to infiltrate personnel 
and weapons into its area of operation. In recent weeks 
in particular, sizable groups of the Lebanese National 
Movement had attempted to force their way into the 
UNIFIL area. 

In conclusion the Secretary-General observed that the 
use of force in self-defence would not by itself achieve 
significant progress in the implementation of the UNI- 
FIL mandate. A peace-keeping operation must achieve 
its major objectives through means other than the use of 
force, and that consideration certainly applied to UNI- 
FIL. Therefore, the main road to full implementation of 
the UNIFIL mandate lay in political and diplomatic 
efforts. which must secure genuine co-operation with the 
Force in the interest of security and normality for all 
concerned. Owing to his conviction that UNIFIL, 
despite all the dtfficulties it had to face. was performing 
an indispensable service to peace in I.ebanon and in the 
Mtddle East as a whole, the Secretary-General recom- 
mended that the mandate of the Force be extended for 
another period of six months, a recommendation with 
which the Government of Lebanon had expressed full 
agreement. 

At the beginning of the 2232nd meeting. the Council 
decided to invite the representatives of Ireland, Israel, 
Lebanon and the Netherlands to participate. without 
vote, in the discussion of the agenda item.“’ 

The President drew the attention of the Council 
members to a draft resolution”’ which had been dr;iwn 
up in consultations among the members, anti immedi- 
ately put it to the vote: it was adopted by I? votes to 
none, with 2 abstentions,. ;ts resolution 474 (1980); one 
member did not participate in the voting.“‘ ‘l‘hc rcsolu- 
tion reads as follows: 

Having rludrrd the report of the Secretary-General on the United 
Nations Interim Force tn Lebanon of I2 June 1980. 

Acting in response 13 the request of the Gwcrnmcni of Lebanon 
and noting with concern the questtons ratsed in its letters addressed IO 

the Security Council on 8 May. 17 May and 27 May 1980. 

Convinced that the present situation has serious consequences for 
peace and security in the Middle East. 

Rruljirming its call for the strict respect for the territorial 
integrity. unity, sovereignty and pohtical independence of Lebanon 
wtthin its internationally recogntred boundaries. 

Commrnding the performance of the Force, yci expressing itc 
concern about the wntinucd clis:cncc of obstacles 10 the full 
deployment of the Force and II$ freedom of movement. the threats to 
II\ security and the safety of IIS headquarters. 

I. Dwidrr IO rcns* the mandate of the United Natton\ Interim 
force in Lebanon for a pcrmd of sta months. that 15. untrl 19 
Dcccmbcr 1980. and rettcrarcs its comm~iment IO the full implemente- 
lion of the mandate of the Force throughout its cnttrc area of 
opcratwn up IO the mlcrnationally recognized boundaries. accordmg 
to the terms of reference and gurdclines as stated and conftrmcd in the 
approprtatc Security Counctl rcsoluttons. 

2. Takrs n01c of the repor of the Secretary-General on the 
Urnted Nations Interim Force in Lebanon and fully endorses the 
conclusions and recommendations expressed therein; 

3. Slrongly condemns all acttons conlrary IO the prowsions of the 
mandate and, in parlicular. continued acts of violence that prcvent the 
fulfilment of this mandate by the Force. 

4. To&es no/c of the steps already taken by the Secrctary-Gcn- 
cral to convene a meeting of the Israel-Lebanon Mixed Armistice 
Commission and urger the parties concerned IO extend to him their 
full co-operation m accordance with the relevant Sccurtty Council 
dectsions and rcsoluttons. mcludmg resolution 467 (198O), 

5 Taker no/e of the efforts deployed by Member States. and 
more parttcularly the troopcontributtng countrtes. tn support of the 
Force and urges all those whtch arc tin a postrion to do 50 IU cominuc 
IO use their influence with those concerned so that the Force can 
d\\chargc its responstbtlttlcc fully and unhampered: 

6 Nraffirmr 11s dcrermmatton. In the event of conttnuing ob- 
%tructton of the mandate of the Force. IO examme prrcttcal ways and 
mcan, to secure the full unplcmcntatron of rcsolutron 425 t 1978). 

7 14ctdrr IO rcm.ttn sclrcd of the question 

Following the adoption of the resolution. Council 
members and other representatives expressed concern 
about the continuing hostile acts directed against UNI- 
FIL from various sides in the area of operation, about 
the seemingly unending presence of the Force in South- 

u’ For dct4tI>. see ch+tcr III 
“‘5 14001. :tdoptcd u~thwt chJngc .I) rcsolutwn 474 (IWO) 
u’sCc 2232nd mrg para 3. for the voting. 



err, l,ebanon and rhc lack of progrehy In impkmcnling 

the relevant provisions of resolution 425 (1978). 

[hision of 30 June 1980 (2242nd mecting): resolution 
476 (1980) 
By Ictte? dated 28 May 1980. the representative of 

Pakistan, which at that time served as Chairman of the 
Organization of the Islamic Conference, requested, in 
accordance with the decision taken by the Eleventh 
Islamic Conference of Foreign Ministers, held at Islam- 
abad from 17 to 22 May 1980. an immediate meeting of 
the Security Council to examine the dangerous situation 
arising from the latest decision by the Israeli authorities 
seeking to annex and declare Al-Quds Al-Sharif (the 
Holy City of Jerusalem) as the capital of Israel and to 
consider the consequences of this decision on the 
cndeavours for achieving a comprehensive, just and 
lasting peace in the Middle East. 

AI the 2233rd meeting on 24 June 1980, the Security 
Council included the letter of the representative of 
Pakistan in its agenda. It considered the issue during the 
2233rd to 2236th, 2238th. 2239th, 2241~1 and 2242nd 
meetings from 24 to 30 June 1980. During these 
meetings the Council decided to invite the represcnla- 
tivcs of Algeria. Bahrain, Chad, Cuba, Democratic 
Yemen, Djibouti, Egypt, Gabon, Gambia, Guinea, 
Guinea-Bissau, Indonesia. Iran, Iraq, Israel, Jordan, 
Kuwait, Lebanon, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Malaysia, 
Maldives, Mali, Mauritania, Morocco, Oman, Pakistan, 
Qatar, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Somalia, Sudan, Syrian 
Arab Republic, Turkey, Uganda, United Arab Emir- 
ates, United Republic of Cameroon, Upper Volta, 
Yemen and Yugoslavia to participate, without vote, in 
the discussion of the item.“’ At the 2233rd meeting, the 
Council also decided, by vote, that an invitation, in 
accordance with past practice, be accorded to the 
representative of the PLO to participate in the dcbatc”’ 
At the same meeting, the Colncil extended an invitation 
to Mr. Clovis Maksoud under rule 39 of the provisional 
rules of procedure; at the 2236th meeting, the Council 
invited, also under rule 39, the Rapporteur of the 
Comrnittsc on the Exercise of the Inalienable Rights of 
rhr \‘.llr~~lru;~n l’c~~l~lc.“” 

I’hc l:orclgtr Mlnistcr of I’;tkist;\n. speaking in his 
capacity IIS (‘hairman of the I~l;rmic Conference of 
l:orclgn Ministers, stated that the tllcvsnth Islamic 
f;orcign Minihtcrs’ Confcrcncc had rcqucstcd an urgent 
Incettng of the Security Council IU consider the danger- 
1~s sllunliorl arising from Isracl’5 IillC!3l moves to 
ccrnsolidatc its illegal annexation of the Holy City of 
Jsruwlcul ;lnd to declare it as the pcrmancnl capital of 
I>rael A bill which recently had been introduced in the 
Israeli Parliament with the full backing of the ruling 
coalition would declare Al-Quds Al-Sharif as Israel’s 

<.~p~tnl. This move to alter juridically the status of 

Jerusalem had ken followed by the decision to shift the 
office of the Israeli Prime Minister to East Jerusalem, 
The Islamic Conference had declared its opposition 10 
these measures unequivocally and appealed to the 
Security Council IO declare the annulment of the Israeli 
mcasurcs and, in case of defiance by Israel, to impose 
sanctions under Chapter VII of the Charter against 
Israel. 

tie reviewed the decisions taken by the Islamic 
Conference and by the United Nations in regard to the 
status of Jerusalem after its occupation by the Israelis in 
1967. In view of the long history of Israeli intransigence, 
he felt that the Security Council should bring all 
possible pressure to bear on the Israeli authorities to 
rescind forthwith the administrative and juridical mca- 
sures taken by them to annex Al-Quds. If  Israel 
continued to flout the verdict of the international 
community and persist in its design to declare Jerusalem 
its capital, the Council would have to impose sanctions 
under Chapter VI1 of the Charter.4’o 

The views expressed by the Foreign Minister of 
Pakistan were amplified in somewhat varying ways by a 
large number of Council members and other rcprcscnta- 
tives who had been invited to participate in the discus- 
sion.“’ Other representatives also criticized the Govern- 
ment of Israel for its plans regarding Jerusalem and 
strongly appealed to Israel to desist from these illegal 
moves.“’ 

At the 2241~1 meeting on 30 June 1980, the President 
of the Council drew the attention of the members to a 
draft resolution”’ which was sponsored by 39 Member 
Stalcs.454 

At the same meeting, the representative of Egypt 
addressed himself to the draft resolution which his 
Government had decided IO co-sponsor as it covered the 
decisive aspects of the issue regarding Jerusalem; he 
mentioned in particular the reaffirmation of previous 
Assembly and Council resolutions deploring earlier 
Israeli measures, the renewed emphasis on the inadmis- 
sibility of the acquisition of territory by force and the 
reassertion of the principle that as an occupying Power 
Israel had to comply scrupulously with the existing legal 
obligations and responsibilities. He concluded that the 

.-.- 

4’~ZZ33rJ mlg.. paras. 1029. 
431 FO( the ICXIS of relevant rwcments. see 2233rd mlg.: Morocco. 

~JUIS. 31.54; Pl.0. puns. V&4; 2234th mtg.: Egypt. pras. W7J; Jar- 
&MI, parts. 4-58; Mauricanie, psru. 77-W; 2235th mrg.: Cuba. 
p~ra~. 56.72: Kuwah. paras 5-28; Syrian Arab Repubhc, paras. 74-86; 
Mr. Maksoud, par&s. W54; 2236th mlg.: Qatar. puu. 77-w; Saudi 
AI&-U. paras. 2243; Tunisii. pans.s. S-20; Turkey, WP(. 62-75; yap. 
paras. 92.104; and Mr. Gluti (Rapportcur, Committee 011 the Exa- 
cry of Ihc lnahenable Rtghrr of the P&stinian People). Par=. 4%& 
223grh mrg.: German Democratic Republic, pars. 5@5g; lrW. 
wu. IO&I 12; USSR. puar. I l-26; tibia. puas. 37-49; 2239th mrg.: 
f&hr.$n. p.~ti. 63.79; China, was 14 20. Lebanon, paras. 124-134; 
Phltlppincr, paras. 2.13; Sama r ‘-’ ia, parrr. 99-109; Sudan. paras. 81-v; 
UNIX hab Emitala, paras 111-122; 224lsl mu!.’ Alea. puU. l3--15. 

4’1% 1” p4fliculnr 2241~1 mtg.: France. para.3. 68-73. Unicrd 
I(,ngdom. paras. 74-79, borh of whom referred to a decision taken by 
[hc European C‘ommumcy on [he ISSUC of Jcrutiem. 

4’1 S/IJO~ I, subsequentI> adopted wthout change as raolurion 476 

(IYW. 
‘ul-t,inye~r sponson YCVZ listad by the president at lk “‘S.mU., 

pJra. 3. fhc thlny-ninth sponsor was mCnliOWd at the btllmlu of 
the 2242nd mecling 
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adoption of the draft resolution would be an added 
confirmation of the illegality of the Israeli designs on 
Jerusalem.“’ 

At the 2242nd meeting on 30 June 1980, the Prcsi- 
dent, speaking in his capacity as the representative of 
Norway, expressed support for the draft resolution, but 
noted that in his Government’s view subsequent steps 
envisaged in the text would not constitute measures 
under Chapter VI1 of the Charter. 

Resuming his functions as President he stated that it 
was his understanding that the Council was ready to 
vote on the draft resolution.“” 

Prior to the vote, the representative of the United 
States reiterated his Government’s programme of pursu- 
ing the Arab-Israeli talks under the Camp David 
Agreements which the United States viewed as the most 
auspicious path to peace in the area. As the draft 
resolution was judged to contribute little if anything to 
the ongoing process of negotiations, the United States 
felt that its abstention on the text would signal its 
determination most clearly, while indicating its disap- 
proval of the Israeli moves regarding Jerusalem.4J7 

Then the President put the draft resolution to the 
vote; it was adopted by 14 votes against none with one 
abstention, as resolution 476 (1980).4J’ It reads as 
follows: 

Thr Security Council. 

Having conridered the lcltcr of 28 May 1980 from the rcprcrcnta- 
live of Pakistan. the current Chairman of the Organizalion of the 
Islamic Conference. contained in document S/I 3966. 

Rwjflrming that the acquisition of writory by force is insdmis- 
sible. 

Bturing in mind Ihe specific status of Jerusalem and, in particular. 
the need to prorect and preserve the unique spwi~ual and religious 
dimension of the Holy Places in Ihe city. 

Reujfirming its resolutions relevant IO the character and status of 
the Holy City of Jerusalem, in parlicular resolutions 252 (1968). 267 
(1969).271 (1969),298(1971)rnd465(1980). 

Rrculling the Geneva Convention relative to the Prowtion of 
Ciwlian Persons in Time of War. of I2 August 1949, 

&p/wing the pcrsir~cncc of Israel in changing the physical 
characler. demographic composition, ins1itutional s(ructurc and the 
status of the Holy City of Jerusalem. 

Craw/y concrrned about the legislative slcp initiated in the lrrrcll 
Kncsset with the aim of changing the characlcr and status of the Holy 
C11y of Jerusalem. 

I RruJfirmr the overriding nccessi1y for ending the prolonged 
occupation of Arab territories occupied by Israel since 1967. including 
Jerusalem; 

2 Strongly deplores the con1inuaJ refusal of Israel. the occupy- 
ing Power. lo comply with the relevant rcsolut~ons of the Security 
Council and the General Assembly; 

3. Rrconfirmc Iha1 all legislative and adminislrativc measures 
and actions taken by Israel, 1hc occupying Power. which purporr 10 
alter the character and stalus of the Holy City of Jerusalem have no 
legal valIdIcy and constitute a firgrant violation of the Geneva 
Convenllon relative IO the ProtectIon of Civilian Persons in Time of 
War and also constitute a serious obstruction IO achieving a comprc- 
hcnrivc. JUSI and lasting peace in the Mlddle East; 

‘JJ2241sl mlg.. paraa. J-II. 
‘“See 2242nd mtg., pua. 12. A similar reservation regarding Chap 

tcr VII measures was upravd by Ihe rcprcsentativc of the United 
Km dom (ibid.. pur. 25). 

’ R Ibrd.. paras. 14-22. 
“‘For the vo(e. Ibid.. para. 23 

4 Rrlfrrofrs that all such mcasurcs which have altered 1hc 
gcographlc. dcmographlc and hlslorical chrracter and slalu\ of the 
tjoly Cl1y of Jerusalem arc null and void and must bc rcwndcd in 
compliance with Ihe relevant rcsolullons of \hc Sccurhy Council; 

5. Urgent/y rolls on Israel. the occupying Power. 10 abIde by the 
present and previous Sccurily Council rcrolutlonr and IO dcslst 
forthwith from ~rSiSlin8 in the policy snd measure\ affccling the 
character and status of the Holy Ci1y of Jerusalem. 

6. Rro/jirmJ its detcrmmalion. in the event of non-compliance by 

Israel with the prcsenl resolution. 10 exuminc prsrllcal ways and 
means in accordance with relcvanl proviwnr of the C‘h:lrwr of Ihe 
Uniled Na1ions to secure Ihe full ~mplemcn1s1n~n of Ihc prcwil 

resolution. 

Following the adoption of the resolution, the rcprescn- 
tativc of Pakistan expressed his setisfuction at the 
Council’s decision and indicutcd that if Israel did not 
abide by this resolution the best means of enforcing the 
will of the United Nations would be the application of 
measures provided for under the Charter.45P 

The representative of Israel rejected the Council 
decision as another element in a long chain of rcsolu- 
tions ignoring the rights, interests and concerns of 
Israel. He charged that the resolution merely served the 
interests of the enemies of Israel and suggested that 
peace could be obtained only through honest dialogue 
and negotiation.W 

Decision of 20 August 1980 (2245th meeting): resolu- 
tion 478 (1980) 

By IetteF dated 1 August 1980, the representative of 
Pakistan, the current Chairman of the Islamic Confcr- 
encc. recalled paragraph 6 of Security Council rcsolu- 
lion 476 (1980), pointed out that in total disregard of 
the will of the international community and in flagrant 
violation of the Council’s resolutions Israel had persisted 
in its designs to alter the status of Jerusalem and had 
enacted a law proclaiming it as the capital of Israel. and 
rquestcd an immediate meeting of the Council to 
examine, in accordance with resolution 476 (1980), 
paragraph 6, ways and means to implement the rcsolu- 
tion. 

At the 2245th meeting on 20 August 1980, the 
Security Council included the letter in its agenda and 
discussed the item at that meeting. The Council decided 
to invite the representatives of Algeria, Bahrain, Chad, 
Democratic Yemen, Djibouti, Egypt, Gambia, Guinea, 
Guinea-Bissau, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Israel, Jordan,’ 
Kuwait, Lebanon, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Malaysia, 
Maldives. Mali, Mauritania, Morocco. Oman, Pakistan, 
Qatar, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Somalia, Sudan, Syrian 
Arab Republic, Turkey, United Arab Emirates, Upper 
Volta and Yemen lo participate, without vote, in the 
discussion of the item.“l The Council also decided, by 
vote, to invite the representative of the Palestine Libcra- 
tion Organization to participate in the debate, in 
accordance with past practice.& 

4’plbid., paras. 27-37. 
Mlbrd.. paras. M-58. 
~‘S/l4@34. OR. J5rh yr.. Suppl. /or Jrrly-Sepr. lp80. p. 23 
&For details. see chapter III. 
fi1The vole wu IO votes to I, with 4 abstentions. For the vote and 

relcvann! discussion. see 2245th mlg.. paru. 4-8. For further details. 
see chapter 111. 



Part II 187 
-___ 

At the beginning of the meeting. the President drew 
the attention of the Council members 10 a draft 
resolutionW sponsored by 35 Member States and to 
another draft resolutior? which hnd been prepared in 
the course of the Council’s consultations. 

The first draft resolution sponsored by 35 Member 
States would have provided for the Council to condemn 
Israel for its refusal to comply with resolution 476 
(1980), would have called the Israeli action a threat to 
international peace and security and would have invoked 
Article 41 of the Charter calling upon all Member 
States lo apply measures against Israel. including the 
interruption of economic and military relations with 
Israel.~ 

At the 2245th meeting. the representative of Pakistan 
indicated that the Islamic Conference had decided to 
seek ;L meeting of the Council to discuss the further 
deterioration of the situation regarding Jerusalem due to 
the formal annexation of the city by act of the Israeli 
parliament. He recalled Council resolution 476 (1980) 
and urged the Council members to take decisive action 
through the imposition of economic and military sanc- 
tions under Chapter VII against Israel.“” 

The representative of Tunisia echoed in unequivocal 
terms the demand of the representative of Pakistan for 
stern measures by the Council and added that the 35 
sponsors of draft resolution S/14106 considered thcm- 
selves duty-bound to put the text before the members, 
but not to call for an immediate vote so that the draft 
could be ensured of the widest possible support.W 

Prior to the vote, the representative of the German 
Democratic Republic stated that in view of the severe 
worsening of the situation regarding Jerusalem his 
delegation had been ready fully to support the 35-Power 
draft resolution (S/14106), but was willing to vote for 
the second draft (S/l41 13) as the minimum of what the 
Council should do, because Ihe Islamic Conference 
viewed this resolution as a further step towards urging 
Israel to comply with United Nations decisions.“P 

The Secretary of Slate of the United States suggested 
th;\r ;I common vision of Jerusalem’s future should bc 
rcalircd in the framework of negotiations for a compre- 
hensive pcacc in the Middle Easr. not by unilateral 
actions or attempts to impose sanctions against Israel 
under Chapter VII. He pointed out rhat his Government 
was fully committed to the process begun with the 
Camp David Accords that was designed to lead to a 
final comprehensive peace agreement. He added that 

the draft resolution that had been elaborated in the 
course of consultations still was deficient in parts and 
that his Government had decided to abstain in the 
vote.4’0 

Then the President put the draft resolurion contained 
in document S/14 I I 3 to the vote; it was adopted by I4 
votes in favour, none against, with I abstention, as 
resolution 478 (1980).“’ It reads as follows: 

Thr Srcwrr~~ Councrl. 

Rrcollrng 11s rcsolutmn 476 (I 980). 

Rrujlirmrng ogoin thar the acquirilion of territory by force is 
~nadmirsible. 

Dcrply r~>nc?mcd over the enactment of a “basic law” I” the Israeli 
Kncsbc! pralalming a chdngc in the character and status of the Holy 
Clly of Jcruralcm. with 11s impllcallons for peace rind sccur~ty. 

Nofrng Ihal Israel hat no1 compllcd with rerolu~~on 476 (1980). 

Rro/jirming iIs dctcrminallon IO caamine pracllcal ways and 
mcanr. in accord;lncc with the relevant provlsions of the Charter of 
the Unikd Nalidns. LU scsurc the full implcmcn~atlon of its resolution 
476 (1980). m the event of non-compllrncc by Israel. 

I. Ccnrurrr In the ~~rongcs~ terms Ihe enaclmcnl by Israel of Ihe 
“basic law” on Jerusalem and the rcfural IO comply with relevanl 
Security Council rcsoturions; 

2 Ajjirrnf lhal the enactment of Ihe “basic law” by Israel 
conslilutcs a v&lion of intcrnalional law and does not affect the 
concmucd applicalion of the Geneva Convcnlion relative (0 the 
Prokclion of Civitlan Persons in Time of War. of I2 Auausl 1949. in 
the Palcstmirn and other Arab terrirorics occupied sin& June 1967. 
including Jcrusatcm; 

3. fklrrminrs rhat all tcgislalivc and adminirlrative measures 
and actions taken by Israel. the occupymg Power. which have okred 
or purport 10 alkr the character and status of rhc Holy City of 
Jerusalem. and in particular (hc rcccm “basic law” on Jerusalem. are 
null and void and must bc rescinded forthwith; 

4 A/lirmr o/so th.11 this actIon consriluks a scrtous obstruclion 
IO achlcvlng a comprchcnstve. JUSI and lasting pcscc in the Middle 
liasr. 

5 fkcrdrr not lo recognize the “b;rw law” and such olhcr 
aciiuns by lsracl that. a\ a rcbult of this law, reck 10 alter the 
char.xkr And stalus of Jcru\slcm and calls upon’ 

(u) All Member S\dtch IO dcccp! this dcclslon; 

(h) Thohc St;llcs Ihat hnvc crlablishcd diplomatic missions al 
Jcru\alcm IO wilhdraw such mls\lons from the Holy City: 

6 Ktiyuc.irr the Sscrctar)-General lo repor IO the Sccurily 
Council on the implcmcnlation of Ihe presenl rcsolulion before I5 
November t 980. 

7 Dtxldrr IO remain seized of this serious situation. 

After the adoption of the resolution, a few delegates 
expressed satisfaction with the Council’s decision as 
appropriate response to Israel’s defiance.‘” 

Arab representatives deplored the muted quality Of 
the Council’s reaction 1u the worsening situation in 
Jerusalem,“’ whereas the representative of Israel an- 
nounced that his Government would ignore the appeal 
of the Council and continue to carry out the full 
integration of the city of Jerusalem within 1srael.474 

““lbld.. pare.. lOI. 
4.1 For the ~OIC. rbtd para 127. 
4’::b,,1 kralrzc. pa:r,. 1~6.152. and the United Kingdom, 

paras. IJI.IU. 
47%x. for example. rbtd. Jordan. paras. l%l68; also PLO, 

Dprab. 170195. See also Ihe shon statement by Egypt. Ibid.. m. 203- 
iotl 

4741brd.: Israel. parar 197.201 



hision of 26 November 1980 (2256th meeting): 
resolution 48 I (I 980) 

At its 2256th meeting on 26 November 1980, the 
Security Council included the report”’ of the Sccrctav- 
General on the United Nations Disengagement Force 
(UNDOF) for the period 24 May to 20 November 1980 
dated 20 November 1980 in its agenda. 

The report described the activities of UNDOF for the 
period from May to November 1980. The Secretary- 
General indicated that UNDOF had continued, with the 
co-operation of the parties, to perform its functions 
effectively and that the situation in the sector had 
remained quiet. 

Nevertheless, the Secretary-General warned that the 
situation in the Middle East as a whole continued to be 
potentially dangerous, unless and until a comprchcnsive 
settlement covering all aspects of the Middle Fast 
problem could be reached. In the existing circumstances 
the Secretary-General considered the continued prcs- 
cncc of UNDOF in the area to be essential. He 
therefore recommended that the Council extend the 
mandate of the Force for a further period of six months, 
until 31 May 1981, and pointed out that the Govern- 
ments concerned had given their assent. 

At the 2256th meeting, the President drew the 
attention of the Council members to a draft rcsoIution4’* 
which he immediately put to the vote. It was adopted by 
14 votes to none as resolution 48 I ( 1980); one member 
did not participate in the voting:” The resolution reads 
as follows: 

The Srruriry Council. 

Having conridrrrd rhc report of the Secretary-General on the 
United Nations Disengagement Observer Force. 

Deridcr: 

(a) To call upon the parties concerned to implement immcdiatcly 
Sccurily Council resolution 338 (1973); 

(b) To renew the mandate of the United Nations Disengagement 
Obrcncr Force for another period or SIX months. that IS. until 31 May 
1981; 

(c) To request the Secretary-General to submit al the end of this 
pcrlod a report on the developments m the sltualion and the measures 
taken to implement resolution 338 (1973). 

Following the adoption of the resolution, the Prcsi- 
dent, on behalf of the Council, made the following 
complementary statcment4’4 regarding resolution 48 I 
(1980): 

As is known. the report ol the Secretary-General on the United 
NatIons Disengagcmen~ Observer Force (S/14263) states in para- 
graph 27 that “dapttc the present quiet m the Israel-Syria SCC~O~. the 
situation in the Middle Easy as a whole commu~s to be potentially 
dangerous and is likely IO remain so unless ;Ind until a comprehensive 
~It~emenl covcrmg all aspects of the Mlddlc East problem can be 
reached”. This slatemen! of the Secretary-General reflects Ihe view of 
the Security Council 

“’ S/ I42hJ. OR, 3Jrh yr Sup/d Jur 01 I -/k~ I VXO. pp 45.47 
“e S/14269. adopted wthout change JI rcsulutwn JW I (1980) 
4nFor the vote. see 2256th mtg , para. 2. 
“‘For the slatemcnt. ibrd.. para. 3 

De&ion of 17 December I980 (2258th mcctinp): reso- 

lution 4113 ( 1980) 
At its 2258th meeting on 17 December IWO. the 

Security Council included the report”” of the Sccrctary- 
General on the United Nations Interim Force in I.cba- 
non (UNIFIL) for the period 13 June to I I December 
1980 dated 12 December 1980 in its agenda. 

The report contained an account of developments 
relating to the functioning of UNlFlL from June to 
December 1980. The Secretary-General indicated that. 
despite strenuous efforts at all levels during the period 
under review, UNIFIL had been prevented from making 
further progress towards implementing fully the objcc- 
tives of resolution 425 (197X). HC strcsscd th;\t IINIF’II 
could fulfil its mandate only if it bud the full <upport of 
all the parties concerned and that the situation in 
Southern Lebanon could not bc isolated from the 
extremely complex developments in the region. The 
search for a comprehensive, just and lasting settlcmcnt 
of the Middle East problem continued to be frustrated, 
affecting the circumstances in which UNIFIL had to 
function. The Secretary-General pointed out that during 
the period in question, the activities of armed elements, 
the dejiacro forces and IDF in and near the UNIFIL 
area of operation had continued and, in some cases, 
intensified. 

The Secretary-General reported that the Chief of 
Staff of the United Nations Truce Supervision Organi- 
zation in Palestine (UNTSO) had continued his efforts 
towards the reactivation of the Israel-Lebanon Mixed 
Armistice Commission in accordance with Security 
Council resolution 467 (1980), and that a first meeting 
had been convened under his chairmanship at UNIFIL 
headquarters at Naquoura on I December. Efforts 
continued to convene another meeting. 

Although UNlFlL had not been able fully to imple- 
ment its mandate, the Secretary-General recommended 
that its mandate be extended for another six months 
because he had no doubt that it was performing an 
indispensable service as a vital mechanism for conflict 
control in an extremely volatile situation. He indicated 
that the Government of Lebanon had agreed to the 
extension and urged all sides to make a determined 
effort to consolidate the UNIFIL area, in particular 
through removal of the five positions established there 
by the defucro forces and the two established by armed 
elements. 

At the 2258th meeting, the Council invited the 
rcpresentativcs of Israel and Lebanon to participate, 
without vote, in the discussion of the agenda item.m 
The President drew the attention of Council mcmbcrs to 
a draft resolution“’ which had been prepared in the 
course of consultations among the members. As agreed, 
the President immediately put the text to the vote: it 
was adopted by 12 votes in favour. none against. with 2 
abstentions, as resolution 483 (1980); one mcmkr did 



not participate in the voting.‘*’ The resolution reads as 
fol1ows: 

K~~<,//,,,~ ,I\ rc\olu~m\ 42s (197x1. 42t1 (l')JNl. 427 (19711). 434 
(1~7~). 444 (197~). 450 (1979). 459 (1979). 467 (l9NO) .lnd 474 

(19X0,. 

\{ar,ng ~rudtcd the rcpor~ of the Secrc\ary.(;cncral on the UniIcd 
hatIons lnterlm Force in Lebanon of I2 Dcccmbcr 1980. 

.\‘r~fing the ICIIC~ dated I5 December 1980 from the Permanent 
RcprcrcnIaIIvc of Lebanon to the SccrcIary-General, 

C‘onvincrd that the prcscnt situation has scrtous consequences for 
pc.vx and sccuriry in the Middle EasI, 

Rro/jirnring iIs call (or the strict respect for the territorial 
imcgriry. unity. sovcrcignly and polIIical independence of Lebanon 
wIthIn its inlcrnaIIonnlly recognized boundaries. 

I. Takrs nOfc of the report of the Secretary-General On the 
L,nIIcd NaIIons InIcrIm Force m Lebanon; 

2 0rw/rr IO renew Ihc mandale of the Force for a period of six 
months. Ih;II 1s. unIIl 19 June 1981. and rcItcraIcs its commiImcnt IO 
Ihc full ImplcmcnI.lIwn of Ihc mdndatc of Ihc Force lhroughoul IIS 

cnIIrc arc.3 ol upcr.Itwn up to Ihc InternatIonally rccognircd bounda. 
rx\, accordlnp IO Ihc terms of rcfcrcncc and guidelines as staled and 
cunflrmcd In Ihc approprIaIc SccurIIy Council resolutions. 

1 C’rrnImrndt the pcrformancc of the Force and rcitcralcs IIS 
Icrm\ III rclcrcncc a\ WI out In the rcporc or Ihc Sccrctsry-Gcncrdl of 
I9 M.+rch 1978 and approved by rcwluIion 426 (1978). in particular 

IhJI Ihc I rncc mu\I bc cnablcd IO functlon a\ an cfficicnl mllitdry 
un11. IhaI II murt cn)oy freedom of movcmcnl and communicatwn und 
oIhcr ~XI~IIIC\ ncccswry for Ihc performance of IIS (asks and that II 
mu\I conIInuc to bc able IO dlschargc 11s dutlcs according to the 
dbcrvc-mcnIIoncd Icrms of rcfcrcncc. including the right of self. 
dcfcncc. 

4 txprrtsrs lfr supporr for the Lebanese Govcrnmcnc in its 
efforts to slrcnglhcn IIS authorily. borh aI the cwilian and at the 
mllltary level. In Ihc zone of opcratIon ol the I-orcc. 

5 Commrnds the Secretary-General for his efforts to rcaclivatc 
the Israel-Lebanon MIxed ArmIstxc CornmIssion. takes note of the 
preparatory mecung Ihat was held on Monday, I December 1980, and 
calls on all parties IO continue such cfforis as are necessary for the 
IOIJI and unconditional implcmcntatIon of the General Armislicc 
Agreemen!. 

0 Rryurtrs the Secretary-General to Iakc the necessary mca- 
surcs IO InIcnsIfy dIscussIons among all the parIles concerned. SO that 
the Force may complcIc iI\ mandate, and IO report periodically on the 
rcwlts of his cfforIs IO Ihc Security Council, 

1 Hrajfrrnrr its dcIcrmInaIion. In Ihc event of continuing ob- 
\Iru\Iu>n of Ihc m.IndJlc ol Ihc Force. 10 examine practical ways and 
nw.In\ 111 \CL urc Iha lull Illlpl~lI,cnI.lIl~,lr 01 rcwlulmn 425 (19781 

I (~IIIWIII~ 111c .ttlol~tion of the rcsoluti~~n, the reprcsen- 
t.~t~vr 01’ I c~~;II~L~I~ rcl’ctrctl to hrs letter‘” dated I5 
Ihxc~~rbc~ IWO. in whtclr hc h;\d transmitted his 
t;cjvcrnmcnt’s views regardrnp the Secretary-General’s 
rcporl, and emphasized that I.cbanon wanted lo see 
several ishues taken up in a practical manner: these were 
the securrty, safety and freedom of movement of the 
personnel of the Force and of UNTSO; the complete 
withdrawal of Israel and full deployment of the Force in 
the tot:tl area of operation; the complete cessation of all 
hostile activities; and the reactivation of the Israel- 
I cbanon Mixed Armistice Commission. He hoped that 
resolution 483 (1980), just adopted, would be interprct- 
cd in the light of these expectations. His Government 
would no longer put much trust in UNIFIL if its 

extension again failed to bring the fulfilment of such 
practical needs.‘b’ 

A few members expressed appreciation for (he eontin- 
ued functioning of UNIFIL in Lebanon and stated in 

varying ways their strong wish to see the full implemen- 
tation of resolution 425 (1978) and the restoration of 
peace and sovereignty in the drea. 

B. TIME MIDDLE EAST PROBLEM INCLUDING 

THE PALESTINIAN QUESTIUN 

Decision of 26 January 1976 (1879th meeting): rejec- 
tion of six-Power draft resolution 
In its resolution 381 (1975) of 30 November 1975, 

extending the mandate of UNDOF. the Security Coun- 
cil had also decided “to reconvene on I2 January 1976, 
IO continue the debate on the Middle East problem 
including the Palestinian question, taking into account 
all relevant United Nations rcsoIutions.“4a’ 

In accordance with that decision, the Security Coun- 
cil, at its 1870th meeting on I2 January 1976, included 
the “Middle East problem including the Palestinian 
question” in its agenda .‘I( The Security Council consid- 
cred the issue at its 1870th to 1879th meetings from 12 
to 26 January 1976. During its consideration of this 
item, the Council decided to invite the representatives of 
Algeria, Bulgaria, Cuba, Czechoslovakia. Democratic 
Yemen, Egypt, German Democratic Republic, Guinea, 
Hungary, India, Iraq, Jordan, Kuwait, Mauritania, 
Morocco, Poland, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, Sudan, Syrian 
Arab Republic, Tunisia, United Arab Emirates, Yemen 
and Yugoslavia to participate, without vote, in the 
discussion of the question.“’ 

At the 1870th meeting, the President of the Council 
referred to the statement made by the President at the 
1856th meeting on 30 November 1975 following the 
adoption of resolution 381 (1975). in which he had 
expressed the understanding of the majority of the 
Council that when it convened on 12 January 1976, the 
representatives of the PLO would be invited to partici- 
pate in the debate. Based on that statement the 
President put forward the proposal that the represrnta- 
tive of the PLO be invited to participate in the current 
debate. pointing out that the proposal was not being 
made under rule 37 or rule 39 of the provisional rules of 
procedure. but that if it was adopted, the invitation 
would confer on the PLO the same rights of participa- 

a2258th mtg.. paras. 15-36. 
us Among IhOse rclevanI rcsoluIIons were General Assembly rcso 

lutions 3375 (XXX) entItled “InvIIation IO the Palcslmc Liberalion 
OrganIraIIon IO particlpaIc tn Ihc efforts for pcacc in Ihc MIddlc 
FJSI”. rcsoluIIon 3376 (XXX) cnIIIlcd “Question of Pdleslinc”, lcrcr 
U/IO rcqucsIIng the Council IU convdcr as won as powble PfIcr l 
January 1976 Ihc quotwn of the cxcrcIsc by Ihc Palcsrmian Oplc Of 
IheIr InalIcnablc righIs rccognlzcd In rcsoluIIon 3236 (XX X). and T  
rcsolulbon 341.1 (XXX) cncnlcd “The SItuaIIon In the MIddIe East”. 
tn,er a//p rcoueslmg Ihc Council IJ seek the ImplemcnIalIon of all 
rclcvant resolurlons aImed 31 csIabhshIng JUSI and lasImg pact in Ihc 
hl Iddlc East 

a For [he Jdoprwn of the qcndJ. see 1870th mIg . para. 12. 
‘1’ For dcI4IIs. ICC chapter III 



tion as were conferred when a Member State was 
invited to participate under rule 37.“” 

After an extended procedural debate with regard to 
this proposal focusing in particular on the issue whether 
or not the Council had decided at its 1856th meeting on 
30 November 1975 to invite the PLO to participate at 
the meeting on I2 January 1976,“’ the Council decided, 
by I I votes in favour to one against, with 3 absten- 
tions.‘“‘J to issue the invitation to the PLO. 

In opening the discussion, the representative of the 
PLO stated that the willingness of the Security Council 
specifically to consider the Palestinian question was a 
welcome sign for the Palestinians that there existed now 
profound and widespread understanding for their prc- 
dicamcnt. He submitted that had there not been a 
question of Palestine there would not have been what 
was mistakenly termed “the Middle East crisis”. He 
summarized the unfolding of the tragedy affecting the 
Palestinian people within the framework of the rcsolu- 
tions of the United Nations and the concepts underlying 
them. In his view the development since the disruption 
of the unity of Palestine was characterized by unjust 
resolutions and by resolutions which tried, sometimes 
partially, to relieve oppression and injustice and were 
never implemented. He pointed out that the decision of 
the PLO to resume the armed struggle in 1965 arose 
from its bitter recognition that the Palestinians could 
not expect to attain their goals merely through political 
options. 

He suggested that the inclusion of the question of 
Palestine in the agenda of the General Assembly 
following the aftermath of the war in October 1973 
resulted in the recognition by the international com- 
munity of the following basic facts: first, that the 
question of Palestine was the ceniral issue of the Middle 
East conflict; secondly, that peace in the Middle East 
was contingent upon the realization of the inalienable 
rights of the Palestinian people, beginning with their 
right to return, to self-determination and to sovereignty 
on their soil; thirdly, that the 1967 war was not a 
conflict over regional frontiers between the Arab States 
and Israel, but the inevitable result of the continued 
usurpation of Palestinian land and violation of Palestin- 
ian rights; and fourthly, that resolutions of the Arab 
Summit Conference in Rabat and General Assembly 
resolution 3237 (XXIX) confirmed the PLO as the 
representative of the Palestinian people. 

In conclusion, the representative of the PLO stressed 
that the Palestinian people wanted peace for themselves 
and for the Jews. that its struggle was directed against 
the Zionist movement, and that it appealed IO the 
Security Council to bring about forceful measures that 
would Promote the hopes of the Palestinian people for 
peace with justice for the whole East.*V’ 

At the 187lst meeting on I3 January 1976, the 
representative of Egypt stated that hi!, (iovcrnmcnt’s 
policy regarding the Palestinian question was puidcd by 
the following six clcmcnls: (I) l‘hc (‘ounc~l dcbaie 
should be focused primarily on the political ;Ispects of 
the Palestinian question, and the Council should resolve 
that peace in the Middle East must be based on the 
achievement by the Palestinian pcoplc of their nation:11 
rights. (2) Egypt called for the establishment of an 
independent Palestinian entity. (3) Egypt expected Isra- 
el’s complete withdrawal from all Arab territories 
occupied since 5 June 1967. (4) The Gcncva Pcacc 
Conference had not yet been given the chance to deal 
with the situation in the Middle East in a comprehensive 
and constructive way. (5) The Government of Egypt did 
not see the Council debate as an alternative but rather a 
prcrquisite to the Peace Conference which should be 
resumed with the participation of all parties concerned, 
including the PLO. (6) The Council should support the 
call for the reconvening of the Peace Conference and 
request the Secretary-General, the Soviet Union and the 
United States to issue the invitations.‘pz 

At the same meeting, the representative of the Syrian 
Arab Republic wclcomcd the new phase in the Council’s 
consideration of the Middle East problem as a whole. 
He hoped that this would be another step on the road to 
just and lasting peace in the area. He reiterated his 
Government’s view that resolution 242 ( 1967) did not 
supersede other United Nations resolutions adopted 
previously or subsequently on the Middle East issues 
and that therefore the search for solutions could not be 
restricted to the scope of that Council resolution; the 
Council itself had demonstrated the validity of his 
argument with the adoption of resolution 338 (1973). 
He then proceeded to review some General Assembly 
resolutions containing provisions of direct relevance to 
the Palestinian question and indicated that the Arab 
States were willing to talk about peace and its necessary 
rquircments and guarantees as soon as the two precon- 
ditions for peace, namely the total Israeli withdrawal 
from all occupied Arab territories and the recognition of 
the inalienable national rights of the Palestinian people, 
were put into implementation.‘v’ 

At the 1872nd meeting on I4 January 1976, the 
representative of France suggested that the components 
of an over-all settlement were obvious: (1) The Arab 
territories occupied by Israel since 1967 must be 
evacuated. (2) The rights of the Palestinian people to an 
independent homeland must be recognized. (3) The 
right of all States of the area to exist within frontiers 
which must be recognized, guaranteed and secured 
should be affirmed. Regarding the procedure to be 
followed in seeking a settlement, resolution 338 (1973) 
provided that a settlement could emerge only from 
genuine negotiations among the parties. The French 
Government believed that the Palestinians should be 
able to express their vtcus in those negotiations and 
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hoped that everything would be ready for the resump- 
tion of negotiations along those lines.‘p’ 

At the 1873rd meeting on 15 January 1976, the 
representative of the USSR pointed out that the politi- 
cal settlement in the Middle East entailed two key 
conditions: the withdrawal of Israeli troops from all the 
Arab territories occupied in 1967 and the satisfaction of 
the legitimate national rights of the Arab people of 
Palestine, including their inalienable right to create 
their own State. His Government remained convinced 
that a just and lasting peace could be achieved through 
implementation of the decisions of the Council and of 
the General Assembly on the Middle East. To facilitate 
this aim he again urged the resumption of the Geneva 
Peace Conference with the participation of all parties 
concerned, including the PLO.‘p’ 

At the same meeting, the representative of the United 
Kingdom proposed that the aims of the Council should 
be 10 assist the resumption of negotiations, with the 
participation in them of all the parties concerned, 10 
reaffirm the existing resolutions of the Council, in 
particular resolutions 242 (1967) and 338 (l973), 
setting out the framework of a lasting settlement, 10 
recognize the fundamental importance of the Palcstin- 
ian problem and to take account of the legitimate 
political rights of the Palestinian people.‘96 

At the 1876th meeting on 19 January 1976, the 
representative of the United States underlined the 
importance of resolutions 242 (1967) and 338 (1973) as 
the foundation and framework for the required negotiat- 
ing process which had already taken place and which, if 
continued, would offer hope for the future. He added 
that efforts to change the agreed basis for negotiations 
would not guarantee a solution or even progress and 
would not be worth the risk. Instead. he argued, the 
Council should refrain from endangering what had 
already been achieved and, having succeeded in cstab- 
lishing an agreed framework of procedure and principles 
for a settlement and in creating conditions for the 
establishment of the Geneva Conference as a forum in 
which the implementation of those could be negotiated. 
the <‘trunc~l should not now seek to prejudge the work of 
I hl ( ‘imfcrcncc.‘y’ 

At the sitme meeting. the representative of India 
btated that resolutions 242 (1967) and 338 (1973) had 
so far failed to bring about a just and lasting settlement 
because the Palestinian question had remained neglcct- 
cd tie expressed hope that the Council, in establishing 
:I sutt;lblc framework of principles and procedures for 
the scttlcment of the Middle East problem, would 
stipulate the national right of the Palestinian people to 
have a State of their own, without prejudice 10 the 
rlphts of the State of Israel.‘9” 

At the 1877th meeting on ?I January 1976, the 
rcprcscnt;ltlve of Algeria proposed that the Council 
should conzlder as non-negotiable the following three 

principles: first, that the Palestinian people was an 
interested party in Jny scll~emenl; secondly, (hat the 
PLO was the genuine representative of the Palestinian 
people; and thirdly, that as refugees the Palestinians had 
the right to return 10 their homes and 10 recover their 
properties and that as a people they enjoyed the right to 
self-determination as far as the delinition of their 
national future was concerned. These principles implied 
that the Council would have (0 expand the frameworh 
set out in resolution 242 (1967) in order to facilitate 
progress towards a solution acceptable 10 all parties.‘w 

At the 1879th meeting on 26 January 1976. following 
long and detailed deliberations during the previous nine 
meetings, the representative of Pakistan introduced a 
draft resolutionm sponsored by Benin, Guyana, Paki- 
stan, Panama, Romania and the United Republic of 
Tanzania. He indicated that the draft was the result of 
two weeks of informal consultations within groups of 
interested countries and between the sponsors and the 
remaining members of the Council. The draft did not 
reflect in full the position of any particular group or 
even of the sponsors, but offered a much wider constn- 
sus of views. The representative of Pakistan suggested 
that the exclusive focus on the framework contained in 
resolution 242 (1967) had so far hindered the Council in 
reviewing other proposals contained in more recent 
United Nations resolutions. He mentioned that the view 
of the Palestinian question as merely a refugees problem 
also was a shortcoming in that Council resolulion and 
expressed the hope that the Council members would be 
willing lo accept the reasoning underlying the draft 
resolution. 

He then described in some detail the provisions of the 
draft resolution under which the Security Council, in 
rhe preamble, convinced that the question of Palestine 
was the core of the conflict in the Middle East, would 
express its concern over the conrinuing deterioration of 
the situation in the Middle East. deeply deplore Israel’s 
persistence in its occupation of Arab territories and its 
refusal to implement the relevant United Nations reso- 
lutions, reaffirm the principle of inadmissibility of 
acquisition of territories by the threat or use of force, 
reaffirm further the necessity of the establishment of a 
JUSI and lasting peace in the region based on full respect 
for the Charter of the United Nations as well as for its 
resolutions concerning the problem of the Middle East 
including the question of Palestine, and, in the operative 
part. first, affirm (a) that the Palestinian people should 
be endbled to exercise its inalienable national right of 
self-determination, including the right to establish an 
independent State in Palestine in accordance with the 
Charter of the United Nations: (b) that the Palestinian 
refugees wishing to return to their homes and live at 
peace with their neighbours had the right 10 do so and 
(ho\e choosing not to return had the right to compcnsa- 
tlon for their property; (c) that Israel should withdraw 
from 311 the Arab territories occupied since June 1967; 
(d) th.it approprrate arrtingemenls should be established 



to guarantee, in accordance with the Chnrter, the 
sovereignly, territorial integrity and palrtic;tl indcpcn- 
dence of all States in the area and thcrr right to live in 
peace within secure and recognized boundaries; sccond- 
ly, decide that the provisions contained in par;tpraph I 
above should be taken fully into account in al1 intcrna- 
1ional efforts and conferences organized within the 
framework of the United Nations for the establishment 
of a just and lasting peace in the Middle East; thirdly, 
request the Secretary-General to take all the ncccssary 
steps as soon as possible for the implementation of the 
provisions of the present resolution and to report to the 
Security Council on the progress achieved; and fourthly. 
decide to convene within a period of six months to 
consider the report by the Secretary-General regarding 
the implementation of the present resolution, and in 
order to pursue its responsibilities regarding such implc- 
mentation.‘O’ 

The representative of the United Kingdom repeated 
his delegations’s commitment to the principles and 
provisions of resolutions 242 (1967) and 338 (1973) 
and, in order to restore the importance of those resolu- 
tions, proposed an amendment consisting of ;I new 
opcrativc paragraph which would have the Council 
reaffirm the principles and provisions of its resolutions 
242 (I 967) and 338 (1973) and declare that nothing in 
the foregoing provisions of the resolution superseded 
them.‘O? 

7 hc representative of Pakistan exprcbsed his astonish- 
ment that following the detailed consultations among 
Council members the representative of the United 
Kingdom now insisted on introducing this amendment. 
Since the step was completely unexpected, he asked that 
the meeting be suspended for one hour.‘O’ 

When the meeting was resumed two hours later, the 
President announced that the Council would proceed to 
vote first on the amendment presented by the delegation 
of the United Kingd0m.m 

Prior to the vote on the amendment, the representa- 
tive of the United States stated that his delegation 
would abstain on the amendment, as the draft resolution 
altered the rights, entitlements and expectations that the 
amendment sought to reaffirm.‘“’ 

Other statements prior to the vote on the amendment 
reflected the divergence of views ranging from full 
acceptance of the text to explicit rejection, as detcr- 
mined by the judgement whether resolutions 242 (I 967) 
and 338 (I 973) were crucial to the peace process or had 
become useless or a hindrance.‘” 

The amendment was then put to the vote, rcccivcd 4 
volts in I’;lvaur. ? apainsl, iId 9 abslentionc, ;tnd w;rs 
trot ;tdopted. hirvrng f.tilcd trr obt:ttrr 111~ rcttuirctl 
m;rjority.“” 

Then the draft resolution (S/l 1940) wits put to the 
vote ;\nd received 9 votes in f;tvour. one against. ;~nd .\ 
;tbstentidns; Chinn and the I.ibyan Ar;tb Republic did 
not p;trticip;ttc in the vote. Owing to the ncttirtivs vote ol 
a permanent member of the Council the dr;tft was not 
adopted.‘(‘” 

Following the vote, the Secretary-General stated that 
it was his duty to express the general and growing 
anxiety in the international community that stagnation 
and stalcmatc in the Middle East peace process could 
only lead to further frustration and violence and called 
upon all the parties concerned to persist in the efforts 
for peaceful settlement.“w 

Speaking in explanation of vote, the representative of 
the United States stated that after long and careful 
examination. his Government had decided that its 
responsibility to seek further progress towards an over- 
itI1 pcacc scttlcment in the Middle East required it. cvcn 
if it stood alone, to prc\crve the framework for ncgotia- 
tions c\t;tblishcd in resolutionr 242 (1967) and 338 
( I972).“” 

The reprcscntative of France said that his delegation 
viewed the draft as complementary to the Council’s 
resolutions 242 (1967) and 338 (1973) and therefore 
had voted in i1s favour. Despite the defeat of the draft, 
hc felt that the debate in the Council had been 
meaningful in that it implied the affirmation of the 
right of the Palestinian people to an independent 
State.“’ 

The representative of the USSR indicated that his 
delegation expressed its deepest regret that, because of 
the negative vote cast by the United States, the Council 
could not adopt the draft resolution on such an impor- 
tant question. The inalienable national rights of the 
Arab people of Palestine had been recognized by 
members of the Council and by many other Member 
States in the course of the Council’s deliberations. This 
position had been reflected to a considerable degree in 
the tc\t of the draft resolution 511 

The rcprcsentativc of the Syrian Arab Republic 
joined Council members in conveying his disappoint- 
mcn1 at the defeat of the draft resolution which, as hc 
cxpl;trned in some detail, offered a strong reaffirmation 
of the right of every people to self-determination and 
thus clear support for the right of the Palestinian people 
to establrsh an Independent State in its homeland, in 
conformrty with the Charter of the United Nations. He 
also f,rrlcd to comprehend how the United States and 
(ither Governments could reiuse to endorse the Charter 
prrncrple of the rnndmissibilrty of the acquisition of 

’ 



territory bj the threat or USC of force in the case of the 
occupied Arab territories. In view of this constellation 
he suggested Ihal the United Nations and its Secretary- 
(;cner;ll take up the task of cxtablishing a just and 
lasting peace in the region with the help of the 
uvcrwhelmlng majority of Member States.‘” 

C. REQUEST BY THE LIBYAN ARAB REPUBLIC AND 

PAKISTAN FOR CONSIDERATION OF THE SERIOUS 

SITUATION ARISING FROM RECENT DEVELOPMENTS 

IN ~tit OCCUPIED ARAB TERRITORIES 

Decision of 25 March 1976 (1899th meeting): rejection 
of five-Power draft resolution 

By leltcr”’ dated 19 March 1976, the representatives 
of the Libyan Arab Republic and Pakistan rquested an 
urgent meeting of the Security Council to consider the 
serious situation arising from recent developments in the 
occupied Arab territories. They pointed out that the 
situation continued to deteriorate in Jerusalem and 
other parts of the occupied West Bank and was 
becoming explosive. Under these circumstances, they 
called on the Security Council to take prompt and 
effective measures which would halt the deterioration of 
the situation and put an end to Israeli defiance of irs 
existing decisions on Jerusalem. They also rquested 
that representatives of the PLO be invited to participate 
in the debate as on previous occasions. 

At the 1893rd meeting on 22 March 1976, the 
Security Council included the letter in the agenda under 
the title “Request by the Libyan Arab Republic and 
Pakistan for consideration of the serious situation aris- 
ing from recent developmenrs in rhe occupied Arab 
territories” and considered the item during its 1893rd to 
1899th meetings from 22 lo 25 March 1976. 

During these meetings the Council decided to invite 
the representatives of Bangladesh, Egypt, India, Iraq, 
Israel, Jordan, Mauritani’a, Saudi Arabia, the Syrian 
Arab Republic, Tunisia, and Yugoslavia to participate, 
without vote, in the discussion of the question.“’ 

At the IH93rd meeting, the Council also decided, by 
volt. that the representatives of the PLO should be 
Invltcd IO p.rrllcip;lte in the dcbutc. in accordance with 
lhc Crbuncil’s past practice.“” 

hr rhc bepinning of the discussion of the question, the 
Prc\&nt drew the attention of the Council members to 
IWO Ictfers”’ dated I March and IS March 1976 

cont;iining Information regarding the I lulation of the 
sanctity of Al Aqsa Mosque in Jerusalem 

At the same mcclrng, the representallvc of the Libyan 
Arab Republic referred lo the call for an urgent meeting 
from the delegation of Pakistan and his own delegation 
as the situation in Jerusalem and other parts of the 
occupied West Bank continued to deteriorate. He men- 
tioned the detailed information about wi,lesplcad pro- 
tests against the occupation authorities by P~lcstinian~ 
in Jerusalem and other areas and large-scale arrests as 
well as other repressive measures ordered by the Israeli 
authorities. He also noted with appreciation the slate- 
merit of concern by the Secretary-General about these 
recent clashes which had resulted from the ruling of an 
Israeli magistrate on 28 January 1976 concerning 
prayer by Jews in the Al Aqsa Mosque in Jerusalem. 
The Israeli policy aimed at radically changing the 
cultural, religious, demographic and political status of 
the land and undermining the universal sacred character 
of the Holy City, in violation of Security Council and 
General Assembly resolutions. 

He warned that every time Israel defied the United 
Nations without receiving the appropriate response, the 
authority of the Organization was further eroded and 
demanded that the international community must take 
effective measures by imposing appropriate sanctions 
against Israel.“’ 

The representative of the PLO described in detail the 
measures of suppression lo thwart popular anger against 
the forces of occupation. He expressed the great appre- 
ciation of the Palestinians to the Secretary-General for 
his genuine concern, but added that he was confident in 
his assumption that the Council would utilize its powers 
under the Charter to deal with the situation in Palestine. 
He specifically urged that faced with the great variety 
of violations by the Israeli occupiers the Council would 
invoke its powers under Article 36 of the Charter or any 
other suitable Article, exercise its authority and seek a 
decisive, effective resolution in order to bring justice to 
the Palestinian people.‘19 

At the same meeting. the representative of Egypt 
expressed his alarm about the explosive situation in the 
occupied Arab territories created by Israel’s intransigent 
policy of perpetuating its control over those territories in 
violation of international law and international stan- 
dardh of civilized behaviour. He added that the Council 
could no longer acquiesce in the continuation of this 
illeg;~l occupation. lf Israel persisted in its policy of 
repression and coercion, it would be solely responsible 
for the disruption of the processes of peace. In view of 
the dangerous situation that Israel had created in the 
occupied territories. in flagrant breach of its legal 
obligations deriving from the norms of International la* 
and the Geneva Convention Relative 10 the Protection 
of Civilian Persons in Time uf War, of I2 August 1949. 
his Government believed that the Council should adopt 
a resolution calling for: the exercise b> the Palestinian 
people of the right to self-determination: the condemna- 



tion by the Council of Israel’s brutal and illegal actions 

in the occupied territories; and the taking of immediate 
and effective steps with a view IO putting an end IO these 
violations and to rescinding all previous measures taken 
by the occupation authorities in Jerusalem and in the 
West Bank.‘*O 

At the 1894th meeting on 22 March 1976. the 
representative of the Syrian Arab Republic expressed 
the viewpoint that Israel’s occupation of Arab territories 
not only was a flagrant violation of the United Nations 
Charter and the Universal Declaration on Human 
Rights but also constituted a continued act of aggression 
according to the deftnition of aggression adopted by 
General Assembly resolution 3314 (XXIX). The right 
of the Palestinians to resist the Israeli occupation with 
all means at their disposal was legitimate under the 
Charter and international law. He called upon the 
Security Council to adopt the necessary measures IO put 
an end to Israel’s violations of the human and national 
rights of the Arab population in the occupied territories. 
Israel’s persistent violations and repressive measures 
against the Arab inhabitants could be terminated only 
with the complete withdrawal of the Israeli occupation 
forces from the West Bank, the Gaza Strip and the rest 
of the occupied Arab territories.‘ll 

At the same meeting, the representative of Israel 
criticized the invitation to the PLO to participate in the 
Council discussion as incompatible with the provisional 
rules of procedure as the PLO could not be seen as 
equal to a Member State of the United Nations. He also 
set out in detail his Government’s response to the 
accusations brought against Israel and stated that its 
cncmics had wilfully misrepresented the facts; while a 
Jerusalem magistrate had ruled that the penalties of the 
law could not be applied to some Jews praying in the 
vicinity of the Al Aqsa Mosque, the Government 
continued to enforce the law that restricted the access of 
non-Moslems to that Holy Site of Islam. He therefore 
rejected the charges against his Government as mali- 
cious and unwarranted.“2 

The representative of Yugoslavia called upon the 
Council to condemn Israel for the acts perpetuated by it 
recently in the occupied territories and with regard to 
the civilian population; the Council should further 
demand that Israel put a stop immediately to the 
oppression of the civilian Arab and Palestinian popula- 
tion by its occupation forces, that it desist from mass 
arrests, curfews, administrative detention and trials by 
military courts, from the persecution of intellectuals, 
collective punishments. destruction of houses, forcible 
transfers of population and closing down of stores and 
commercial establishments. The Council should also 
condemn the Israeli policy of the establishment of any 
settlements in the occupied territories ‘~1 

At the 1895th meeting on 23 March 1976, the 
rwcsentatiw of the USSR stated th;tt :I u hole series of 

completely impermissible actions by the Israeli occupa- 
tion forces had aroused mass protests by the Arab 
population. His delegation condemned the highly arbi- 
trary acts against the Arabs in the occupied tsrritorics 
and considered that an end should be put to such acts 
once and for all. Israel should be compelled to rcspcct 
the appropriate decisions of the Security Council and 
the General Assembly and to withdraw its troops from 
all the Arab territories occupied since 1967.“’ 

At the 1896th meeting on 23 March 197h, the 
rcprcscntativc of the United States WC~C~UINX~ rI\c cyrp\r- 

tunity to hear the rsprcscntativc of the 1’1.0, I)III 

cxpresscd his rrprct that the (‘ouncrl d\d 11\)t ;ultrc~c II\ 
its rules of prticdurc 111 invttmp lhc I’;rlrslinians. 
Regarding the issue under discussion, hc pomtcd out 
that for his Government the big question was the 
problem of the occupied territories uis-b-vis the right of 
Israel to be and to be secure IO which the Americans 
were strongly and deeply dedicated. He added that the 
United States rcmaincd committed to the irnplcmcnta- 
tion of the bargain embedded in resolution 242 (1967) 
providing for the withdrawal of Israeli forces in return 
for termination of all claims or states of belligerency 
and respect for an acknowledgement of the sovereignty, 
the territorial integrity and the political independence of 
every State in the area and their right to live in peace 
within secure and recognized boundaries free from 
threats or acts of force. 

He took up the issue of the administration of the holy 
sites and suggested that the Government of Israel 
should abide by the standard contained in article 27 of 
the Fourth Geneva Convention Relative to the Protec- 
tion of Civilian Persons in Time of War. ic. prescrvc the 
religious practices as they were at the time the occupa- 
tion began, an attitude maintained by the Israeli 
Government. With regard to the status of lerusalem, 
the United States Government did not regard any of the 
unilateral measures, including expropriation of land or 
other administrative action, as anything other than 
interim and provisional and without effect for the final 
and permanent status of the city. The situation in the 
occupied territories should also be seen in the light of 
the appropriate standards of international law: the 
occupier had to maintain the territory as intact and 
unaltered as possible; substantial resettlement of the 
Israeli civilian population in occupied territories was 
illegal under article 49 of the fourth Geneva Convcn- 
tion. As far as prospective action of the Security 
Council was concerned, his delegation would apply three 
tests: First, would the facts and judgcments on which 
the draft resolution was based correspond to the actual 
situation’! Secondly, would the Councii’s action in 
practice advance the proper admlnistration of the arcas 
involved’? Thirdly, and most important of all. would the 
Council’s action help or hinder the peaceful settlement 
process for which resolutions 242 (1967) and 338 
( 1973) had established the framework?‘!’ 



Part II 195 _____---- - -I_- - .- -- --_. --- .--- 

/\t the 1899th meeting on 25 M;lrch 1976, the 
representative of Pakistan introduced a draft resolu- 
tion”b sponsored by the delegations of Guyana, Panama, 
the United Republic of Tanzania and his own dclega- 
(ion, which, rn the preambular part, would have the 
Council express deep concern at the 3crious situation 
which had arisen in the occupied Arab terrIturIcs as a 
rc\ult of continued occupation and at the measures 
taken by the Israeli authorities leading to the present 
grave situation, including measures aimed at changing 
the physical, cultural, demographic and religious char- 
acter of the occupied territories and, in particular, the 
city of Jerusalem, the establishment of Israeli settle- 
ments in the occupied territories and other violations of 
the human rights of the inhabitants of those territories, 
emphasize the inadmissibility of the acquisition of 
territory by war, recall and reaffirm the resolutions of 
the General Assembly and the Security Council calling 
upon Israel to rescind all measures already taken and to 
desist from taking any further action which would alter 
the status of the city of Jerusalem and the character of 
the occupied Arab territories. note that, notwithstanding 
the aforementioned resolutions, Israel persisted in its 
policy aimed at changing the physical, cultural, demo- 
graphic and religious character of the city of Jerusalem 
in particular, and reaffirm the urgent riced for cstablish- 
ing a just and lasting peace in the Middle East; under 
the operative part of the draft resolution, the Council 
would ( I ) deplore Israel’s failure to put a stop to actions 
and policies tending to change the status of the city of 
Jerusalem and to rescind mcaturcs already taken to that 
effect; (2) call on Icracl. pending the speedy termination 
of its occupation. to refrain from all measures against 
the Arab inhabitants of the occupied territories; (3) call 
on Israel to respect and uphold the inviolability of the 
Holy Places which were under its occupation and to 
desist from the expropriation of or encroachment upon 
Arab lands and property or the establishment of Israeli 
settlements thereon in the occupied Arab territories and 
to desist from all other actions and policies designed to 
change the legal status of the city of Jerusalem and to 
rescind measures already taken to rhat effect; and (4) 
decide to keep the situation under constant attention 
*II\I .I \ IN 10 mrctinp ;\g;\in should circums1anccs so 
~cqutrc 

‘I’hc rcprc>cnt;ltlvc of P;lkistan Indicated that in 
prcp;Irinp the dr.lft the sponsors had sought to accom- 
IN~.IIC the vIewpoints of the Council members and of 
~hc p.trtlc\ III order IL) cn\urc unanlmou\ approval of the 
rc\olrltlon ‘I hc spcJnhc)rs had ;rttclnplcd to formulate the 
pcncr;\l concern ;~bout wh;~t h;ld h,lppncd In Jerusalem 
.~ntl 111 I~C cu11p1ct1 tcrritoricx, hut If  .Iny delegation 
ulhhctl tk1 r;ti\c further quchtlon\ or make additional 
~II~K~~IILIII\. the \pon\orb !,tood rc;ldl 10 listen to them 
.lnd t&b :~cccpt them il’ ;rt all fc;lsible Phc sponsors were 
c~~nvlnccd th;lt ths draft resolution uould facilitate the 
pc;~~l‘ul \cttlcmcnt of the Middle I.,\\1 problem and 

would be very unhappy if it could not bc approved 
unanimously.‘1’ 

Speaking in explanation of vote, the representative of 
the United States indicated that his Government had 
carefully measured the draft resolution against the 
criteria put forward by him at an earlier meeting and 
had concluded that it failed lo meet them, especially 
because it reflected or implied judgcment which on 
balance did not correspond to the actual situation in the 
area. In his Government’s view Israel had admir:istercd 
the Holy Places in Jerusalem in a way that actively 
minimized tensions. As the United States was currently 
involved in an effort lo regain the momentum in the 
negotiating process, his Government felt that the draft 
before the Council would not facilitate the process of 
peaceful settlement and had decided to cast a negative 
vote.‘18 

AI the same meeting, the President put the draft 
resolution to the vote: it received 14 votes in favour and 
I against and failed of adoption. owing to the negative 
vote of a permanent member of the Council.5*q 

D. THE SITUATION IN mt OCCUPIED 
ARAB TERRITORIES 

Decision of 26 May 1976 (1922nd meeting): adjourn- 
mcnl 
By a letter dated 3 May 1976.‘j” the representative of 

Egypt requested an urgent meeting of the Council to 
consider the situation that had developed on the West 
Bank and in the Gaza Strip as a result of the policies 
and practices that were being applied in those territories 
by the Israeli authorities. He also requested that the 
representative of the Palestine Liberation Organization 
(PLO) be invited 10 participate in the debate. 

At the 1916th meeting on 4 May 1976. the Council 
included the letter from Egypt in its agenda, without 
objection,‘” and considered the matter at seven meet- 
ings held from 3 to 26 May 1976. Following the 
adoption of the agenda the Council decided, by vote, to 
invite the representative of the PLO, in accordance with 
the Council’s past practice, to participate in the debare. 
The representative of the PLO was then invited to take 
;I seat at the side of the Council chamber.“: Subse- 
quently the President invited the representatives of 
Israel and the PLO to take seats at the Council table.‘” 

In the course of the meeting. the representatives of 
Egypt, Isr;lcl. Jordan, Kuwait. Qatar. Saudi Arabia. 
Somalia. the Syrian Arab Republic and Semen were 
invited. at their request. IO participate in rhc debate 
without the right to vote. 



Opening the debate, the representative of Egypt said 
that since the Security Council’s last consideration of 
the question in March 1976,?” the situation in the 
c,ccupied Arab territories had dctcriorated further and 
further as a result of Israel’s adamant policy of contin- 
ued forceful occupation of those territories and its 
indiscriminate and repressive measures against the Arab 
population there. He cited press criticism of Israel for 
its practices and its expansion of Israeli settlements in 
those territories, often resulting in the displacement of 
the Arab populations from their land. He also criticized 
Israel’s human rights record in the territories, recalling 
the resolution!‘” adopted by the United Nations Com- 
mission on Human Rights on I3 February 1976, based 
on the reports of the Secretary-General and the Special 
Committee to Investigate Israeli Practices Involving the 
llumJn Rights of the Population of the Occupied 
Territories, deploring Israel’s violations of the inhabi- 
t,lnth’ human rights and condemning certain specific 
Israeli policies and practices in those territories. He 
strcsscd the unshakeable resolve of the Arab inhabitants 
of the occupied tcrritorics to regain their lands and 
doubted that Israel had the capacity to suppress those 
aspirations. In any search for a peaceful settlement of 
the Palestinian question, the indisputable position ol the 
PLO as the sole and legitimate representative of the 
Palestinian people, its success in that role, and the 
necessity for full recognition of its position by all the 
parties concerned would have to be taken into consider- 
ation.J)6 

At the 1917th meeting on 5 May 1976, the rcpresen- 
tative of the PLO said that the success of PLO 
candidates in the municipal elections conducted in the 
occupied territories in April 1976 by the Israeli authori- 
ties had sent a distressing message to Israel of the 
patriotism, solidarity and viability of the PLO. Unfortu- 
nately, that victory had only Served to inflame the 
Israelis and to harden the attitude of the Israeli 
Government against the interests of the Palestinians, so 
that the Government had accelerated the establishment 
of Jewish settlements and the displacement of Arab 
inhabitants in the occupied territories in keeping with 
the surreptitious Zionist design of eradicating all Arabs 
from the so-called land of Israel. He invited the Council 
lo bear in mind a number of fundamental points, 
namely: the continued occupation of the Arab territo- 
ries, the accompanying lsracli practices in those territo- 
ries. the establishment of Jewish settlements there, the 
violations of the Arabs’ human rights, and the disregard 
of the purposes and principles of the United Nations 
Charter by Israel.“’ 

The representative of Jordan said that the intransi- 
gence of Israel made it necessary for the Arab countries 
to resort to the Security Council frequently. Even 
though no effective measures appeared IO follow, it was 

important to keep the international community :\\‘\vIxY~ 
of the plight of the people in the occupied tcrrltorlc\. Ilc 
described recent developments on the WCSI B:~nk. 
including mass protests against the Israrll occupation 
He also drew particular attention to a reported “master 
plan” by which Israel intended to annex to JcrusJlem 
vast areas on the West Bank for Jewish scttlcmcnt and 
to affect the physical, demographic and cultural compo- 
sition of the Holy City to the detriment of the Arab 
sector, He appealed IO the Council to act immcdi;ltcly 
by prevailing upon Israel to respect hum:in right\. 10 
preserve the character of the occupied arcah. ;~nd. ;~hovc 
all, to end its occupation finally and irrcvcrsibly.“” 

The representative of the Syrian Ar;\b Rcpuhlic 
charged that there was growing ct)llabor;tt IOII hctwrcn 
Israel and South Afric;l, as evidenced I’rom 111~ o1’11~*1.11 
visit of the Prime Minister of South ATrlc;l IO I\r;lcl III 

April 1976, and that the two cuuntrics were pursuing 
similar racist policies. He emphasized that the contin- 
ued illegal occupation of the occupied territories by 
Israel was the root cause of the Middle East problem. 
He therefore urged that the Council condemn Israel’s 
repressive practices. demand an end to them, order a 
halt to any Jewish settlements in the occupied territories 
and instruct Israel to end its illegal occupation immedi- 
ately.“q 

The representative of Israel charged that the Security 
Council had become an international forum utilized at 
will by Arab countries, but that the Council did not deal 
equally with malpractices attributed to those Govern- 
ments. He mentioned a number of events in that 
connection, such as the civil strife in Lebanon involving 
Syria and the PLO, Egypt’s record of the treatment of 
its nationals and the harassment of civilians by the 
Jordanian authorities. He rejected the allegations of 
violations of human rights by Israel, pointing to the 
large number of people, including Arabs. who entcrcd 
the areas under Israeli administration either as tourists 
or for medical treatment. He defended the conduct of 
the recent elections on the West Bank which, despite the 
expected success of candidates hostile to Israel. had 
been a free and democratic exercise by Arabs under 
lsraeli administration. He also charged that despite the 
interim agreement of September 1975 between Egypt 
and Israel, and the subsequent disengagement agree- 
ments with Egypt and the Syrian Arab Republic, his 
Government’s efforts towards an end to hostilities in the 
Middle East had still elicited no response from the Arab 
countries. In his delegation’s view the complaint under 
discussion was a frivolous exercise unrelated to the crux 
of the matter, to wit the failure of the Arab countries to 
recognize Israel’s right of existence as an integral part 
of the Middle East. Hc affirmed his Government’s 
determination to continue its efforts in the search for 
peace.M 

The representative of Saud1 Arabia criticized as 
untenable Israel’s dogmatic stance of basing its claim to 
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a geographical homeland on the biblical myth of a gift 
from God. a dogma which, he said, was sustained 
through utilization of the mass media under Jewish 
influence. He predicted that in due course Israel’s 
adamant hold over Palestine would come to an end, and 
urged Israel to adapt its attitudcb towards a peaceful 
change so as to gain acceptance in the arca by the Arab 
world.‘” 

The representative of the USSR emphasized the 
position of the PLO as the sole and legitimate represen- 
tative of the Palestinian people. He quoted from various 
official Soviet statements which pointed out that failure 
to solve the Middle East question had already led to 
four armed conflicts between Israel and the Arab 
States, and that another similar conflict could not be 
discounted. It was necessary to end the arms race in the 
Middle East. Three fundamental and related elements 
were required for a solution of the problem, namely: the 
withdrawal by Israel lo its pre-1967 borders, the 
restoration of Palestinian rights, including the right to 
create their own state, and institution of international 
guarantees for the security of all States in the area. To 
that end the Soviet Union favoured a resumption of the 
efforts under the aegis of the Geneva Conference in 
which the PLO would participate on an equal basis.“: 

The representative of China said that in China’s view, 
the question of the situation in the occupied Arab 
territories was an integral part of the whole Middle East 
problem, the solution to which wah hampered by the 
super-Power rivalry in the area. It was thcrcforc ncccs- 
sary to eliminate that rivalry and to prevail upon Israel 
IO withdraw from all the occupied Arab territories. 
objectives that could be achieved by promoting close 
unity among the Palestinian and other Arab people in 
their struggle.J4’ 

The representative of the Sudan dismissed Israel’s 
claims of humane administration and economic ad- 
vancement for the people in,the arcas under its occupa- 
tion, arguing that Israel regarded those areas as a 
supplementary market for its trade and a source of 
supply for unskilled labour. Similar claims of advance- 
ment for colonial peoples had been made by the colonial 
Powers. but in fact. the record of colonial history 
\hcJwcd I’orrign domination IO be an evil which retarded 
political and economic dcvclopment,“’ 

Speaker\ from other Arab States expressed similar 
vlewh regarding the Middle Fast problem ;LS ;I whole. 
They dcnounccd Israel’s practices in the occupied terra- 
torich ;\nd criticized Israel for i~ttemptinp to pl;ly down 
or even dlvcrt attention from thcx cornpl.lintx The! 

&ntil’icd. with varying deprcc3 of crnph.lsi\. the follow- 
111~ clc~lrcu~\ of the problem. the continued illeg;\l 

cxcupti~lll 01’ Ar;lb tcrrItorIc> b! I\r.lcl, I\r.lc’I’s est;lb- 
Il\hlncnt 111’ .lcuI\h scttlcm~ntlr III III~M tcrritoric\. 

Ixr;lcl’\ vltll.ltlon of the human right\ of the inh;lbit;lnt\ 

._ _- -- 

there, characterized by some as reminiscent of South 
Africa’s racial inJustice,. the status of the tfoly City of 
Jcrusalcm; and the rcstoratlon of the Palestinians’ 
rights, including the right IO return to their homes and 
to establish their own state. The speakers pointed out 
that solutions to the above elements of the problem had 
alrcudy been set out in various United Nations resolu- 
lion\. and that all that was needed was for the Securit) 
Council to find the means of enforcing the relevant 
dcci.sions They believed the Security Council to have 
the capacity in that regard and urged it to have the 
moral strength to do so.“’ 

The representative of Romania urged the Council to 
explore all possibilities and formulate a decision incor- 
porating a consensus of all the views expressed by the 
various speakers. For its part, Romania believed that no 
lasting peace for the area could ever bc obtained 
without finding a solution to the Palestinian problem 
and without the direct participation of the PLO in the 
search for such a solution.J4b 

The representative of Pakistan urged the Council to 
Initiate appropriate action along the lines already sug- 
gested to bring peace in the occupied territories and to 
resolve the Middle East problem on a permanent basis; 
otherwise the Council would find itself in the same 
situation as in March 1976.5” 

AI the beginning of the 1922nd meeting on 26 May 
1976, the President of the Security Council read out the 
following statement, which he had been authorized to 
make following his consultations with all members of 
the Council: 

The rcprc\cnt;rtivc of the l.ib\an Arab Republic said 
th,lt the %t.itemcnt just read by the President was 
In.idcquJtc in dealing ulth the central issue of the 
I’r,‘hlcrlr. n.lmel> the withdrawal of Israel from the 
o<Zupicd lerrilorie5. and added that Libya did not 
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accept the provisions of resolution 242 (1967) a~ a basis 
for a solution of the problem.“’ 

The representative of the United States said that his 
delegation had dissociated itself from the President’s 
statement of the view of the majority of the Council 
because while it contained much that his delegation 
could accept, it lacked the requisite balance. In parlicu- 
lar he criticized the failure to mention the rights 
accruing 10 Israel as the occupying Power, under the 
Geneva Convention, or to recognize the achievements of 
the Israeli administration in the occupied territories. 
Nevertheless aspects of Israeli policy. in particular the 
tslablishment of settlements, were increasingly a matter 
of conccrn.55o 

The representative of Israel criticized the decision of 
the Council and, referring to decisions of certain other 
United Nations organs or specialized agencies. com- 
plained that the international community did not under- 
stand the operation of natural justice in international 
relations. If  it were acting with honour and impartiality, 
the Council could not ignore the numerous acts of 
terrorism committed by PLO terrorists in Israel and in 
the occupied territories. He asserted that the failure to 
find a solurion 10 the problem lay with the divided Arab 
Stares themselves. Israel had accepted Security Council 
resolutions 242 (1967) and 338 (1973) as a basis for the 
negotiation of a solution to the Middle East problem.“’ 

The representative of Jordan replied that the 1967 
borders could not be the basis of peace without address- 
ing the question of the rights of the Palestinian peo- 
ple.5?: 

In the course of the meetings the repre!.cnl:~livcs of 
Bangladesh, Egypt, Indonesia. Israel. Jordan. Mauri- 
tania, Morocco, Nipcri;l. Saudi Arabin ;ind the Syri;in 
Arab Republic were invited at their request IO p;lrlici 

p;lte in the debate without the right IO volt “’ 
The representative of Egypt rcc:rllcd pcrtincnt 11:~ 

sages in the statement read WI by the Prcsidcnt ;II the 
1922nd meeting on 26 May l97h, ;ind ch:\rpcd th;lt 
instead of heeding the measures called for by :I majority 
of the Council in the staterncnt. Israel had ignored all 
those measures, and had in fact continued to work 
methodically and persistently against all the points 
contained in the statement. He also referred to other 
Security Council resolutions. such as resolution 298 
(1971) concerning the status of the city crf Jrrus,llcm 
and resolution 271 (1909) conccrnIng t hc 11*11! :\I +;\ 
Mosque, which he said lsracl had flouted. ;IS WCII as (\I 
the Israeli practices condemned by the General Assem- 
bly in its resolution of I5 December 1975.“’ He 
contended that Israeli policies in the occupied territories 
were based on well-studied and documented Govern- 
ment guidelines for the eventual annexation of those 
territories by Israel. In view of those dcvclopmcnts 
Egypt had decided lo come to the Security Council 
again in the hope that the Council would condemn those 
lsracli policies and declare them lo be a threat to peace 
and security.5’9 

In the absence of objection, the meeting was ad- 
journed. 

Decision of 11 November 1976 (1969th meeting): 
statement by the President on behalf of the members 
of the Security Council. * 
By a Ietter55’ dated 20 October 1976. the representa- 

tive of Egypt requested a meeting of the Council to 
discuss the situation in the occupied Arab territories 
resulting from repressive Israeli measures there. despite 
the action by the Council during the last series of 
meetings on the subject in May 1976. 

By another letter of the same date.‘” the represcnta- 
tive of Egypt requested that the rcprcsentative of rhe 
PLO be invited to participate in the debate. 

At the 1966th meeting on I November 1976, the 
Council included the letter from Egypt in its agenda, 
without objection,5” and considered the matter at four 
meetings held from I to I I November 1976. Following 
the adoption of the agenda at the 1966th meeting the 
Council decided, by vole. to invite the representative of 
the PLO, in accordance with the Council’s past practice, 
to participate in the debate.“0 

The representative of the PLO said that the situation 
in the occupied Arab lcrritories was deteriorating and 
that nothing had been done to prevent the recurrence of 
violence there or lo deal with the root cause of the 
problem. He charged that Israeli practices in Ihe 
occupied territories were a deliberate Government de- 
sign to demoralize and subjugate the Arab inhabitants 
and annex their land, while overlooking or treating with 
benign disinterest the wrongdoings of the Israeli rcsi- 
dents or visitors there.‘@ 

The representative of Jordan complained in particular 
about the events in Hebron. where the entire city 
population of 60,000 had been imprisoned for I6 days. 
As a result of the increasing construction of Israeli 
settlements in the occupied territories, thcrc would soon 
be nothing left of Security Council resolution 242 
(1967), which Israel was urging Arab States to heed. 
He staled two prerequisites for a just peace: the prompt 
withdrawal by Israel from all occupied Arab territories 
and resloration of the legitimate national rights for the 
Palestinians.‘*’ 

The representative of the Syrian Arab Republic 
charged that in preparation for the annexation of the 
occupied Arab lands, Israel contemplated getting rid of 
as many Arabs as possible through expulsions, harass- 
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mcnt and persecution. He therefore appealed to the 
Council to invoke the powers available to it under the 
Charter so as to defuse the explosive situation in the 
Middle East .‘62 

The representative of Israel rejected characterization 
of the situation in the occupied territories as dangerous 
and explosive, and said that there had been no blood- 
shed at all in Israel or in the territories under Israeli 
administration. Actually it was in Lebanon that carnage 
was taking place, about which the Security Council was 
doing absolutely nothing. He concluded that the Coun- 
cil’s convocation at the request of Egypt was unjustified, 
and wondered how long it would be willing to let itself 
be used in that way. In defending his Government’s 
policies in the occupied territories, he said that with 
regard to the Holy Places lsracl would continue to 
adhere strictly to the fundamental principle of free 
access to those places by all believers. Contrary to the 
allegations of previous Arab speakers, Israeli authorities 
were fostering harmonious religious relations among all 
the residents in the territories and economic and social 
gains had accrued to the inhabitants in the occupied 
territories since they had come under Israeli administra- 
tion. Rather than engaging in sterile debates it would bc 
more profitable for the parties concerned to engage in 
direct negotiations, as called for in Security Council 
resolution 338 (1973), provided that the other parties 
recognized Israel’s right to exist as an integral part of 
the region.‘b’ 

The representative of the USSR said that, since the 
representative of Israel had brought up the situation in 
Lebanon, it was worth noting that, according to a recent 
routine report of the Chief of Staff of the United 
Nations Truce Supervision Organization (UNTSO),‘M 
Israel had contributed to the chaos there by violating 
Lebanese airspace with its aircraft, territorial waters 
with its warships and militarily occupying positions on 
Lebanese territory.36’ , 

At the 1968th meeting on 9 November 1976, the 
representative of the USSR stated that the situation in 
the occupied Arab territories resulted from Israel’s 
continued occupation of those territories, a situation 
which was indicative of Israel’s design to annex them. 
llc rr;lffirnlcd th;lt. in the view of the Soviet Union, the 
ot~lv w.1)’ I(I ,I J~SI ;lnd l;lrtlng pcacr was through 8 

rr\uInp(lcur of the (;encv;r Pcnw (‘onferencc on the 
M~ddlc I,;I\I. the Soviet Ilnion W;IS rc;ldy to extend its 
cffortr IO that end.jM 

Iluring the course of the debate a number of other 
apeakcrs appealed, in various terms, for firm action by 
the Security Council to adopt appropriate measures to 
ensure compliance with the relevant United Nations 
rcsolutlons ‘h’ 
- 

At the 1969th meeting on I I November 1976, the 
representative of China said thdt his Government con- 
demned Israeli practices in the occupied territories and 
deeply sympathized with the plight of the people in 
those territories. He reiterated his Government’s firm 
support for the Palestinian and other Arab people in 
their struggle against Israeli Zionism and against big- 
Power machinations in the area.W 

The representative of Romania expressed his Govern- 
ment’s conviction that since no solution to the Middle 
East problem could be achieved without resolution of 
the Palestinian question, it was imperative to resume the 
Geneva Conference on the Middle East and to ensure 
that the interests of the Palestinian people were rcprc- 
sented there by the PLO. In that connection he cx- 
pressed his Government’s belief that the United h’a- 
tions, particularly the Security Council and the Secre- 
tary-General, must play an important role in the 
exercisc.‘bq 

In the course of the 1969th meeting the President of 
the Security Council, on authority of the members of 
the Council, read out the following statement, which he 
said had been agreed following his consultations with all 
of them: 

hc a rc~ull of consulldtlons over which I presided with all mcmkrs 
or ihc Councd. I am authorlxd as President IO make the rollowmg 
sldlrmcnl on behalf of Ihe Council 

Followmg the request submitted by Egypt on 20 October 1976, Ihc 
Sccun~y Council held four mcctmgs between I and I I hovcmber IO 
consider the struation in the occuprcd Arab tcrritorrcs. with the 
participation of the representative of the Palestine LiberalIon Organi- 
zalron. After consulting all the mcmbcn. the Prcsrdenl of the Council 
SLBICS that the Council has agreed: 

I. To express its grave anxiety and concern over the prcscnl 
serious situation in the occupied Arab lerlllorrcs ar a rcsuli of 
continued Israeli occupatron 

2. To reaffirm its call upon the Government of Israel IO ensure 
the safety. welfare and security of the inhabitants ol the tcrriloricc 
and IO lacillt.ttc the return of those InhabItants who have fled the 
areas ~ncc the outbreak of hostllrtles 

3. To rcalfirm that rhc GcnctJ Conventron rcld~~vc IO the 
Protcclmn of C‘lvilian Pcr\ons rn Trme of War IS applrcdblc lu the 
Ar,~b lcrrilorx\ occupied by I\racl srnc‘c 1967 Thcreforc. the wcup!- 
ing Power 15 called upon once agaIn IO comply s~rrc~ly wilh lhc 
provt*rona of th.11 Convcntlon and IO rcfraln from an) measure rhll 
VIOI.IIC~ them In tlua rc#ard. Ihc measures t,skcn b! Israel in the 
t~~~trpzd Arr.lb Icrrl!orlc\ whrch al~cr rhclr demogrJph!i comp.xlrron 
,)r ,tc,,fir.lphrc.ll chrrxtcr. ;Ind rn y~r~~cul.rr the csrJbllshmcnl of 
~11Icmcr11~. arc strongI) dcplorcd Such mcasurcb. whtch hdvc no lcg.tl 
~.IIIJII~ and c.tnnot prejudge the ou::3me of the efforts IO achtebc 
pc.lic. c‘onrtllutc an ob>taclc to pc.~cc 

4 To consrdcr once more lhar I’. lcerslalivc and admmrstratlvc 
mcJsurcs and acttons taken b) I,rAcl. r,cludlng crpropr~al~ofl of land 
and propcrlx> thereon and the rran\. rt: of populaironl. uhrch tend IO 

change the Icgrl slatus of Jcru~alcn;. arc tnvalld and c;lnflol chdngc 
IhJt stdtus. and urgentI> IO cdl1 ups 1~x1 once more IO rescind all 
such mcdsurcb aIreddy taken and IO CC(ISI lorrhwlth from takrng an) 
furlher ac,ron uhrch lends IL> change :!x s~tus OC Jerusalem In thl\ 
conn~cilon. ihe Council dcplorcs the Carlurc of Isr~cl lo show an) 
regard for SCCWIIY Councd re~lut~c‘r~ 237 (19h7) ol 14 June 1967. 
252 (196x1 d :I hia\ l9bX And Y? 49711 of 25 Scprcmbcr 1971 
and (icncrdl Asscn~bly’rc\olu~~on\ 2:‘: 1ES.V) and 2’5-4 (ES-V) Of J 
and I4 Jul) 1967 



(. TO rmognl~c that an! act of profnnarlon of rhc ttoly t%Kcs. 
rcl,glou~ bulldings and sites or an) t?Wuragc~Cnl uf. or COnnl~JnCC 

a,. any such act may scriowly endanger lnlcrnalional pence and 

sccurll) 
The Council decides to keep the silualion under constant allenlion 

with a vicu 10 meeting again should circumslanccs rcquire.s’O 

Following the President’s statement, the representa- 
tive of the United States said that his delegation took 
exception to some of the criticisms levelled against 
Israel during the debate, particularly those regarding 
access to the holy sites. With regard to the central 
problem of the Middle East, he said that a satisfactory 
solution could be obtained only through negotiations for 
a just and lasting peace in accordance with Security 
Council resolutions 242 (1967) and 338 (1973). On its 
part the United States vowed to stand by its previous 
commitments regarding those resolutions.“’ 

The representative of Israel said that his delegation 
rejected the statement just read by the President as it 
was biased against Israel. particularly in its failure to 
condemn equally Arab defilement of the Israeli Holy 
Scrolls of Law; its disregard of the salient provisions of 
Security Council resolutions 242 (1967) and 338 
(1973), and its failure to address the central issue of the 
unwillingness of the Arab States to sit down and 
negotiate with Israel directly.“’ 

Decision of 22 March I979 (2 134th meeting): resolution 
446 (1979) 

By a letter dated 23 February 1979”’ addressed to 
the President of the Security Council, the representative 
of Jordan requested a meeting of the Council to 
consider the status of the city of Jerusalem and the 
Israeli policy and practice of settlements and coloniza- 
tion in the rest of the occupied Arab territorics.5’4 

At the 2123rd meeting on 9 March 1979, the Council 
included the letter from Jordan in its agenda without 
objection,5:’ and considered the matter at eight meetings 
held between 9 and 22 March 1979. At the same 
meeting the Council decided, by vote, to invite the 
representative of the PLO, in accordance with the 
Council’s past practice, to participate in the dcbatc.r’b 
Also at the same meeting the Council decided to extend 
an invitation under rule 39, at his request, to the 
Vice-Chairman of the Committee on the Exercise of the 
Inalienable Rights of the Palestinian People.“’ 

In the course of the meetings the representatives of 
Democratic Kampuchea, Egypt, German Democratic 

)‘O 1969th mlg , para 41 
“’ lbrd, parac 42-47 
“: lbrd paras. 67-8 I 
“‘9131 15. OR. Jlrh II. SuppI /or Jon -Mrrrch 1~7~. p. iJf, 
“’ kc also letter dated 2 Clarch 1979 addrcsxd IU the President of 

Ihe Sccurlty Counctl b) the Aclmg Ch.tlrmAn of the Commrllee on 
the t?xcrcl\c of the InallcnJblc Rlghrs of Ihe Pale\llnian people 
(S!IJI32.ihrJ.p 95) 

Republic, tlungary, India. Indonesia, Ir;rrr, Ir;rq, Isr;rcl. 
Jordan, Lebanon. Mauritania. I’i\kIsI;ln. C).II;II'. HOIII;I. 

nia, Saudi Arabia, Senegal. Somalia. Sud;rn. Syri;rn 
Arab Republic, Tunisia. Turkey. llhr;rrni;rn Soviet So- 
cialist Republic. Vict Nam. Ycmcn and Yugosl:rvi;r 
were invited, at their request, to partrcip;rtc in the 
debate without the right to vote.“’ 

At the 2123rd meeting the rcprcsentativc of Jordan 
distributed to members of the Council maps and accom- 
panying notes”’ indicating what he termed :I terrifying 
record of the continuing establishment of Israeli sc~tlr- 
ments in the occupied territories. thcrcby usurping 
slowly but delibcratcly more and more of whatever was 
left of the Palestinian lands, in flitgrant disregard ol 
Security Council resolulions 242 (1967) ;~ntl 318 
(1973). The Council was f:rccd with tlrc ~IIC~IOII 01' 11~ 
continued existence of the Palestinians :IS ;I pwplc ;rnd 
of their lands as a homeland, since, hc stated, the lsracli 
occupation authorities had so far confiscated Arab land 
amounting to about 29 per cent of the enlire West 
Bank.“O He then described as pretexts the arguments 
which the Israelis used as justification for such usurpa- 
tion and gave a detailed account of the location and 
methods used by the Israelis in that exercise. In addition 
he alleged that Israel had started an intensive cxploita- 
tion of water resources on the West Bank partly to cater 
to the needs of the increasing population in Israel, and 
partly to deprive the Arab population in the occupied 
territories of a vital element of subsistence and thereby 
force them to vacate their lands. With regard to the 
Holy City of Jerusalem he said that the Israeli authori- 
ties were pursuing policies with a similar purpose in 
mind, turning Arab areas into uninhabitable slums and 
taking over Arab places of worship or else harassing 
Arab worshippers there. The representative of Jordan 
appealed to the Council to impose a moratorium on any 
further construction of Israeli settlements in the occu- 
pied territories and ensure Israel’s compliance therc- 
with; send a Security Council commission of inquiry IO 

the area for an on-the-spot investigation into the com- 
plaints brought to the Council; and, in the cvcnt that the 
complaints should be confirmed by the commission, 
exercise its powers under the Charter, including Chap- 
ter VII. to ensure compliance.‘” 

The representative of Israel rejected the statement by 
the representative of Jordan as being full of inaccuracies 
and instead asserted Israel’s commitment to peace by 
pointing to the Camp David agreement of September 
1978, worked out during negotiations which Jordan had 
refused an invitation to join. Jordan’s request for a 
meeting was therefore mischievous and obstructive to 
the course of international peace.5n: 
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The representative of the PLO referred IO the draft 
resolution presented to the Council in March 1976.“’ 
vetoed by the United States at the 1899th meeting, and 
said that action had encouraged Israel’s intransigence. 
as did the enormous American financial assistance to 
that country. Using the map distributed by the represen- 
tative of Jordan he gave further details of the Israeli 
practices and intentions regarding settlements and the 
effect they were having on the Arab populations in the 
occupied territories. The representative of the PLO said 
that the Camp David agreement would, in effect, leave 
Israeli military authorities in control of the occupied 
territories and was therefore unacceptable. Instead the 
PLO would continue to rely only on the formulas set out 
in the various relevant resolutions of the Security 
Council and the General Assembly, failing which the 
Palestinian people would resort to all legitimate means, 
including the use of force, to resist their elimination.“’ 

Other Arab representatives charged that Israel had 
ignored the actions by the Security Council, the General 
Assembly and other international bodies regarding its 
occupation of the Arab territories. Nevertheless, they 
would continue to advocate eventual termination of 
Israeli occupation of all the territories, including Jerusa- 
lem. which must be preserved as a multi-communal and 
international Holy City, and the restoration to the 
Palestinian people of all their inalienable rights. They 
protested Israel’s reported intention to make Jerusalem 
its capital as well as its diversion to its own benefit of 
the economic assets of the territories and abuse of the 
inhabitants, and supported Jordan’s request for a Secur- 
ity Council commission of inquiry.“> 

The Vice-Chairman of the Committee on the Exercise 
of the Inalienable Rights of the Palestinian People said 
that the Arab complaints brought to the Council on the 
present and previous occasions were similar to com- 
plaints against Israel received by that Committee. The 
Committee considered that a just and lasting peace in 
the region could be achieved only with a solution to the 
Palestinian question, including the right of the Palestin- 
ian people to return and their right to independence and 
sovereignty in Palestine, and that, accordingly, no other 
agreements purporting to promote such peace could be 
tcn.thlr irutsidc the framework of the rclevunt rcsolu- 
II~U\S :III(\ (‘h:irtcr of the Ilnited N;itions “IL 

The rcprcscnt;itives of other Islamic countries noted 
that the qucstron of Jerusalem touched the most chcr- 
iahed sensibilirtes of millions of religious adherents in 
the world and called for the restoration of Arab 
sovereignty over Jerusalem.“’ 

‘1’11~ rcprc\cnt;ttive of Bolivi;t said that while his 
countrv li.ul opened 1t5 doors IO nr.inv Jews fleeing from 
Nit/i (icrrminy. II was opposed to tcrritori;II conquest. 

His delegation therefore appealed to the Council to 
undertake appropriate remedial action. including that 
which would restore and maintain the status of the Holy 
City of Jerusalem.“” 

The representative of Yugoslavia stated that the 
international community was justifted in its indignation 
at Israel’s attempts to dispossess the Arab inhabitants in 
the occupied territories and to change the character of 
the city of Jerusalem. It was up to the Security Council 
to institute the requisite measures to that end.‘jq 

At the 2125th meeting on I3 March 1979. the 
representative of Israel complained that the Council was 
biased in responding to issues raised before it by the 
Arab States while consistently ignoring Israel’s com- 
plaints. The current deliberations by the Council had 
nothing to do with the realities of the situation. Instead. 
the timing of the Council’s meeting was intended to 
frustrate the ongoing peace efforts, as highlighted by 
the visit to the Middle East of the President of the 
United States. In defence of the lsraeli settlements 
programme he argued that some of the settlements 
complained about had existed in the West Bank for 
centuries. Furthermore, in view of the Arab States’ 
rejections of peace with Israel, the establishment of the 
settlements was necessary for Israel’s security purposes. 
With regard to Jerusalem he said that Israel‘s Policy 
was based on its law on Protection of Holy Places of 
June 1967. when the city was reunited, which guaran- 
teed unrestricted access to members of all faiths. He 
also pointed to political and economic advances which 
he said the Arab inhabitants had achieved in the 
occupied territories since they had come under Israeli 
administration.3P0 

The representative of India said that Israel’s declared 
rationale for its practices in the occupied territories had 
no justification in law and must therefore be regarded as 
a flagrant violation of the fourth Geneva Convention of 
1949. Thus. the United Nations, especially the Security 
Council, had a clear duty to redress the situation.‘9t 

At the 2126th meeting on I4 March 1979. the 
representative of Jordan responded to Israel’s accusation 
regarding Jordan’s refusal to join the Camp David 
process, and pointed out that his Government rejected 
both the procedure and substantive results of those 
talks The premises upon which the exercise was based 
fell short of what Jordan considered to be correct and 
necessary, namely: assurance of the eventual self-deter- 
mination and sovereignty of the Palestinian people; 
prospects for a comprehensive settlement that would at 
once solve the issues of the occupation of Arab lerrilo- 

rles ;lnd Palestinian sovereignty: and assurance against 
fragmentation of the problem Unfortunately. he said. 
the failure to observe those guidelines meant that the 
United States had already taken sides with Egypt and 
Israel, and Jor&in could not commit itself blindly to a 
process wtthout a clear idea of the expected result of 
that process.“’ 
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Many other speakers who participated in the dcbatc’v’ 
identified the central issues of the Middle East problem 
as the question of the Palestinian people. the continued 
occupation of Arab territories by Israel, the cstablish- 
mcnt of Israeli settlements in those territories and the 
status of the City of Jerusalem. They cautioned that 
failure by the Council to deal with those issues squarely 
would leave the Middle East in a state of constant 
threat to international peace and security. Many of 
them criticized the Camp David process principally on 
account of its failure to address those issues comprehen- 
sively. The representatives from Arab States in particu- 
lar denounced the Camp David accord, citing its 
rejection by the Arab Summit Conference held in 
Baghdad in November 1978. 

.\t the 2127th meeting on 15 hlarch 1979, the 
representative of the USSR reviewed Israel’s record of 
disregard for the decisions of the United Nations and, 
within the context of the Camp David arrangcmcnts, 
said that the so-called autonomy for the people of Ga7a 
and the West Bank was a sham. Moreover. he pointed 
out, no scparatc agrccmcnt purporting to promote 
Palestinian interests could have any juridical validity 
without the full participation by the lawful representa- 
tives of the Palestinian people. Consequently. his delcga- 
tion supported the demands and measures against Israel 
advocated in the Security Council by Arab and other 
States.‘” 

At the 2128th meeting on I6 March 1979, the 
representative of China reiterated his Government’s 
position that the Israeli-occupied territories formed an 
inseparable part of the Middle East problem and 
decried the fact that prospects for any solution to that 
problem were hampered by the super-Power rivalry and 
intervention in the region.5P’ 

At the same meeting, the representative of Kuwait 
introduced a draft resolution &sponsored by Bangla- 
desh, Kuwait, Nigeria and Zambia.‘Pb He explained the 
principal provisions of the draft resolution. which hc 
said did not go beyond what had already been stated 
and reaffirmed in previous resolutions. tic cmpharizcd 
the urgency of the matter by pointing out that if the 
resolution were adopted, the proposed commission 
would be obliged to report to the Council by the end of 
May 1 979.‘p’ 

At the 213lst meeting on 19 March 1979, the 
representative of Norway said that his Government felt 
that, all things considered. only a settlement which 
recognized Israel’s right to exist within secure and 
recognized boundaries and assured the legitimate na- 
tional rights of the Palestinian people could bring a just 

and lasting peace to the Mlddlc ItaSt. I‘hc provisions 
and objectives of the Camp D;lvid agrccmcnt. if careful- 
ly implcmcntcd, provided an initial step tow:trcls such ;I 
comprehensive solution.‘“” 

The representative of Israel rclcctcd the :lllcg;~tions 
that Israel was plundering the water rcsourccs in the 
occupied territories for its own use. and pointed out 
that, in fact, it was Israel which supplied water IO the 
Arab towns during shortfalls thcrc. He also denied the 
applicability of the Geneva Convention of 1949 to 
Israel’s administration in the West Bank and Gaza. and 
he quoted leading international legal sourc‘cs to prove 
that point. He urged the Council not to p~vc WAY to the 
opponents of peace, but to recopnizc the process under 
way towards the objective of pcac‘c. which W;I~ Lji\srd on 
the Council’s own resolution 242 (1967).‘” 

The representative of Jordan rcjcctcd Israel’s ;It- 
tempts not to recognize the applicability of the Geneva 
Convention of 1949. He stated that Isr;lcl had not 
occupied a non-sovcrcipn territory on the V!cst Bank in 
1967: that territory had been under Palestinian occupa- 
tion for thousands of years-a situation that had been 
reaffirmed by resolutions of the United Nations-and 
had been operating under a system of unity with its 
counterpart on the East Bank. He reiterated his com- 
plaints of violations of human rights by the Israeli 
authorities in the occupied territories and challenged 
Israel to accept the proposed commission of the Security 
CounciLm 

At the 2134th meeting on 22 March 1979, the 
representative of the United Kingdom recalled the 
statement issued by the Security Council on 1 I Novem- 
ber 1976 and regretted that its provisions had not been 
heeded. In his Government’s view Israel‘s settlement 
policies posed a major obstacle to peace. Meanwhile, in 
light of the imminent conclusion of the Camp David 
agreement the United Kingdom delegation expressed 
reservations on the proposal to send a Security Council 
commission to the Middle East. Accordingly his dclcga- 
tion intcndcd to abstain on the draft resolution bcforc 
the Council, although that abstention should not bc 
taken to indicate acquiescence in the Israeli policies in 
the occupied territories.“’ 

The President, speaking in his capacity as the repre- 
sentative of Nigeria, said that the historical record of 
the Israeli leaders indicated a clandestine intention to 
annex the occupied territories, although Israel pretended 
to favour a policy of coexistence with the Arab inhabi- 
tants there. Israel should not be allowed to formalize its 
mythical claim to the West Bank as a gift from God. He 
urged the international community to prevail upon 
Israel to comply with the relevant United Nations 
resolutions; otherwise that country must bc prepared to 
face the punitive measures provided under the Char- 
tcr.“: 
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The draft resolution before the Council was put to the 
vote and was adopted as resolution 446 (1979) by 12 
votes to none, with three abstentions.~’ The text of the 
resolution rends as ~OIIOWS: 

~fo~ny hrurd the stalemcm of the PcrmJncnt Hcprc\cntJtlvc of 
Jordan and other rlalcmcnls mrdc before the Council. 

Srrrsrn~ the urgcnl need lo achlcvc a comprehensive. JUSI and 
lasting peace I” the Middle East. 

,dj/irmn~ ORCC more that the Gcncva C‘onbcnllon rclarlvc IO Ihc 
Prolccllon of Civilian Persons in Tlmc of War, of I2 hugurt 1949. is 
appllcablc IO the Arab IcrrOorie~ occupied by lsracl slncc 1967, 
including Jcrusalcm. 

I D~~rrmrnrs that the policy and praclicc< of Israel In establl\h- 
ing scLllements In the Palestinian and orher Arab lcrrltorics occupied 
since 1967 have no legal validity and const8tulc a scrlous obstruction 
IO achrcving a comprehensive. JUSI and lasllng pcacc in the Middle 

Easl: 

2 Srron~I~ drplorrr the failure of Israel IO abldc by Security 
Council rcsolullon\ 217 (1967) of 14 June 1967. 252 (196X) of 21 
Mdy 196~ and 29X (197)) of 25 Scptcmbcr 1971, by Ihc consensus 
stalcmcn! m.!dC by the Prwdcnt of the Councd on I I Novcmbcr IV76 
and by General Assembly rcsolulwn\ 2253 (t3.V) and 2254 (liS.V) 
of 4 and I4 July 1967. 3215 of 2X Ckfobcr 1977 and 33/I 13 of IX 
Uc.~mbcr 1978, 

J (‘ollc t,ntr rntwr ufwn Irracl. a\ the oc~up),ng Power. to abldc 
wruy.llou\ly by the (icncv;l (‘unvcntion rcl.c~wc IO the Prolcction of 
Clv1113n Pcr\lw. In Tlmc of War. of 12 August 1949. IO rescind IIS 
prcvjout mca\urc\ and IO dcwt from taking any action which would 
result in changlnb the legal status and gcographlcal nalurc and 
materially arrccllng the dcmographx composlclon of the Arab tcrrilo- 
rxs occupred wee 1967. mcludmg Jcrusalcm. and, m parllcular. nol 
IO lransfcr parts of ils own civiltan population Into the occupied Arab 
lerritor~es: 

4. Esrobfrrlrts a commission conrisllng of three members of the 
Security Councd. IO be appointed by the Prwdcnl of Ihe Council after 
consultation ulth the mcmbcrs of the Council, IO examine the 
siluatlon rclatlng IO scltlcmcnts in the Arab territorws occupied since 
1967. Including Jerusalem; 

5 Rqurrrs the Commission IO submil IIS report to the Sfcurlly 
Council by I July 1979. 

6 Hqwtrr the Secretary-Gcncrdl IO provldc the Commission 
with lhc nccer\ary facilltier IO cnablc II IO carry OUI 10 mirsion: 

7 &II&I IU keep rhc siiuacloi, in the occupxd lcrritortcs under 
con\l.tm and claw xrullny and IO rcconkcnc III July IY79 lo rcww 
the rlluall~m tn the hpht of the fIndIng\ of the Commlsswn 

Speitking after the vote. the representative of the 
I ‘Illlc~l Sl.llr\ b rlltctlr4l Ihi’ ~~c~nl’r~~lll~llIl)llill Icnc)r Of ItlC 

tlctulr. UI\IC h IN- MIMI twt I~rl~vc~I the t*wlivc Pr\k‘csh 
untlcr W:IY Il,r ;I pcucclul scttlcnwnt of the M~ddlc F.aht 
qucstlon th;lt WA\ built upon the fuundatlons of’ Security 
C’ouncil rr\olutlons 242 (1967) and 3.38 (1973). In the 
circumstances hc doubted the utility of creating a 
Security Council commission of inquiry; instead the 
United States appealed lo all members to support the 
pc:~cc process under way.m 

The representative of Jordan expressed his delega- 
tion’s gratitude lo the Security Council for agreeing to 
the establishment of a Security Council commission, 
;Ilthough hc expressed disappointment that three delepa- 
[Ions h;id found it necessary to abstain from the vote.““ 

---.- _. 

The rcprcsentative of Israel said that the real purpose 
behind the resolution just adopted was to frustrate the 

peace process under way. Moreover. his delegation 
despaired of the proposed commission, judging from 
similar 1Jnlted Nation!, fact-finding commissions which 
had come up with predetermined and hostile conclu- 
sions.- 

The representative of the PLO pointed out that the 
resolution avoided the central issue of the Palestinian 
people, and said Israel’s real intention. declared on 
several occasions by Government leaders, was never to 
return to the border of 1967.m’ 

In a note dated 3 April 1979ti the President of the 
Security Council staled that, following his consultations 
with the members of the Council, it had been agreed 
that the commission established under paragraph 4 of 
resolution 446 (1979) would be composed of Bolivia, 
Portugal and Zambia. 

Decision of 20 July 1979 (2159th meeting): resolution 
452 (1979) 

On I2 July 1979. the Commission established under 
resolution 446 (1979) submitted its reporl,bOP which was 
included in the agenda of the Security Council without 
objection at the 2156th meeting on I8 July 1979 and 
was considered at four meetings held between that date 
and 20 July 1979. 

Following the adoption of the agenda at the 2156th 
meeting the Council decided, by vote, to invite the 
representative of the PLO, in accordance with the 
Council’s past practice, to participate in the debate.*‘O 
Also at the same meeting the Council decided lo extend 
an invitation under rule 39 to the Acting Chairman of 
the Committee on the Exercise of the Inalienable Rights 
of the Palestinian People.“’ 

In the course of the meetings the representatives of 
Egypt, Jordan, Israel and Syria were invited. at their 
request. to participate in the discussion without the right 
to vote. 

At the 2156th meeting the President of the Council 
invited the members of the Commission lo introduce 
their report.b’z 

The representative of Portugal, Chairman of the 
(‘c~lillili~~ian. described the procedures and methods 
;ldoptctl bj the (‘omnris&n for the proper implementn- 
tion of its mandate. While all the other Governments in 
the area concerned had extended assistance and co-opcr- 
;ltion to the Commission, he reported with regret that 
the Government of Israel had rejected any collaboration 
with the Commission. Nevertheless, the Commission 
had been able 10 gather useful and pertinent informa- 
tion by taking note of the olficial information conveyed 



by the other Governments concerned. by receiving such 
information from appropriate United Nations bodies 
and from the PLO, and by hearing individual witnesses 
in connection with the plight of the Palestinian refugees 
and the status of the city of Jerusalem. The Commission 
h:td analysed all the information thus obtained and 
drawn the conclusions contained in the report. He 
emphasized the Commission’s conviction that the Israeli 
settlements were being used as a political weapon to 
reinforce Israel’s presence in the occupied territories, 
and that Israel’s practices in those territories, including 
Jerusalem, were in violation of the Geneva Convention 
of 12 August 1949. as well as against international law 
relative lo military occupation.b” 

The representative of Bolivia endorsed the Chair- 
man’s statement and emphasized his delegation’s view 
that it was important to respect the territorial sovereign- 
t} of States. With regard to Jerusalem, his delegation 
was convinced that the measures recommended to the 
Council by the Commission might preserve the status of 
that city and create there an atmosphere of harmony 
among the believers in Judaism, Islam and Christiani- 
1y.b” 

The representative of Zambia also associated his 
delegation with the statement made by the Chairman of 
the Commission and added his delegation’s view that 
Israel’s settlements policy in the occupied Arab territo- 
ries was a modern form of colonialism. Israel‘s colonial- 
ist policy was the more objectionable because its imple- 
mentation entailed the expulsion or displacement of the 
Arab inhabitants. His delegation therefore appealed to 
the Council to demand that Israel immediately stop the 
establishment, construction and planning of any future 
settlements and dismantle the existing ones.b” 

The President expressed the appreciation of the 
Council for the good will and conscientiousness with 
which the Commission had undertaken the difficult task 
entrusted to it by the Council.bt* 

The representative of Israel charged that Jordan’s 
timing for initiating the establishment of the Security 
Council Commission had been intended to frustrate the 
progress of the Camp David peace talks. a view that he 
said was amply vindicated by Jordan’s refusal to join in 
those talks. Noting the input obtained by the Commis- 
sion from the Committee on the Exercise of the 
Inalienable Rights of the Palestinian People and by the 
PLO, he asserted that the Commission’s report natural- 
ly and predictably presented a one-sided and distorted 
treatment of its mandate. His Government had rejected 
Security Council resolution 446 (1979) by which the 
Commission had been established, and he asserted that 
the conclusions of the Commission were based on the 
erroneous premises of that resolution and were contrary 
to principles of international law. He questloned why 
the Commission had ignored the position expressed by 
his delegation during the Council’s consideration of the 
Middle East question in March 197961 and wondered 

why t hc ~‘ommlsrlon h:\d not vcl if’lcd II\ \cj.‘.;lllc(~ 
fmdings by chccklnp them :lp;\in\t rc;\tliIv ;\\:\il;\h\c 

sources in the United Nations archives. 1tc S;II~ th;t( [hc 

population in the West Banh had incrc;\<cd hy 16.4 per 
cent between 1967 and 197X. which shoucd the falsit\ 
of the allegations that the Israel) ;ruthoritics hai 
expelled or displaced Arab inhabitants therefrom. tie 
also referred IO the many Moslem and Christiirn tourists 
and pilgrims thnt hnd visited .Icrus;llcm since 1967, ;I 
fact that. hc said. had been convcnicntlv ipnorrd bv IIK 

Commission. Consequently. his delcpnt.ion rcjectei the 
Commission’s report and nsscrtcd in\tcad that his 
Government would continue with the pc.~c~ t.\lks under 
way ;IS the bc.rl ~ICI~WCI 101 rc.11 ~C.I~Y III IIIC X11,l~llr 
Easl.*lN 

The rcprescntativc of Jord;ln rcfcrrcd to IIIC (‘omm~s- 

sion’s report and noted that the Commlx\ion had 
confirmed the existence of 133 Israeli scttlcmcnts in the 
occupied territories, including 17 in and around Jerusa- 
lem. His delegation commended the work of the Com- 
mission and urged that it pursue its assignment. Hc 
added that Israel’s talk of reunification of Jerusalem in 
effect amounted to designs to annex thnt tit) altogeth- 
er.*19 

The representative of Egypt commended the Commis- 
sion’s efforts. His delegation deeply regretted Israel’s 
refusal to co-operate with the Commission or to allow it 
to visit the occupied territories. Nevertheless. his Gov- 
ernment fully supported the Commission’s conclusions 
and recommendations, which could serve as a basis for 
the Council’s firm action against Israel’s settlements 
policy in the occupied territories.62o 

The representative of the PLO expressed his delega- 
tion’s regret that owing to Israel’s refusal to co-operate 
with the Commission, it had been unable to talk to 
Palestinians in the occupied territories. Israel’\ attitude 
was indicative of that country’s real intentIon> not to 
vacate the occupied territories. He rcferrcd to the 
Commission’s recommendation for a demand for Israel‘s 
immediate cessation and dismantling of its settlements 
in the occupied territories and noted that the rccommen- 
dation was a mere restatement of a position taken by the 
Council itself since 1967, to which Israel had paid no 
heed, and the situation had continued to deteriorate. He 
hoped that the Council would endorse the Commission’s 
recommendations. if only in appreciation of the Com- 
mission’s objective effoT\s.b:’ 

At the 2157th meeting on 19 July 1979. the represen- 
tative of Kuwait criticised Israel’s attitude as hypocriti- 
cal, since that Government claimed that it had nothing 
to hide and yet denied the Commission access to the 
occupied territories. HIS delegation accepted and en- 
dorsed the recommendations of the Commlssion and 
hoped that the Council uouid make them the basis of 
measures for fulfilling legitimate expect;ltions. namely: 
respect for international Id&. obrcrvAnce of ths Genevj 
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Convention, adherence to the United Kalions Charter 
and implementation of the Security Council decisions.62r 

The representative of France said that despite Israel’s 
non-co-operation the Commission had presented infor- 
m;ttion III;II jurtificd the internation;ll concerns about 
that Government’s practices In the occupied territories. 
France ~33 therefore ready to join in any efforts by the 
Council aimed at remedying the situation on the basis of 
and wirhin the framework of the Commission’s recom- 
mcndalion+.“!’ 

The representative of China urged 
of the Commission’s findings, which 
the accusations against Israel. the 
should adopt a resolution strongly 
Government for its aggression and 
ciesb2’ 

that, on the basis 
clearly confirmed 
Security Council 
condemning that 
expansionist poli- 

The Acting Chairman of the Committee on the 
Exercise of the Inalienable Rights of the Palestinian 
People expressed satisfaction that the Commission had 
presented findings of Israeli practices in the occupied 
territories which his Committee h3d on sever31 occa- 
sions drawn to the attention of the Council. It w3s 

particularly pertinent to note the Commission’s reaffir- 
mation that Israel’s settlements policy had no legal 
validity and constituted a serious obstruction lo ;L 

comprehensive and lasting peace in the Middle East. 
Endorsement by the Council of the Commission’s rec- 
ommcndations should be 3 first step towards endorsc- 
mcnt of the CommiLtee’s own recommendations to the 
(‘ouncil.“:‘ 

The reprcscnt3tivc of the Syrian Arab Republic said 
th;lt Ihe C’omrnission’s report had provided the Council 
with irrefutable evidence of Israel’s real designs in the 
occupied territories. Consequently. his delegation felt 
that the Council had sufficient grounds for invoking the 
provisions of Chapter VII of the Charter against Israel 
and also for reprimanding the United States. which his 
delegation regarded as the overall supporter of 1sr3el.6zo 

The representative of Jordan argued that the Camp 
David accords were all the more unacceptable because 
thcv did not, in his delegation’s view, conform to the 
pril\ IX~~II\ ($I‘ c~thrr .Sscwrtlt (‘~n~ru~tl rcWluti0ns 242 
( I*)(* ‘I .III~I 1 1s {IQ?!) thr (;rnrr,~l :\zscnrbl\ rcsolulion\ 
1x1 (II) :rnti IW (III). both of which his delegation 
c.crn\idcrcd \IIII binding. Ilr ;Is\ured the Council that. 
cturtr.try 10 f~r,rcl’\ ;\llcgation\ ch,lr.letsri/ing them as 
C’IICIIIIC\, .i~rrd,1n. Syrl;t and the lQlcst~ni;~n people were 
very ~i\ilcl~ ~~~ir~m~tlcd lo lhc cause of ps:lcc.“” 

C‘ouncil 10 prevail upon Israel to implement the relevant 
Council resolutions adopted srnce 1967.6’” 

The reprcscntativc of Bangladesh drew particular 
attention to the (‘ommission’s findings and conclusions 
concrrning \he status of Jerusalem. 3 city that symbol- 
i/cd rhe most cherished feelings of the adherents of the 
three great religions In the world. He therefore urged 
the (‘ouncil to take immediate corrective and remedial 
me3sures IO arrest and reverse the determrating situa- 
tion regarding the holy city of Jerus31enl.6!y 

The representative of USSR said th3t the Commis- 
sion’s findings revealed the true intentions of the ruling 
circles in Israel to annex the occupied territories and to 
expel their Arab inhabitants. His delegation dismissed 
the so-called Camp David accords 3s a means to a 
comprehensive and just settlement in the Middle East 
and supported proposals that the Council consider 
applying against Israel the sanctions provided for under 
Chapter VII of the Charter.6)o 

AI the 2 159th meeting on the same day the President 
drew the attention of the members of the Council to a 
draft resolutionbJ which he said had emerged in the 
course of consultations among the members.b’z 

The representative of Portugal introduced the draft 
resolution. which he said incorporated the conclusions 
and recommendations of the Commission and took into 
3ccount the view of the members of the Council that the 
settlemenls policy was illegal and that its continuation 
not only hindered any progress towards a peaceful 
solution IO the Middle East conflict but also violated the 
Geneva Convention of I2 August 1949.b’r 

The draft resolution was then put to the vote and was 
3dopted by I4 voles IO none with one abstention (the 
United States) 3s resolution 452 (1979). The resolution 
reads as follows: 

7he SPCU~I~I ~‘o~i~1~~11 

7aA1ng wr,, of the rcpw and rccommenddtlonr of the Sccurit) 

Ccwn~~I Comrnt,\wn cltJbll*hcd under r~s~lu~~~n 4.M (1979) of 22 
\!Jrch 1979 IO cxrlm~nc the \IIUJIIO~ rclallng IO etllcmcnts in the 
Arab ~crr~~ur~ub wcupcd wvx 1967. insludlng Jerur~lcm. contained 
tn documcm S’I 3-150 dnd Corr I and Add I. 

.~/r,mp/l Juy/,mn,y Ihr lack of co-opcrJtwn of I\rdcl ulth :he 
c’,lllllnl\\l,ln, 



nrawrng orfrnl,on to Ihe grape cow+enccs w hrch the scttlcmcnt\ 
pl,ck is bound 10 hdve on an) allcmpl 10 reach a pcaccful solurron rn 

the V,ddlc F.as(. 

1, ~~,~,t,tnd~ the work done by rhc Sccurrly Council Commis. 
sion established under rcsolulion 446 (I9791 in prcparrng the rWrt 
on the cstablrshmcnr of lsraclr scrrlcmcnts rn the Arab lerriloric~ 

occupied since 1967. including Jerusalem; 

2 ~rqrr the recommcndarrons contarncd in the report of the 

Commrssion. 

3. Co//s upon the Govcrnmcnl and pcoptc of Israel 10 cease. on 
an urgcnr basis, the csrablishmcm. construction and planning of 
scrrlcments in Ihe Arab territories occupied since 1967. includmg 
Jerusalem; 

4. Rqur.rr.r the Commission, in view of the magnitude of the 
problem of scttlemenrs. IO keep under close survey the implcmcnl.rrron 
of the prcscnl resolurron and IO rcporr buck IO the Sccurrty C‘~wnirl 
bcforc I hacnlbcr 1979. 

Speaking in explanation of vote the rcprescntativc of 
the United States said that his delegation had abstained 
from the vote because the resolution, like the Commis- 
sion’s report, went beyond the question of Israeli 
settlements. and included such extraneous matters as 
the status of Jerusalem. Nevertheless, he reaffirmed his 
delegation’s opposition to Israeli settlements in the 
occupied territories as prejudicial to the outcome of the 
peace negotiations and conlrary 10 the fourth Geneva 
Convention of 1949. He repeated his Government’s 
request to Israel to cease the establishment of such 
settlements in the occupied territories.61’ 

The President of the Council, speaking in his capacity 
as the representative of the United Kingdom, expressed 
his delegation’s disappointment a1 Israel’s refusal to 
co-operate with the Commission. Such co-operarion 
would have helped to clear up several uncertainties, such 
as the statistical data regarding 1he actual number of 
Israeli settlers in the occupied territories or the propor- 
tion of land used for those settlements. In any case. his 
delegation was opposed to the policy of Israeli scttlc- 
mcnts and regarded them as an obstacle to peace in the 
arca.bJ5 

Decision of I March 1980 (2203rd meeting) resolution 
465 (1980) 

Between 5 and 22 February 1980 eight communica- 
tions*‘* were received in connection with the situation 
that had developed in the Arab city of Al Khalil 
(Hebron) following the reported establishment of Israeli 
settlements there. In its letter of I5 February 1980 
Morocco. on behalf of the members of the Islamic 
Conference. requested an urgent meeting of the Security 
Council to consider the situation in Al Khalil (Hcbron). 
Similarly, the letter from Jordan referred to the second 
report of the Security Council Commission established 

under resolution 446 (1979)“” and itIs<) rcqucs1ctl ;I 
meeting of the Council to concidcr Israel’s dcfi;tncc of 
the Council’s decisions and to cxaminc the sitmttion 
relating to settlements in the Arab territories occupied 
since 1967. including Jerusalem. 

At the 2199th meeting on 22 February 1980 the 
Security Council included the letters from Jordan and 
Morocco in its agenda, without objection.“” ;~m.l ctrnsid- 
crcd the matter at five meetings held from 22 J’chruury 
to I March 1980. 

At the 2199th meeting the Security Council decided 
to extend an invitation under rule 39. at his rcqucst. to 
the Acting Chairm.tn of the Committee on thr I’xcrcisc 
of the In;tlien.rblc Ktphts of the I';I~~~III~I.III l’coplc’.“‘” 

At the s;tmc mcctinp the Council ;\I\<) dcciticd, by 
vote, to invite, 111 accordance with pa51 practice, the 
representative of the PLO to participate in the discus- 
sion.bW 

Also at the same meeting the Council decided 10 
extend an invitation under rule 39, at the requcs1 of the 
representative of Tunisia. to Mr. Clovis Maksoud and 
Mr. Fahd Qawasma. W’ The representative of Tunisia 
later expressed the hope that in view of the Council’s 
decision, the President of the Council or the Secretary- 
General of the United Nations would request the local 
authorities IO permit Mr. Qawasma to travel to New 
York and address the Council.b’z Later, the Council was 
informed that Mr. Qawasma’s application for permis- 
sion to travel to New York had been denied by the 
Israeli administering authorities.“’ 

In the course of the five meetings the representatives 
of Afghanistan, Algeria. Cuba, Egypt, Indonesia, Israel, 
Jordan, Kuwait, Lebanon. Morocco, Pakistan, Syrian 
Arab Republic. Viet Nam and Yugoslavia wcrc invited, 
at their request. to participate in the discussion without 
the right to vote.*” Comments in conncxion with the 
invita1ion cxtendcd to the reprcscntativc of Afghanistan 
were made by representatives of Bangladesh. China, 
Norway, Portugal, the USSR, the United Kingdom and 
the United States, speaking on a point of 0rdcr.O” 

The representative of Portugal, in his capacity as 
Chairman of the Security Council Commission Estab- 
lished under Resolution 446 (1979). introduced the 
Commission’s second report. He said that the Commis- 
sion had again failed to secure the co-operation of 
Israel, despite concerted efforts to that end; nevertheless 
the Commission had been able to gather information 
which confirmed its original findings and it stressed the 
gravity of Israel’s adamant policy of establishing scttle- 
mcnts. expanding those already in existence and plan- 
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ning further settlements in the occupied terrilories. In 
the circumstances the Commission found il necessary 10 

reiterate the conclusions and recommendations con- 
tained in its first report.64” 

The representative of Morocco, in his capacity as 
Chairman of the Islamic Group, said that the Commis- 
sion’s findings left no doubt about Israel’s official 
designs to colonize and annex the occupied territories. 
Morocco was particularly concerned at Israel’s attempts 
to transform the character of Jerusalem and its viola- 
tions of other Holy Places in the occupied territories. He 
reaffirmed the Moslem world’s solidarity with the 
Palestinian people in their struggle for the restoration of 
their legitimate rightsti 

The representative of Jordan reviewed the Commis- 
sion findings and noted that even after publication of 
the Commission’s first report Israel had defiantly con- 
tinued to construct new settlements in the occupied 
territories. thereby displacing more and more Arab 
inhabitants and confiscating their land. He described 
the location, size and nature of the new such settle- 
ments, particularly those constructed around Jerusalem. 
With regard to the situation in Al Khalil (Hebron), he 
stated that following the murder of an Israeli soldier 
there on 31 January by an unknown assailant, the 
Israeli occupation authorities had for I I days imposed a 
23-hour curfew on the city’s inhabitants, during which 
their homes had been subjected to abusive and destruc- 
tive searches, all communications with the outside world 
had been interrupted, perishable goods had rotted, and 
Moslems had been prohibited from performing their 
Friday prayers in a holy mosque while militant Israeli 
settlers prayed there illegally or harassed the Palestinian 
population. After drawing the Council’s attention to the 
Commission’s recommendations, he urged the Council 
to apply against Israel the punitive measures provided 
for under Chapter VII of the Charter.6’n 

The representative of Israel said that its peace treaty 
with Egypt notwithstanding, Israel was entitled to apply 
appropriate mcasurcs to cnsurc its security, a point 
which the Council should not ignore. With regard to 
events in AI Khalil (Hebron). hc said that the allega- 
IIOII)~ by the hr;tb St;rtcs wcrc ;I distortion of the true 
I;ICI\ III I;tct. hc 5;11d, lar;trl’s politics wcrs rrpplicd in 
such ;I wily ;I\ to f;lcilit;llc ;itid proni~\tc pchd communal 
rcl;rttcbn\ bctwccn the Ar.rb ;tnd Jewish inhabitants of 
11~11 i.ity Bcforc their brutal Itquidation in 1929. Jews 
h.ld brrn living tn tlebron for many years. and he 
stress4 Isrircl’s position of principle that Jews had the 
right to IIVC in any part of the land of IsraeI.Mp 

The reprcscntative of the PLO expressed satisfaction 
that the fIndIngs of the Commission’s second report had 
vindtcatcd the complaints of his delegation with regard 
tn particular to the deprivation of water resources of the 
Arab inhabitants. the continued occupation of Arab 

&21Wfh mtg , paa\ IN-30 
H‘lhrd, para\ 32 47 
H”flwf. para\ N-9?. ?ZOOrh mtg para\ IJO-172. 202.212 and 

2 I1 24n 

land> and c\tablishmcnt of Israeli settlements there, the 
question of Jerusalem and the destruction of Arab 
religious shrines o’Q 

The representative of Egypt said that as one of the 
countries that the Commission had visited, his delega- 
tion had carefully studied its second report, and be 
supported its conclusions and recommendations with 
particular emphasis on the establishment of settlements 
and the status of the Holy, City of Jerusalem. Hc urged 
the Council to act in conformity with the Commission’s 
rccommendations.6J1 

At the 2200th meeting on 25 February 1980. Mr. 
Maksoud said that the international community should 
grasp Israel’s real intentions for the creation of a greater 
Israel. The league of Arab States had vigorously 
opposed the Camp David agreements because in the 
final analysis the so-called autonomy plan was a mere 
administrative device intended to secure Israel’s sove- 
reignty over the West Bank and Gaza in perpetuity. He 
appealed to the Council to institute punitive measures 
against Israel.*‘~ 

The Acting Chairman of the Committee on the 
Exercise of the Inalienable Rights of the Palestinian 
People said that Israel’s denial of an exi! permission to 
Mr. Qawasma was an implicit admission ‘of guilt for the 
recent events in Al Khalil (Hebron) which had so 
shocked the international community. Those events were 
not isolated incidents but part of a series of systematic 
violations by Israel of the United Nations Charter and 
of the fourth Geneva Convention.*” 

The representative of Syria drew the Council’s atten- 
tion IO reported Israeli plans to establish new settle- 
ments in the Golan Heights and to transform the 
demographic composition of that area, in contravention 
of United Nations resolutions and of the fourth Geneva 
Convention. Concurring in the findings and recommen- 
dations of the Commission’s report, hc suggested that 
the Council should apply against Israel the measures 
provided for in Chapter VII of the Charter.6’4 

The representative of Cuba recalled the various 
conclusions and recommendations of the sixth confcr- 
ence of the Heads of State or Government of the 
Non-Aligned Countries in Havana in 1979 regarding 
the situation in the Middle Ea~t.~!! As Chairman of the 
Group of’ the Non-Aligned Countries in the United 
Nations, he appealed to the Council to heed the wishes 
of the Non-Aligned Countries and of the overwhelming 
majortty of the Member States by applying against 
Israel wtthout delay the measures provided for in the 
Charter of the United Nations.6’d 

At the 22Olst meeting on 26 February 1980. the 
representative of Zambia said that by its practices in the 
occupied territories Israel was consolidating the coloni- 
zation of those territories.b!‘ 
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The representative of China said that by their recent 
statements and acts the lsraeli authorities had left in no 
doubt their policy of aggression to perpetuate the 
occupation of Arab territories. He urged the Council to 
uphold justice and adopt a resolution strongly condemn- 
ing Israel as well as practical and effective measures 
thnc would put an end to Israel‘s criminal acts.b’n 

The representative of the USSR said the conclusions 
of the Commission’s second report and the facts present- 
ed by the representatives of Jordan, the Pt.0 and other 
Arab States had exposed the Camp David agreements 
as a camouflage for facilitating continued Israeli occu- 
pation of Arab territories. He reiterated that Israel 
could count on a secure existence within the frontiers of 
1967 only if it gave up all the occupied Arab lands and 
ceased to hinder the exercise of the national rights of 
the people of Palestine.d5v 

The representative of the United Kingdom empha- 
sized the illegality of the Israeli settlements in the 
occupied territories and the negative effect those policies 
had on the search for a comprehensive peace in the area. 
In his Government’s view, any unilateral transformation 
of the demographic and physical nature of the territories 
in question, including the status of Jerusalem and the 
Holy Places, was contrary to the fourth Geneva Conven- 
tion of 1949.wo 

At the 2202nd meeting on 27 February 1980 the 
representative of Israel denied that the PLO was a 
moderate organization seeking a peaceful settlement 
with Israel, as its avowed policy was victory through the 
destruction of Israel. Israel was naturally concerned for 
its national security because, he said, the combined 
military establishment of the Arab countries far exceed- 
ed that of NATO. He dismissed the Commission’s 
second report as preconceived, like the first one, and 
rejected many of its findings and the conclusions based 
thereupon, which deserved no credence.“’ 

The representative of Kuwait criticized Israel’s claim 
to the right to settle anywhere in Palestinian territory, a 
claim that he charged was encouraged by the political 
support it received from the United States. Owing to the 
constraints upon the Council which precluded punitive 
measures against Israel, he suggested that it might be 
more realistic for the Council to reassure the suffering 
people of Palestine that the Council and the internation- 
al community as a whole were aware of their ordeal.&2 

The representative of Lebanon attacked the Israeli 
policies in the West Bank which he said caused Palestin- 
lans lo flee their homes and seek refuge in Lebanon. His 
Government dreaded the prospect that sooner or later 
an attempt would be made IO establish settlements in 
Southern Lebanon or to occupy that territory by proxy. 
If  that were allowed IO happen rhe tragic situation in the 
Middle East would be exacerbated.b”’ 

“‘e?201rr mtg., paras. 42.46 
“‘Ylbrd.. paras. 47.62. 
wlbld, paras. 95-100. 
CM’ 2202nd mtg.. paras. 4.55 
-:lhtd , parar. 57.79 
M’llml . paras. 182. IV? 

At the 2203rd meeting on I March 1980 the Presi- 
dent drew rhe attention of the Council to a letter dated 
29 February 1980 from the representarivc of Tunisia 
transmitting the statement that Mr. Qaw;\sma had 
intended to make lo rhe Council. The President also 
drew attention to the document before it oontuining n 
draft resolution prepared in the course of consultil- 
tions.6”’ 

The Council then proceeded to vote on the draft 
resolution, which received IL votes in filvour ;lnd W;IS 
thereby adopted unanimously 3s rcsc~lution 465 
(1980).” the text of which reads 11s follows 

7’rrkrnR nof~* of the rclhlrls of the Scwll) <‘<wn<~l t‘omm~wn 
established under rerolutlon 446 (1979) IC) examine the situatwn 
relating IO scL1lcments in the Arab territories occupxd since 1967. 
including Jerusalem. contained in documcnis S/ I3450 and Corr. I and 
Add.1 and S/13679, 

Tuking norc O/JO of letters from the Permanent Representative of 
Jordan and the Permanent Representative of Morocco, Chairman of 
the Islamic Group, 

Strongly drplonng the refusal by Israel IO co-operate with the 
Commission and rcgrclting its formal rejection of resolutions 446 
(1979) and 4S2 (1979). 

A/jrming once more that the Geneva Convention relative to the 
Protection of Civilian Persons in Tlmc of War. of I2 August 1949. is 
applicable IO the Arab territories occupied by Israel since 1967. 
Including Jerusalem. 

Drphing the decision or the Government of Israel officially IO 
support Israeli scl1lcmcntr in the Palestinian and other Arab territo. 
rics occupied since 1967, 

D&y concerned by the practices of the Israel1 authorities in 
implementing that scMcmcnts policy in the occupied Arab territories. 
including Jerusalem. and its conwqucnccs for the local Arab and 
Palcslim;ln populabon. 

Taking inro OCCI~II the need IO consider mcawrcs for the 
Impartial protection of prwatc and pubhc land and property, and 
waler resources. 

Broring in mrnd the specific status of Jerusalem and, in particular. 
the need 10 protect and preserve the unique spiritual and religious 
dlmcnsion of the Holy Places in the city, 

Drawing afrrnrion IO the grave consequences which the rcttlcmcn1s 
policy is bound IO have on any attempt IO reach a comprehensive. just 
and lasting pcacc in the Middle East, 

Rrcollrng pertinent Sccw:y Council resolutions. specifically rcso- 
lutions 237 (1967). 252 (1968). 267 (1969). 271 (1969) and 29g 
( I97 I ). as well as the consensus statement made by the President of 
the Council on I I November 1976, 

Having invirrd Mr. Fahd Qawasma. Mayor of Al-Khahl (Hcbron). 
In the occupied territory. to supply il with informatIon pursuant IO 

rule 39 of the provisIonal rules of procedure. 

I. Commmds the work done by the Sccurlty (ouncll Commis- 
sion cstabhshcd under resolution 446 (1979) in prcparlng the report 
contalncd in documcnl SI 3679. 

2 Arcrprr the conclusions and recommendations conlalncd in the 
rcpurr of the CornmissIon. 

3 (‘o//s upon all pdrlws. particularly the Government of Israel. 
IO ceopcratc wvlth the Commls\lon. 

4 Slrong/t drplorrr the dccwon of Israel IO prohlblt the free 
rravcl or Mayor bahd Qaeasma III order IO appear bcforc the Security 
Council and requests Israel to pcrmll his free travel to United Nations 
ticadquarwr for that purpo\c. 

*2203rd rmg.. pma 3 

M?S/13827 (WC the rcxt of rc5olutton 46s (1980). which follows). 
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5 ,jerp,,,,,,,cr th,i~ all mc,l\ure\ (aken by I\racl 10 change the 
ph)s,CJI ch.lr.lc[er. dcmographlc compox~~wn. !n~l!lUlmla~ sIruClUrC 
or ,lalus or Ihe P.I~c\II~I.I~ and other ArJb lcrr~lor~c\ uccup~cd since 

1yh7. lncluding Jcru\alcm. or any purl thcrcof have no legal valldlr) 
and lh;ll Isr;lcl’\ policy and prac~vxs of sclll~n& purls of its popularion 

IInd ncw Immigrants in those lcrrllurlcs con~ltlulc d hprlnl VIolalion 

of Ihe (;cncva Convention rclatwc IO Ihc Pr~leclw of Cwilian 

Persons rn Tlmc of War and also corwiluw a scrlous obstruction IO 

achwvlng a wmprchcn\rvc. JUSI and hung peace in the Middle East; 

6 .~rron~!,, Jr~~/ores the conlmuallon and pcwsrcncc of Israel in 
pur\ulng thwc policlch and prdcclccs and call\ upon lhe tiovcrnmcnr 
and people of Isr.Icl 10 rescind those mcasurcs. IO dismamlc the 
cr~srlne wtIcmcnI\ and in particular to ccasc. on an urgent basis, the 
csiabllshmcnl. construction and planning ol !.ctllcmcnts In the Arab 
lcrrltorlcr occupxd \Incc 1967. lncludlng Jcrutalcm. 

7 (L/I5 rcyon all SI;BICS noi 10 provide Isrxl ullh any assislancc 
1,~ bc uwd spcctfwall~ rn conncxmn wtth sclflcmcn(s in the occupied 

Icrr~loms. 

x Hryuerr~ rhc ( ommwlon 11, cnn~~nuc IO cramlnc the ritualwn 
rcl.ltlng IO wlllcmcnl\ in Ihe Arab bzrrllorw occupied slncc 1967. 
Imludlng Jrruralcm. IU lnvc~~lpdtc the rcporlcd wrlous deplerlon 01 
nJIural rw)urcc‘\. parllcularly !hc waler rcwurccs. wlrh .I VKW 10 
cnwrlng rhc protr~lion uf thox Important nrlural resources of the 
tcrrllorw under cccuption. and IO keep under close scruiiny Ihc 
tmplemcnldrwn of the pretenl resolutton. 

9 H<querrc the Comrnlssion IO rcporr IO the Security Council 
bcforc I Scptembcr I480 and dccldcs IO convene at the earlIes! 
powblc date thcrcal‘~cr in order IO consldcr Ihe report and the full 
implemcntatwn of Ihe prcscnr rcrolullon 

Speaking after the vote the representative of the 
United States said that his Government regarded the 
Israeli settlements as illegal under international law and 
as an obstacle to a just and lasting peace in the Middle 
Easr. His delegation had supported the draft resolution 
just adopted, despite certain reservations; nevertheless, 
his delegation considered that the basic framework for 
peace efforts in the area, including the Camp David 
accords, was resolution 242 ( I 967).ti 

The representative of the USSR said that his delega- 
tion had supported the draft resolution although it did 
not respond fully to the demands made of the Security 
Council or express the Cobncil’s intention to institute 
the necessary effective measures in the event of Israel’s 
continued non-compliance.“’ 

The representative of Jordan expressed gratitude for 
thr unilnimou\ vote on the resolution which upheld 
I~FI(\I\\.\;\ .III,! Inlcrn.~lt~rn.r\ I.IU .\Ith~~uph his dclcgation 
~~~w\~l \I.II c u 1\11cd .I k.lr.~r \t.\rirll\p TV\ Israel ir\ the cvcnt 
01 iI\ IIOII conipIidncc.W’ 

The rcprchcntativc of Israel said that his delegation 
rcprcttcd that the rerolu\lon just adopted ignored lsra- 
cl’s fund;lrllent;ll right 10 self-preservation and legiti- 
wrtc ctmccrn Itrr IIS securlry and defence.“” 

lkcisian (\I' X M.ry 19X0 ( 222 1st mce~ing): resolution 
4llX ( I ‘)X0) 

Israeli authorities against the Mayors of A[ Khalil 
(Hebron) and Halhoul and the Islamic Judge of ~1 

Khalil (Hebron). 

At the 222lst meeting on 8 May 1980 the Council 
included the letter from the representative of Tunisia in 
its agenda without objectior+” and considered the 
matter in the course of that meeting. 

At the same meeting the Council decided to invite, at 
their request, the representatives of Israel and Jordan to 
participate in the discussion without the right to vote.*‘: 
Also at the same meeting the Council decided. by vote, 
to invite, in accordance with past practice. the represen- 
tative of the PLO to participate in the discussion.6’) 

The President drew the attention of the Council to the 
document before itb” containing the text of a draft 
resolution prepared in the course of consultations. The 
Council then proceeded to vote on the dral’t resolution, 
which received 14 votes in favour to none against with 
one abstention (the United States) and was adopted as 
resolution 468 (1980), the text of which reads as 
follows: 

Rrrofling the Geneva Convention of 1949. 

Drrply ronrcrnrd ar the expulsion by the Israel1 rnllllary occup,~. 
lmn aulhori!lcs of the Mayors of Hcbron and Halhoul and of the 
Sharer Judge of Hcbron, 

I. Cral1.r upon Ihe Government of Israel. as the occupying Power, 
IO rescmd these illegal measures and IO facilitate the immediate return 
of the expelled Palestinian leaders so that they can resume the 
functions for which they were elected and appolnlcd. 

2 Rqurrfr the Secretary-General to report upon the implcmcn. 
tallon of the present rcsolutlon. 

Speaking after the vote the representative of the 
United States said that while the United States held the 
expulsions of the two Mayors and the Judge to be 
contrary to the fourth Geneva Convention of 1949, it 
considered that the failure of the Council to condemn 
the murder of Israeli citizens showed the Council’s 
deliberations could not achieve a balanced result. More- 
over, the United States had to take into consideration 
the peace negotiations it was participating in.6” 

The representative of the USSR said that although 
his dclcg.itton had voted for the draft resolution, he was 
disappinted that it did not condemn Israel for its illegal 
acts against the three Palestinian leaders.“‘” 

The representative of Israel referred to recent atroci- 
ties committed against Jewish residents, including the 
attack against a group of Jewish worshippers in Hebron 
on 2 May 1980 in which six had been killed; an issue to 
which the Security Council had chosen not to respond. 
He Justified Israel’s action against the three PakStinian 

personalities because they abused their offices. on 
Instructions from the PLO and the Arab rejectionisl 

6’) The propwal IO lnvlle Ihe rcprcscrua~~~c of Ihc PI 0 was adoW 
b\ IO votes lo one ulih 4 abslcnl,ons. For the rclcvanl swcmcnc b\ 
ihc rcprcsenrat~vc of the Urwcd Slaw and for dcralls of Ihe voting. 
we ?!?ISI rnlg , para\ 7 and 8. as well as chaplcr Ill. 

&‘~S’I 3~30 (see the tcrrt of rcrolucton 468 (1980). which fOlbwf) 
*“L?Zlsl mlg., paras. 12-17 
b’“lbrd.. para. 20 
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States. by inciting the local Arab population to acts of 
vil)lcnce and subversion against Israel and the Israelis. 
The deportation of the three individuals had been 
validly ordered under legislation carried over from the 
British Mandatory authorities.b” 

Decision of 20 May 1980 (2223rd meeting): resolution 
469 (1980) 
Pursuant to paragraph 2 of resolution 468 (1980) of 8 

May. the Secretary-General submitted a reportb’* in 
which he relayed information received from the repre- 
sentative of Israel to the effect that for the reasons 
already indicated to the Council by the representative of 
Israel.“’ the Government of Israel was unable to rescind 
the exFulslon orders against the Mayors of Hcbron and 
Halhoul and the Islamic Judge of Hebron. The Secre- 
tary-General also noted reports that the three individu- 
als had been denied re-entry to the West Bank by the 
Israeli authorities. 

By a letter dated I6 May 1980.*“” the representative 
of Jordan requested a meeting of the C’ouncil to 
consider what he called Israel’s dcflnncc of resolution 
46X (1980). 

At the 2222nd meeting on 20 May 1980 the Council 
included the letter from the representative of Jordan in 
its agenda without objectionb” and discussed the matter 
at two meetings held on 20 and 22 May 1980. 

At the 2222nd meeting the Council decided to invite, 
at their request, the representatives of Israel and Jordan 
t3 participate in the discussion withoC* th.: right to vote. 
At the same meeting the Council decided, by vote, to 
invite, in accordance with past practice. the representa- 
tive of the PLO to participate in the discussion.b’* 

Also at the same meeting (NJ the Council decided to 
extend invitations under rule 38, at the request of the 
representatives of Tunisia, to Messrs. Fahd Qawasma. 
Mohamed Milhem and Rajab Attamini. 

Opening the debate at the 2222nd meeting, the 
representative of Jordan said that the illegal deportation 
of the three Palestinian individuals concerned was 
indicative of Israel’s genocidal design against the Pales- 
tinian people, which could be traced back to that 
country’s reneging on the implementation of General 
Assembly resolutions 181 (II) and I94 (III). He wel- 
comed the presence of the three individuals concerned, 
who would plead personally for the implcmcntation of 
their right to return as mandated by the Security 
Council in its resolution 468 ( 1980).bn’ 

The reprcsentatlve of Israel defended his Govern- 
ment’s deportation of the three individuals and non- 
coniPllance with Security Council resolutions 465 

b”?~21sl mlg , paras. 25.49. 
“ns/1393& OR JSth VI.. Suppl. /or Aprrl.Ju~w 1980. p. 48. 
“qtiec 2221~1 mlg.. pa&s. 25.49. 
ms,‘13941. OR. 3Slh yr.. Suppl. /or Aprtl June 1980. p. 50. 
NI’ 2222nd mig.. preceding parr. I. 
M2 The proposal lo mvile the rcpre~~nrar~~~ lag rhc PLO was adopted 

by 10 kO[Cs 10 one with 4 abrrcntlonr For ihc rclc~ani statement by 
Ihe rePrerenrarlvc of the Umlcd Sirrcc rega:dlnp rhc rn~tiailon and for 
dcfalls of Ihe boung. ICC S/P&‘. 222?nd mtg para, 2-6. as WCII as 
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(1980) and 46X ( 1980). because they hiIt rc\~ci\t~*~iI) 
advocated a holy war Cjihnd) :Ip;ririst I\r.lcl ;~ntl h;~tl 
even called for an oil boyc‘otl against ~hc I1~~1tctl SIAICS 

He cited provisions of the fourth (icncv;l (‘onvcntlc)n of 
I 949 and of The Hague Regulations of 1907 which 

permitied the occupying Power to n\aint:lllr ~hc existing 
local penal law and to take all nicasurcs to rchtorc ;\nd 
assure public order and safety.bL’ 

At the 2223rd meeting on 20 May 1980. Mr. Milhcm 
addressed the Council saying. as Mayor of tlalhoul, 
that the persecution of Arab inhabitants had Intcnsificd 
over the last I3 years of Israeli occupation; the persccu- 
tion was indiscriminate. including the r,llinK elf town 
buildings ilnd Arabs’ h\~\rxc~. the C\~NI~\IL)II 01 :\I.I~ 
inhabitants, the confiscatlcjn 01 thclr I.I~NI~. :~nd the 
killing of young and innocent children. The real rcakon 
the Israelis had moved against the two Mayors and the 
Judge was that the three leaders had spoken out against 
Israeli tortures, had opposed the conversion of the Holy 
Mosque of Abraham, had opposed the impotition of 
heavy taxation and above all because they had catcgori- 
tally opposed Israel’s continued occupation of their 
territory. He declared that he and his colleagues would 
never accept any autonomy programme such as was 
being discussed under the Camp David framework since 
it would amount lo fraudulent autonomy. Instead. he 
pledged that he and his colleagues were prepared to 
work together for genuine peace under the umbrella of 
the United Nations and its resolutions for the benefit of 
all future generations in the area, including Israelis.“b 

Mr. Qawasma said that he came from Al Khalil, the 
second oldest city. He charged that following the 
establishment of Israeli settlements in Al Khalil. peace- 
ful protests by the Arab inhabitants had been ignored 
by the Israeli military forces, who had instead protected 
the Jewish perpetrators of excesses. Israel’s decision to 
expel him had nothing to do with the violent events in 
Al Khalil, but occurred because he and his colleagues 
had dared to oppose the Camp David accords. The 
Palestinians were puzzled. he said, as to how they could 
be expected to have confidence in the United States 

when that country made public dcclarat\on~ of the 
illegality of the Israeli settlements and at the same time 
disbursed billions of dollars to Israel every yc;lr for the 
establishment of Israeli settlement on Arab landc.b”’ 

At the same meeting the President put IU the vote the 
draft resolution before the Council in document 
S113949,” which had been prepared in the course of 
consultations. The draft resolution received I4 votes in 
favour to none against with one abstention (the United 
States) and was adopted as resolution 469 ( 1980). the 
text of which reads as folIous. 

Thr Srcur,r\ (‘rrun< I!  

N’/b,d., para~. 18.71. 
NH22Z3rd mlg.. paras 3 J4. 
“‘Ihrd , parar 36S4 
MXFor Ihc 1~x1 of the draft roolu!,on. (cc Ihe ICI~ I)( reu)IutIon 469 

(I‘MO) which fellow\ 



Par1 II 211 -- 

arlicle 1. which reads “The High COntraClIng Parll~s underrake IO 

rcspcc, and IO en\urc rcspec1 for Ihc proem Convcnl,on in all 

clr~u~~~~~cc~“. and ar~~clc 49. which reads “lndwidual or mars 
rorcibl‘ lranrfcrs. as well as dcporla~lons of proIccIcd persons from 
occupied lcrri\ory IO the Ierriiory of the wcupylng Power or IO that of 

an) oihcr country. occupied or noI. arc prohlblwd. rcgardlcss of Ihclr 

mollvc”. 
1. srrung/g drplorrx the failure of the GovcrnmenI of Israel to 

Implcmen~ rcsoluIlon 468 (1980); 
2. co//s again upon the GovcrnmcnI of Ibracl. as Ihc occupying 

pl,wcr, Io rcsclnd Ihc illegal measures taken by the Israeli military 
wcupalicn authorities in expelling Ihe Mayors of Hcbron and Halhoul 

and Ihc Sharla Judge of Hebron. and IO factliIaIe Ihc immediaIc 
rcIurn uf the cxpcllcd PalcsIlnian leaders so thaI they can rcsumc the 

funcllons for whwh they were clccIcd and appointed. 

? (‘,~r~~rndl Ihc SccrcIary-Cicneral for his efforts and rquestr 
horn IO wnllnuc his efforts in order IO ensure the immcdiaIc 
intplcrnrnf;cttttn of the present resolulion and IO rcprt IO the SecuriIy 
(.ounctl on Ihc rcrulI of his efforIs aI Ihe carlxsI powblc date 

On 24 May 1980 the Secretary-General submitted a 
reporl*ny pursuant lo Security Council resolution 469 
(1980) in which he relayed the response of the lsraeli 
(iovcrnmcnt to his appeal regarding the three Palcstin- 
ian deportees. The report stated that the Government of 
Israel, while deploring the failure of the Security 
Council resolutions to mention the attack on Jewish 
worshippers in Hebron, would abide by the decision of 
the High Court of Israel to which a petition in behalf of 
the three individuals concerned had been submitted for 
consideration. 

Decision of 5 June 1980 (2226th meeting): resolution 
471 (1980) 
By a letter dated 3 June 1980dpo the representative of 

Bahrain, in his capacity as Chairman of the Arab Group 
for the month of June, requested the convening of an 
urgent meeting of the Security Council to consider the 
assassination attempts against the elected Mayors of 
Nablus. Ramallah and Al Birch and the detention of 
several Palestinian students in occupied Palestinian 
territory. 

By another letter of tht’same date,691 the reprcscnla- 
tive of Bahrain, in the same capacity, transmitted the 
text of a letter from the Chairman of the Executive 
Committee of the PLO. charging that certain actions of 
the Israeli authorities in the occupied Palestinian lcrri- 
tories constituted an attempt to deprive those territories 
of lhcir n;rllonnl Icaders. 

At the 2226th meeting on 5 June 1980 the Council 
included the letter (S/13977) from the representative of 
H;lhrain In its agenda without objection,b9* and consid- 
crcd the matter in the course of that meeting. 

At th;rt meeting the Council decided to invite the 
representatives of Bahrain, Egypt, Israel and Jordan, at 
their request, to participate in the discussion without the 
right to vote. At the same meeting the Council decided 
to invite. by vote, in accordance with past practice, the 
represcntativr of the PLO to participate in the discus- 
hlon.b*’ 

Also at the same meeting the President drew atten- 
tion to a document before the CouncilbP4 containing the 
text of a draft resolution prepared in the course of 
consultations. 

The representative of Bahrain alleged that the crimi- 
nal acts perpetrated against the elected Mayors in the 
West Bank by fanatical Israeli elements were intended 
to uproot and annihilate the Palestinian people so that 
the occupied Arab territories might forever be kept in 
lsraeli hands. His delegation held the United States 
accountable for Israel’s intransigence through its supply 
of conventional and sophisticated weapons to Israel, 
permitting continued occupation of the Palestinian 
homeland, and being a party to the Camp David 
negotiations, which his delegation regarded as intended 
to perpetuate and legalize that occupation.@’ 

The representative of lsrael described the explosions 
on 2 June 1980 in which the Mayors of Nablus, 
Ramallah and Al Birch and an Israeli technician had 
been injured. The Government and people of Israel had 
been outraged by those criminal acts, and while the 
identity of the perpetrators of the crimes was still 
unknown an investigation was already under way.bPd 

The Council proceeded to vote on the draft resolution 
before it, which received I4 votes in favour to none 
against with one abstention (the United States) and was 
adopted as resolution 47 I ( 1980).b9’ The resolution 
reads as follows: 

Rrcul/ing oncr ago,n Ihc Geneva ConvenIion relative 10 the 
ProIecIion of Cwilian Persons m Tlmc of War, of I2 August 1949. 
and in particular arIiclc 27. which reads, 

“ProIccIed persons arc enIlclcd. In all circumsIancc>. IO respect 
for their persons They shall aI all Iimcs lx humanely treated. 
and shall bc protected cspccrally agaIns all acls of violence or 
thrcaIs Ihcrcof “, 

Rrujjirm~ng the appllcabillty of the Geneva Convention relative IO 
the ProIecIlon of Cwlllan Persons in Trmc of War IO the Arab 
tcrritorles wcupxd by Israel slncc 1967. Including Jerusalem. 

Rrro//tn~ P/SO IIS rcsolullons 468 ( 1980) and 469 ( 1980). 

Rrofiirmrng IIS rcsolulmn 465 i 1980). by which the SccuriIy 
Council determined “Ihal all mcawrcx Iakcn by Israel 10 change the 
phy,l<al chJrdcIcr. demographIc wmposiIion. insIIIulwndl slructurc 
or r,~Ius of Ihc PJlcsllnlan and olhcr Arab Ierrllorlcs occupied since 
IL)(r7. Including Jcrus.ilcm. or an) pzrt thmof have no legal vahdity 
and IhaI tsrxl’s polx) and practlccs of retllmg parIs of its population 
and ncu tmrmgrdnI\ In those tcrrlIorics CO~SIIIUIC a flagranl violalion 
of Ihc Gcncva Convcnlwn rcIa(wc lo the ProIcctlon of Cmhan 
pcr,ons In Tlmc of War and also cons1)Iule a serious obsIrucIion 10 
Jchlcvln8 J c,mprchcnslvc. )usI and I.islmg pcacc m Ihc MIddIe East” 
and SIronglj deplored the “conIlnuaIlon and pcrrlslcnce of Israel in 
pursuing Ihosc pol~cws and pracllccs”. 

Sh&& by Ihe assawnal,on atlempls agunst Ihe Mayors Of 
hablur. Ramallrh and Al Bwh. 

&rp/! ,~on,&d thJI the Jcwlsh sclIlers In rhc occupied Arab 
Icrrllorws arc. Jllowd to carr) arms. thus cnablmg Ihcm Io VrpetraIC 
crlmcs agalns.l the cIvilIan Arab ppuldllon. 

by rhc rcpr~nlJ~,ve of [he Umled Stales COncCrning the invitStion 
and for &imls of the voting. set 2226th ml&. Poras. 24. m Al u 
cha fcr III 

&s,t)984; for Ihe IcIt or ihc draft resolution see rcsotuIion 471 

(1980) 
@‘222&h mtg.. para,. I@27 
*/bid, psras. 294. 
w/bid., para 56 



1 ( ondrnlN Ihe ass6ss\nJ\lon dtlcrnpts agalfl~ the Mayors of 
\ablur. Ramallah and Al Rlrch and ~~~115 for the lmmedlate apprchcn- 
,,<,,, and prosecution of the perpctrdlur\ of thcsc crimes; 

2 ~~~~~~~~~ dtrp c~nctrn that Isrncl. as the OCCUpyin Power. 
has fa,{cd to provide adequate prolectlon to the clvlliao populotlon in 
the occupied terrltoria in confornuly with the provisions of the 
Geneva Convenllon relative IO the Protccilon of CivIlIan Persons in 

Time of War: 

3. <‘Q//S upon the Government of Israel to provide the victims 
with adequate compensation for the damages suffcrcd as a result of 

thctc crimes: 

4 Calls agoin upon the Government or Israel to respect and to 
comply with the provisions of the Geneva Convention rclattve to the 
Protection of CIvIlian Persons in Tlmc of War. as well as with the 
rckvdnt resolutions of the Security Council. 

5 Co//s onrc ogorn upon all States not II) provldc Isrrcl with any 
Jrslstance IO bc used specifically in conncnIon with scttlemcnMm the 

,xxupIcd tcrrltories; 

h. Heujfirms the overriding necessity to end the prolonged 

occupation of Arab territorio occupied by Israel since 1967, including 
Jcrusalcm; 

7. Reqursrr the Secretary-General to report on the implcmenta- 
tlon of the present resolution 

Speaking after the vote the representative of the 
United States stressed his Government’s condemnation 
of the brutal crime perpetrated in the West Bank on 2 
June 1980 and any other kind of violence, but explained 
that his delegation could not support the draft resolution 
because it contained unacceptable or incomplete provi- 
sions. For its part the United States delegation regarded 
resolution 242 (1967), as the best basis for a just 
settlement of the conflict and upon which the Camp 
David accords had been based.@’ 

A number of speakers after the vote denounced the 
assassination attempts against the three Mayors in 
particular and all violence in general which they regard- 
ed as a hindrance to the search for a lasting peace in the 
area.6pp 

The representative of Israel criticized the resolution 
just adopted as the Council had over the years failed to 
show similar sentiments with regard to the numerous 
atrocities committed against the Jewish people by the 
PLO terrorists. His delegation regarded the adoption of 
the resolution as a cynical and hypocritical measure 
which did not enhance the image of the Council or of 
the United Nations organization *a, 

Decision of I9 December 1980 (2260th meeting): reso- 
lution 484 ( 1980) 
At the 2259th meeting on I9 December 1980, the 

Council included in its agenda without objection7ol the 
item entitled: “The situation in the occupied Arab 
territories” and discussed the matter al two meetings 
held on that day. 

At the 2259th meeting the Council decided IO invite, 
at their request, the representative of Egypt. Israel and 

‘W12226th mtg.. paras ST&. 
‘?%cc statrmcnts bv the rcprcscntatlvc of the United Kingdom 

(2226th WQ.. Parr% 65 and 66); France (rbrd., para% 67.70); USSR 
(th’d.. Parjs ‘l-80); Egypt trbtd.. paras. 82 91). Jordan (ibut.. 
r3rar. 93-99); and PLO (&,id ( paras. 1O[.l:9) 

‘mIbid.. puss. I3l-150. 
‘*‘2259th mrg.. precedmg para. I. 

Kuwait lo participate in the discussion wIthout the right 
to votc.‘“’ 

At the same meeting the Council decided. by vote. IO 
invite, in accordance with previous practice. the rcpre- 
scntative of the PLO to participate in the discussion.‘0J 
Also at the same meeting the Council decided 10 extend 
invitations under rule 39. at the request of the rcprcsen- 
tativc of Tunisia, to Messrs. Clovis Maksoud. I:;thd 
Qawasma and Mohamed Milhcm.‘o’ 

The President of the Council indicated that agrce- 
mcnt had been reached among the members that the 
mecting would be devoted lo the question of the 
expulsion of the M:lyors of Al Khillil ;III~ t I;llhoul ;~ntl 
Ihe Sharia Judge of Al Khnlil. 

The Secretary-General made a slalcmcnt 111 which he 
reviewed the developments regarding the rhrec expelled 
officials since the submission of his repor[‘O’ on 24 May, 
indicating that according to information received from 
the Permanent Mission of Israel to the United Nations, 
the appeals against the expulsion orders had been 
dismissed by both the lsraeli mililary review board and 
the Supreme Court. Thereafter the Israeli Government 
had effected the expulsions despite his representations 
pursuant to the relevant Security Council resolutions on 
the matter.‘O’ 

The representalive of Kuwait said the measures taken 
against the two Mayors and Judge were illegal and 
immoral and should be condemned.‘06 

The representative of Israel said that his Govcrn- 
merit’s policies were dictated by the responsibility accru- 
ing to every Government to preserve law and order and 
to maintain human life. He asserted that the expulsion 
orders had been effected after exhaustion of the last 
legal recourse available to the appellants under Israel’s 
principles of the rule of law and independence of the 
judiciary.‘O’ 

Mr. Milhem said that a just decision would hardly be 
expected from an Advisory Military Tribunal composed 
of three members personally appointed by the Israeli 
commander of the West Bank. He expressed great 
disappointment that their hopes to return to their homes 
and duties had been dashed, and challenged Israel to 
show genuine intentions for peace by allowing them to 
return and stay. He appealed to the Council to ensure 
that Israel implcment:d its two resoIutions.7”” 

Mr. Qawasma dismissed the hearings conducted by 
[he Advisory Military Tribunal to consider their case as 
farcical and blatantly lacking in justice. although the 
Deputy President of the High Court of Israel had 
dissented from upholding the expulsion order and dc- 
clared that the fourth Geneva Convention of 1949 was 

‘WFor details regarding these Invllarions. lee 2259th mtg.. paras. 1. 
9 and IO. as well as chapter III 

‘O’Thc proposal IO mvlfe the rcprcsentaltivc of the PLO war adopted 
hy IO votes IO one with 4 sbstcnclons. For the relevant stntemcnt by 
the representative of the United States concernmg the invitation and 
for details of the voting, see 22S9th mtg.. paras. 2-8. as well as chap- 
ICI III. 

‘MSec document S/ I3940 rcferrcd to above 
‘“‘22591h mtg.. paras I4 22 
mtfilbtd ) paru 24-36. 
‘Q?lbrd.. paw. 38-60 
TUB Ibrd., paras. 62-78 
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applicable to the occupied territories. The High Court 
had also recommended a review of the expulsion order 
since it was a political rather than a legal decision. 
Nevcrthclcss the Israeli Government had remained 
adamant in defying the decisions of the Security Coun- 
cil.‘@ 

At the 2260th meeting, many members of the Coun- 
cil”O noted that the Council was meeting for the fourth 
time in a year to hear the same complaints against 
Israel and to learn again of Israel’s defiance of the 
Council’s decisions. Some of the speakers noted that 
Israel’s attitude was in fact a direct violation of Article 
25 of the Charter of the United Nations. They therefore 
advocated the institution of any effective measures that 
would divtit Israel from its obduracy. 

The President of the Council, in his capacity as the 
representative of the United States, announced his 
delegation’s intention to support the draft resolution 
before the Council but pointed to the necessity of taking 
into account the problem of the occupied territories as a 
whole, which his delegation held could be resolved only 
through negotiations based on Security Council rcsolu- 
tions 242 (1967) and 338 (l973).“’ 

The Council then proceeded to vote on the draft 
resolution before it, which received I5 in favour and was 
thereby adopted unanimously as resolution 484 
( 1980).71z The text of the resolution reads as follows: 

The Securiry Council. 

Rc&/ing IIS re~lulions 468 (1980) and 469 ( 1980). 

Taking ROIL of General Assembly rcsolUllon 35/122 F of I I 
December IY80. 

E~prrtsrq ils grave concern at the expul,lon by Israel of the 
Mayor of Hebron and the Mayor of Halhoul. 

I. Rrcljfirms the applicabillcy of the Geneva Convention rclvwe 
IO the Protection of Civilian Persons in Time of War, of 12 Augusl 
1949. IO all [he Arab bxritorlcr occupied by Israel In 1967; 

2 Co//r upon Israel. the occuPyIn Power. 10 adhere IO Ihe 
provirlons of the ConventIon. 

3. Lklorrr if imprrortvr [tia~ the Mayor of Hcbron and the 
Mayor of Halhoul be enabled IO return IO IheIr homes and resume 
their rcrponrlbllitw: 

4. Rryurrfs the Secretary-General to report on rhe implemcnta- 
tion of the prercn1 resolution as soon as powble 

E. TII~: QUESTIoN OF THE EXERCISE BY THE 

PALESTINIAN P~OPI.E OF ITS INALIENABLE RIGHTS 

Decision of 29 June 1976 (1938th meeting): rejection of 
four-Power draft resolution 
At its 1924th meeting on 9 June 1976, the Security 

Council included the report of the Committee estab- 
lished under General Assembly resolution 3376 
(XXX)‘ll in its agenda under the title “The question of 
the exercise by the Palestinian people of its inalienable 
rights”. 

‘n,/brd, paras. lW98. 
‘IOSCC ctalemeno by lhc reprcwnlatwn of Tunisia (2260rh rn!a.. 

paras. 2.8). Ban~lrdcsh (rbtd.. paras. V ItI). Ihe USSR (ibid., 
prru. 19.27). Zambia (ibid.. pru. 28-32). and !hc C&man Democratic 
Wcrublic (rhtJ., paw. 19-42). 

11 lbtd , pwas. R7-89. 
“Jibid.. bra. VI. 
‘lls/l2@+& &led 29 May 1976. For the RIL of rhc report. see 

C’AOR. J/H srsnon. Suppl. No. 3J. 

Under General Assembly resolution 3376 (XXX) of 
10 November 1975,“’ the Assembly had established a 
Commillee on the Exercise of the lnalicnable Rights of 
the Palestinian People and requested that the Commit- 
tee consider and recommend to the Assembly a pro- 
grammc of implementation, designed to enable the 
Palestinian people to exercise the rights recognized in 
paragraphs 1 and 2 of the same resolution. The 
Assembly also requested that the Security Council 
consider as soon as possible after I June i976 the 
question of the exercise by the Palestinian People of its 
inalienable rights, based on the report to bc prepared by 
the new Committee no later than I June 1976 and to be 
submitted to the Council by the Secretary-General.715 

By letter dated 28 May 1976. the Chairman of the 
Committee on the Exercise of the Inalienable Rights of 
the Palestinian People submitted to the Sccretary-Gen- 
cral the report requested by the General Assembly in 
resolution 3376 (XXX) and asked that the report be 
transmitted to the Security Council for its consider- 
ation.‘lb 

In its report, the Committee stressed the inalienable 
right of Palestinians to return to their homes and 
proposed a two-phase programme to implement the 
exercise of that right. The first phase would involve the 
return of Palestinians displaced in the June 1967 war. 
The Committee recommended that the Security Council 
should request the immediate implementation of its 
resolution 237 (1967) inter alia calling upon the Gov- 
ernment of Israel to facilitate the return of those 
inhabitants who had fled the areas of conflict since the 
outbreak of hostilities and that such implementation 
should not be related to any other conditions. It further 
recommended that the resources of the International 
Committee of the Red Cross and/or the United Nations 
Relief and Works Agency for Palestine Refugees in the 
Near East might be employed in the solution of any 
logistical problems involved in the resettlement of those 
Palestinians returning to their homes. For the second 
phase, dealing with Palestinians displaced between 1948 
and 1967, the Committee recommended that the United 
Nations, in co-operation with the States directly in- 
volved and the PLO, should proceed to make the 
necessary arrangements to enable those Palestinians to 
exercise their right to return to their homes and 
property or to receive just compensation in accordance 
with General Assembly resolution 194 (III). 

In order to implement the right of the Palestinian 
people to self-determination, national independence and 
sovereignty. the Committee recommended that a timt- 
table should be established by the Security Council for 
the complete withdrawal, no later than I June 1977, of 
the lsracll forces from the areas occupied in 1967. If  
necessary. temporary peace-keeping forces should be 
provided by the Council 10 facilitate the process of 
wlthdraudl II also recommended that the Council 
should request Israel to dolst from the establishment of 
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new settlements and to withdraw during that period 
from settlements established since 1967 in the occupied 
territories. Israel was also to be rcqucsred to abide by 
the provisions of the Geneva Convention relative to the 
Protection of Civilian Persons in Time Of War. of I2 
August 1949. and to declare its recognition of the 
applicability of that Convention. The evacuated territo- 
ries should be taken over by the United Nations, with 
the co-operation of the League of Arab States. and 
subsequently handed over to the PLO as the representa- 
tive of the Palestinian people. The Committee also 
recommended that, as soon as the independent Palestin- 
ian entity had been established, the United Nations, in 
co-operation with the States directly involved and the 
Palestinian entity, should make further arrangements, 
taking into account General Assembly resolution 3375 
(XXX), for the full implementation of the inalienable 
rights of the Palestinian people, the resolution of 
outstanding problems and the establishment of a just 
and lasting peace in the region, in accordance with all 
relevant United Nations resolutions. 

At its 1924th meeting on 9 June 1976. the President 
of the Security Council read out the text of a letter 
dated 9 June 1976 from the Chairman of the Commit- 
tee on the Exercise of the Inalienable Rights of the 
Palestinian People requesting to address the Security 
Council in his capacity as Chairman of the Committee, 
together with the Rapporteur of that Committee, and to 
participate in the deliberations of the Council.“’ With 
the consent of the Council, the President extended an 
invitation under rule 39 of the provisional rules of 
procedure to the Chairman, the Rapportcur and other 
members of the Committee.“’ 

The President also read out the text of a letter of the 
same date from the representatives of the Libyan Arab 
Republic and Pakistan requesting that the PLO be 
invited, in accordance with the past practice of the 
Council. Following a brief statement by the Representa- 
tive of the United States opposing the request, the 
Council decided, by vote, to issue the invitation to the 
PLO.“9 

During the consideration of the item at its 1924th. 
1928th and 1933rd to 1938th meetings on 9 to 29 June 
1976, the Council also decided to invite the representa- 
tives of Afghanistan, Algeria, Bahrain, Bulgaria, Cuba, 
Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Yemen, Egypt, 
German Democratic Republic, Guinea. Hungary, India, 
Indonesia. Iraq. Jordan, Lao People’s Democratic Re- 
public, Mauritania, Morocco, Oman, Poland, Qatar, 
Saudi Arabia. Somalia, Syrian Arab Republic, Tunisia, 
Turkey. United Arab Emirates and Yugoslavia to 
participate, without vote, in the discussion of the 
qucstion.7zo 

At the l933rd meeting on 24 June 1976. the Council 
decided to extend an invitation to Mr. Amin Iiilmy II 
under rule 39 of the provisional rules of proccdurc.‘!’ 

At the 1924th meeting on 9 June 1976. the (‘h;lirman 
of the Committee on the Exercise of the In;\lictl;tblc 
Rights of the Palcstininn People opcncd the t‘ouncil’s 
discussion and introduced the report prcpnrctl by his 
Committee. He pointed out that the Palcstinc question 
had come before the United Nations for the first time in 
1947 and since then had been a constant subject of 
major concern to the international community as a 
whole. The adoption of resolution I8 I (II) on 29 
November 1947 Icd to a series of tragic cvcnts resulting 
in four wars as well as the displacement of ;In cntirc 
people deprived of its fundamental civic and national 
rights. He suggested that the erroneous approach of 
dealing with the Palestinian problem only from the 
humanitarian aspect of aid to the refugees was the basic 
cause of the aggravation of the Israel-Arab conflict. The 
determination of the Palestinians in recent years helped 
to correct this error and overcame the indifference of 
the world community leading to the adoption of a 
number of United Nations resolutions reaffirming and 
spelling out the inalienable rights of the people of 
Palestine. 

The Chairman of the Committee then offered a 
detailed description of the relevant resolutions as they 
referred explicitly or implicitly to the principal rights of 
the Palestinian people, including the right to self-detcr- 
mination without external interference; the right to 
national independence and sovereignty and the right to 
return to their homes and property from which they had 
been displaced and uprooted. He stated that the work of 
the Committee had been carried out under the impact of 
the resurgence of the Palestinian movement and that all 
its recommendations had their basis in resolutions and 
decisions adopted by the General Assembly or the 
Security Council. The Committee had focused on the 
right of return of Palestinians and their right to 
self-determination, independence and national sovc- 
reignty. It felt that the return of the Palestinians should 
immediately and unconditionally be made possible in 
accordance with Council resolution 237 (1967) of I4 
June 1967. Moreover. the Committee had decided to 
submit the following recommendations to the Council 
for consideration and adoption: (I) the Council should 
set a time-table for the complete withdrawal of Israeli 
occupation forces, with a deadline of I June 1977; (2) 
the Council should establish temporary peace-keeping 
forces; (3) a temporary United Nations adminis,ration 
should bc set up and charged with handing over the 
evacuated territories to the Palestine Liberation Organi- 
zation. Pending completion of the evacuation of those 
territories. Israel should refrain from any violation of 
human rights in the occupied territories and from its 
policy of establishing Jewish settlements. The Chairman 
concluded by pointing out that the Committee’s propos- 
als required in-depth involvement by the United Nations 

‘!I The rcqucsl UJ> m~dc b) Ihc Ltbi~n Arab Rcpubllc For 
dc1.111\. \cc ihJntcr III 



and that the Council’s reaction 10 these proposals was 
eagerly awaited.“* 

At (he 1934th meeting on 25 June 1976, the represen- 
tative of the United Kingdom explained that his delega- 
tion had voted against General Assembly resolution 
3376 (XXX) which was the basis for the report of,the 
Committee and for the Council’s current meettng. 
because, as had been explained by the representative of 
Italy speaking on behalf of the nine members of the 
European Community, that resolution had taken no 
account of the Council resolutions 242 (1967) and 338 
(1973) which provided the principles for a peaceful 
settlement and the framework for negotiations. He 
added that the British delegation also had abstained in 
the vote on resolution 3236 (XXIX) concerning Pales- 
tinian rights because it did not take into account all the 
essential elements for a just and lasting peace in the 
Middle East, in particular, the need to recognize the 
right of all States in the region, including Israel. to live 
within secure and recognized boundaries. 

The representative of the United Kingdom then 
summarized his Government’s views regarding the situa- 
tion in the Middle East and in particular the Palestine 
question. He emphasized that the problem had to be 
resolved through negotiations and not through war, that 
the solution involved Israeli withdrawal from territories 
occupied in June 1967, respect for and acknowledge- 
ment of the sovereignty, territorial integrity and politi- 
cal independence of every State in the area and their 
right to live in peace within secure and recognized 
boundaries, and the recognition of the right of the 
Palestinian people to the expression of their national 
identity. The last element, the recognition of the Pales- 
tinian right to a national identity, had to be added to the 
principles of resolution 242 (1967) without supplanting 
the Council’s decision. His Government welcomed the 
fact that the Committee had based its recommendations 
on resolutions commanding a wide degree of support in 
the United Nations. The settlement of the problem of 
Palestinian refugees could only be brought about within 
the context of negotiations for a comprehensive seltle- 
ment and remained a most urgent problem. He rcgret- 
ted that the right of all States to live in peace within 
hcc‘urc ;tnd rccogni-rcd boundaries had not been men- 
tmned ;II all in the concluding section of the Commit- 
tee’s report. He suggested that the Council’s aim should 
be to get the negotiations going again instead of setting 
arbitrary time-tables and he called upon the Council to 
try to check the dangerous polarization in the positions 
of the two sides.“’ 

At the same meeting, the representative of Pakistan 
stated that the Israelis wished the world to forget that 
(iencral Assembly resolution IRI (II) of 1947 which 
brought their SI~IC into existence, also rccogmzed the 
continued existence of the Palestine State. He also 
itddresscd criticism by come agrins the Commrtlee 
rcpclrt ;)nJ pointed out that if the VICW\ of those crltrcs 
were n,rt reflected in the report. II w:tq due 10 then 

systematic boycott of the Committee and their failure to 
extend to it the necessary co-operation,‘:’ 

The representative of France put forward his Govern- 
mcnt’s position which entailed the reaffirmation of the 
right of the Arab States to recover the territories lost in 
1967, the right of the Palestinian people to an independ- 
ent country, and the right of every State in the area to 
live in peace within secure and recognized boundaries, 
and expressed regret that the Committee had dealt with 
the first two elements, but disregarded the third. His 
Government acknowledged the right of the Palestinian 
people to a homeland and maintained its clear support 
for the rights of the State of Israel; it called upon the 
international community to take the same position. He 
added that in his Government’s judgement, based on 
Council resolution 338 (1973). a settlement could only 
result from genuine negotiations between the parties and 
that the Palestinians must be given a voice in the 
negotiations. To advance this objective, the Council 
should lay down the principles and recommend to the 
parties the terms of an appropriate settlement. The 
Council should not issue deadlines and time-tables, but 
direct all its efforts towards the resumption of genuine 
negotiations.7z~ 

The representative of the USSR stated that his 
Government’s position regarding the principles of settle- 
ment in the Middle East differed substantially from the 
viewpoint presented by the representative of the United 
Kingdom, although the latter had tried to claim an 
identity of the two. While the USSR called for the 
withdrawal of Israeli troops from all Arab territories, 
the United Kingdom did not include the word “all”; the 
USSR also endorsed the legitimate national demands of 
the Arab people of Palestine, including their inalienable 
right to establish their own State, whereas the United 
Kingdom in a nebulous formula supported the right of 
the Palestinian people to the expression of their national 
identity; lastly, the Government of the USSR called for 
international guarantees for the security and inviolabili- 
ty of the frontiers of all Middle Eastern States, whereas 
the United Kingdom did not refer to such international 
guarantees.716 

The representative of the United Kingdom replied 
that the intention of his delegation had been to draw 
attention to the wide agreement on the three principles 
as an integrated whole without suggesting that the view 
held by the USSR of these three principles was identical 
to that of the United Kingdom.” 

/\t the 1935th meeting on 28 June 1976, the represen- 
tative of the USSR stressed the importance of the 
Council addressing as an independent political problem 
the question of the exercise by the Palestinian PCOplC of 
its inalienable rights. This was especially noteworthy 
srnce the representatives of the Palestinian people par- 
ticipated directly in this detailed discussion of the 
question, The Soviet delegation believed that the cxer- 
c,se ,)f the inalienable rights by the Palestinians and the 
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solution of the Palestine problem were key elements for 
a just and lasting settlement in the Middle East. Only 
an all-embracing solution could lead to lasting peace in 
the area, and a majority of Council members opposed 
therefore separate steps which often created additional 
difficulties. He set out the Soviet view regarding the 
solution of the problem and made special mention of the 
call for the resumption of the Geneva Peace Conference. 
He expressed full support for the recommendations of 
the Committee, in particular the call for equal and full 
participation of the representatives of the Palestinian 
people in all peace efforts under the aegis of the United 
Nations.‘** 

At the same meeting, the representative of Guinea 
spoke in favour of the Committee’s recommendations 
and proposed that in Jerusalem, for which the people of 
Guinea felt particular concern, a 45member legislative 
body representing the three religious communities and 
an executive organ under a United Nations commission- 
er appointed by the Secretary-General should replace 
the current Israeli control. He appealed to Israel to 
refrain from any act intended to alter the legal status of 
Jerusalem. He also called for the abandonment of the 
Jewish settlements in the occupied territories and for the 
unconditional withdrawal of Israeli citizens who had 
been settled in those territories since 1967. He urged the 
Council to consider all measures that might lead Israel 
to implement the recommendations proposed by the 
Committee, but suggested that the full responsibility be 
left to the General Assembly in the event of a total lack 
of co-operation on the part of Israel.719 

The representative of Italy suggested that the only 
realistic way to deal with the Palestinian problem was 
within the established negotiating framework compre- 
hending all the aspects of t+ broader issue of the 
Arab-lsraeli conflict; this approach had not been taken 
sufficiently into consideration in the report of the 
Committee. Since the Committee had not offered in 
clear terms the framework for a territorial solution of 
the Palestinian problem, but had referred to a possibility 
of the Council members, assisted by the Secrctary-Gen- 
eral. either in closed session or through informal consul- 
tations, searching for those moves which would contrib- 
ute to an overall settlement. he believed that what was 
needed most at this point would be an effort to bring up 
to date and supplement the provisions of resolution 242 
(1967) in order to grasp the Palestinian issue in the 
larger context of the whole Middle East problem.“0 

At the 1936th meeting on 28 June 1976, the represen- 
tative of China stated that the essence of the Palestine 
question and the whole Middle East issue lay in Israeli 
Zionist aggression and the contention between the two 
Super-Powers for hegemony in that region. He called 
upon the Security Council unequivocally to recognize 
the complete restoration to the Palestinian people of 
their national rights free from external interference and 
to recognize that the Palestinian people were entitled to 
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resort to all means to regain the above rights. This 
would also require that the Council dem;lndcd the 
immediate, unconditional and complete I~r.\cli with- 
drawal from all the occupied territories.“’ 

At the same meeting, the representative of Japan 
indicated that the problem of Palestine was a crucial 
issue requiring solution together with the other issues of 
the Middle East problem. His Government h;ld studied 
the report of the Committee carefully, but t’elt that 
some of the recommendations contained in the report 
could hardly be implemented either legally or political- 
ly. Under these circumstances, his delegation would not 
be in a position to support those recommcnd;rtions. tie 
urged the udoption of some concrete stcp~ including the 
resumption of the Gencv;r Confsrencc with t hc pclr- 
ticipation of the Palestine Liberation Organi?atlon in an 
attempt to achieve an early agreemcnt.‘1J 

At the 1937th meeting on 29 June I976, the rcprescn- 
tative of the Syrian Arab Republic expressed strong 
support for the report and recommendations of the 
Committee, stressed the urgency of enabling the Pales- 
tinian people to exercise its inalienable rights to self- 
determination and restoration of its national indepen- 
dence and sovereignty and called upon the Security 
Council to implement all of the Committee’s recommen- 
dations without further delay. He remarked with partic- 
ular reference to the provisions of resolutions 242 
(1967) and 338 (1973) that the principle of the 
inadmissibility of the acquisition of territory by war did 
not allow for any exceptions and that therefore the 
Israelis would have to withdraw from the occupied 
territories completely and unconditionally.” 

At the beginning of the 1938th meeting also held on 
29 June 1976. the President drew the attention of the 
Council members to a draft resolution’14 which had been 
submitted the same morning and was sponsored by 
Guyana, Pakistan, Panama and the United Republic of 
Tanzania.‘” 

At the same meeting, the representative of the United 
Republic of Tanzania stated that the report of the 
Committee contained four important elements: (a) the 
right to self-determination, national independence and 
sovereignty of the Palestinians; (6) the right of the 
Palestinians to return IO their homes; (c) the withdrawal 
by Israel from all occupied Arab territories; and (d) the 
right of all States in the region to exist in peace within 
recognized boundaries. He then introduced the draft 
resolution which was sponsored by the delegations of 
Guyana, Pakistan, Panama and by his own delegation: 
Under this draft, in the preamble, the Council would 
have referred to its consideration of the report of the 
Committee, expressed deep concern that no just solution 
to the problem of Palestine had been achieved, and that 
this problem therefore continued to aggravate the 
Arab-Israeli conflict. of which it was the core, and to 
endanger internatlonal peace and security. and recog- 
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lust and lasting peace in the Middle East 
established without the achlcvement inrer 
solution of the problem of Palestine on the 

basis of the recognition of the inalienable rights of the 
Palestinian people; in the opcrdtive part of the draft 
resolution, the Council would have taken note of the 
report of the Committee on the Exercise of the Inalien- 
able Rights of the Palestinian People and would have 
affirmed the inalienable rights of the Palestinian People 
to self-determination, including the right of return and 
the right to national independence and sovereignty in 
Palestine, in accordance with the Charter of the United 
Nations.‘1b 

At the same meeting, the representative of the United 
States criticized the report of the Committee in its basic 
approach as misguided, since in the view of his Govern- 
ment the issues in the Middle East were of a complexity 
that defied resolution by committees but required seti- 
ous negotiations by the parties. His delegation main- 
tained its support for the framework contained in 
resolutions 242 (1967) and 338 (1973). With regard to 
the draft resolution, he indicated that his delegation 
judged the draft as totally devoid of balance, stressing 
the rights and interests of one party, and rejected in 
particular the affirmation of specific political rights for 
the Palestinians because his Government remained con- 
vinced that those rights and interests must be negotiated 
by the parties before they could be defined in resolutions 
of the Council. For those reasons, hi5 delegation intend- 
ed to vote against the draft resolution.“’ 

The representative of the PLO stressed that it was 
high time that the Council address itself to the question 
of the Palestinian rights and expressed full support for 
the resolutions adopted by the General Assembly and 
the recommendations contained in the report of the 
Committee and explained the significance of the recom- 
mendations for the people of Palestine. He concluded by 
appealing to the Council and its members to confront 
the core of the Middle East problem, to promote the 
implementation of the General Assembly resolutions, 
not to fall victim to procedures and modalities which 
would not be appropriate to the questions of Palestine 
;rntl ~tb .rdopt mc;Isures th;lt would contribute signifi- 
c,lntly 10 the rcstortition of justice ;Ind peace in Pales- 
lint.“” 

I)urinp IIIC hi\nle meeting, the draft rcholution was put 
IO the vote it rrccivcd IO votes In f;tvour. I against, and 
4 ;tbstenticms al\d was not ;~dop~cJ owing to the negative 
\otc of ;I pcrliiirnenl mcmtxr.“” 

In cxpl.tn;\lion of the VOIC. chc representative of 

Irancc sugpcsted that in regard to operative paragraph 
I of the draft rcsotution. the Council’\ taking note of the 
report of the C’ommittee did not Justify having recourse 
to a dr;lft resolution. Instead. the (‘ouncil could have 

left it to the President to draw conclusions from the 
debate at a stage when the report was still a provisional 
document to be revlewed by the Committee before being 
transmitted to the General Assembly.‘*” 

Decision of 27 October 1977 (204lst meeting): adjourn- 
ment 
In a letter’” dated I3 September 1977 addressed to 

the President of the Security Council, the Chairman of 
the Committee on the Exercise of the Inalienable Rights 
of the Palestinian People referred to his previous letterY41 
dated 8 June 1977 calling attention to paragraph 4 of 
General Assembly resolution 31120 of 24 November 
1976, in which the Assembly had urged the Security 
Council to consider once again as soon as possible the 
recommendations of the Committee on the Exercise of 
the Inalienable Rights of the Palestinian People. in 
order to take the necessary measures to implement 
them, and requested that the President hold consulta- 
tions with a view to convening a meeting of the Security 
Council on the subject at a suitable date. He added that 
in the Committee’s opinion the meeting should be held 
before the General Assembly considered item 30 of its 
provisional agenda, entitled “Question of Palestine”, so 
that the Committee could submit its conclusions con- 
cerning the discussion in the Council to the Assembly. 
He attached to his letter a copy of the report”’ of the 
Committee which the Council had reviewed in 1976 and 
which the General Assembly subsequently had taken 
note of and endorsed. 

At its 204lst meeting on 27 October 1977, the 
Security Council included the letter in its agenda and 
considered the item at that meeting. At the beginning of 
the meeting, the President informed the Council mem- 
bers that in a letter dated 24 October 1977 the 
Chairman of the Committee on the Exercise of the 
Inalienable Rights of the Palestinian People had re- 
quested to be invited to address the Council on the 
agenda item. The President recalled the previous ded- 
sion in this respect and proposed to follow the same 
practice. In accordance with this proposal the Council 
decided to invite. under rule 39 of its provisional rules of 
procedure, the Chairman of the Committee.‘” 

The President also informed the Council that on 25 
October 1977 the representative of Senegal, by letter. 
had requested that the representative of the Palestine 
Liberation Organization be invited to participate in 
accordance with the previous decisions of the Council in 
that matter. Following a short intervention by the 
representative of the United States criticizing the pro- 
posed invitation as inappropriate and asking that it be 
put to the vote, the Council decided, by vote, to invite 
the representative of the PLO to take part in the debate 
in accordance with past practicc.“J 
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The Security Council further decided IO invite the 
representatives of Egypt and the Syrian Arab Republic 
to participate, without vote, in the discussion of the 
question.‘W 

The Chairman of the Committee on the Exercise of 
the fnalicnable Rights of the Palestinian People opened 
the discussion of the Council and recalled the decision 
of the General Assembly at its thirty-first session to 
take note of the report of the Committee and to endorse 
the recommendations contained therein; the Assembly 
had also urged the Council to consider once again those 
recommendations so as to achieve early progress to- 
wards a solution of the problem of Palestine. His 
Committee had been charged by the Assembly with the 
task of promoting the implementation of its rccommcn- 
dations and of reporting back to the Assembly at its 
thirty-second session. 

The Chairman of the Committee reported that in the 
debate of the General Assembly on the question of 
Palestine a vast majority of delegations supported the 
Committee report and agreed in seeing the question as 
the central clement in the Middle East conflict which 
could be brought to a lasting peace settlement only if 
the legitimate rights and aspirations of the Palestinian 
people were taken into account. Most of the speakers in 
the Assembly debate had stressed that a satisfactory 
solution to the Palestinian question could not be 
achieved outside the framework of an overall settlement 
of the Middle East problem. 

He pointed out that the task of the Committee 
consisted, above all, in righting the basic imbalance 
which had characterized the various United Nations 
approaches to the Palestine question, and in giving the 
Palestinian issue its true dimension. He mentioned 
various suggestions which the Committee had made to 
the Council to help facilitate the Council’s work towards 
a positive approach in the Palestine problem. The main 
concern now should be the implementation of decisions 
that had been adopted by the United Nations. He noted 
with satisfaction the joint Soviet-American statement of 
I October 1977 putting forward common views regard- 
ing the resolution of the Middle East conflict including 
the realization of the legitimate rights of the Palestinian 
people and the revival of the Geneva Conference with 
participation of all the parties, 

He concluded his statement by posing the question 
whether Israel could calmly continue with its policy of 
territorial expansion, injustice and obstruction of the 
exercise of the Palestinian rights and emphasized once 
again that by adopting the recommendations of the 
Committee, the Council would considerably increase the 
chances of a peaceful settlement in the Middle East.“’ 

The representative of the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 
stated his strong support for the Palestinian cause and 
the work of the Committee and warned that the Council 
was confronted with an extremely serious and dangerous 
situation in the Middle East which threatened world 
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peace and security, the Palestine question being the 
essence of the whole problem. He commented on the 
Soviet-American statement of I October and mentioned 
that after the issuance of the joint statement the United 
States Government had insisted to dclcte the phrase 
“national rights” from the text ~~C~USC thnt cxprcssion 
would include the right to self-determination und the 
right to establish a State; the United Sl;rlcb ;tnd lsracl 
had also issued a joint stutcmcnt. a wck lolcr, which 
made the first joint statement mcuningles>. ;IS it reilcr- 
atcd the view that resolutions 242 (1967) and 338 
(1973) remained the basis for the resumption of the 
Geneva Peace Conference and that the ticccpIiIncc of 
the Joint US-USSR statcmcnt of I Octohcr 1977 by the 
parties was not u prcrcquisitc for the rcconvcninp und 
conduct of the Geneva Conference.“’ 

The representative of the USSR renewed his Govcrn- 
merit’s support for the Palestinian people and for its 
representative, the Palestine Liberation Organization, 
and expressed the conviction that opportunities for 
progress towards the establishment of a just and lasting 
peace in the Middle East were now taking shape. This 
would require the earliest reconvening of the Geneva 
Peace Conference. In this connection he noted the joint 
Soviet-American statement on the Middle East.“9 

At the end of the 204lst meeting, the President stated 
that, after prior consultations with members of the 
Council, it had been agreed to adjourn the debate on the 
question. The next meeting of the Council on that issue 
would be fixed after consultations among membcrs.‘M 

Decision of 29 June 1979 (2155th meeting): invitation 
to the PLO 
By letter’” dated 13 March 1979 the Chairman of the 

Committee on the Exercise of the Inalienable Rights of 
the Palestinian People informed the President of the 
Security Council that the Committee had authorized 
him to bring to the attention of the Security Council 
General Assembly resolution 33/28 A of 7 December 
1978, in which the Assembly once again urged the 
Council to consider and take a decision on the rccom- 
mendations of the Committee endorsed in three earlier 
Assembly resolutions. The new Assembly resolution also 
requested the Committee. in the event that the Council 
failed to consider or to take a decision on those 
recommendations by I June 1979. to consider that 
situation and to make suggestions. In the light of the 
renewed mandate to the Committee to make further 
suggestions to the Assembly or the Council, as provided 
for in General Assembly resolution 33128 8. the Chair- 
man of the Committee emphasized that concrete action 
by the Council on the basis of the implementation of the 
Committee’s recommendations would without any doubt 
lead to the achievement of tangible progress towards a 
solution IO the question of Palestine. 



Part II 

Jn a further letter”] dated 27 June 1979 addressed to 
(he President of the Security Council the Chairman of 
(he Committee referred to a letter”’ dated 24 May 1979 
from the President of the Council informing him that 
the Council had held consultations with the members of 
the Council concerning the meeting of the Council on 
the question of Palestine and conveyed to the President 
the conclusion of his Committee that the Council should 
resume the consideration of the Committee’s recommen- 
dations as soon as possible, since considerable time had 
elapsed since the last discussion of these issues at the 
2041~1 meeting of the Council on 27 October 1977. 

At the 2155th meeting on 29 June 1979, the Council 
included the two letters from the Chairman of the 
Committee in its agenda and considered the question at 
its 2155th and 2160th to 2163rd meetings on 29 June, 
27 July, 23 and 24 August 1979. 

At the beginning of the 2 155th meeting, the President 
informed the Council that the Chairman of the Com- 
mittee had requested by letter lo be invited to address 
the Council, in accordance with the provisions of rule 39 
of the provisional rules of procedure. The Council 
decided, in accordance with past practice in this matter, 
to extend an invitation to the Chairman of the Commit- 
tee on the Exercise of the lnalienable Rights of the 
Palestinian People.‘” 

At the same meeting, the Council also decided, by 
vote, to invite the representative of the PLO to partici- 
pate in the debate, in accordance with the Council’s past 
practice.‘” 

During the deliberations on the issue of Palestinian 
rights, the Council further invited the representatives of 
Afghanistan, Cuba, Egypt, the German Democratic 
Republic, Iraq, Israel, Jordan, the Lao People’s Demo- 
cratic Republic, Morocco, Senegal, Sri Lanka, the 
Syrian Arab Republic, Tunisia, Turkey and Yugoslavia, 
at their request, to participate in the debate without the 
right to vote.‘% 

At the 2155th meeting on 29 June 1979, the Chair- 
man of the Committee on the Exercise of the Inalien- 
able Rights of the Palestinian People reminded the 
members of the Council of the endorsement of the 
Committee’s recommendations by the General Assem- 
bly and of the Assembly’s recurrent request that the 
Council consider and adopt those recommendations with 
it view to facilitating the ongoing attempts IO solve the 
Palestinian question. The Council had been seized of 
this question since October 1977. but certain members 
of the Council had succeeded in suspending the exami- 
nation of the Committee’s report, but the members of 
the Committee felt that they could not accept further 
delay. The Chairman pointed to the Assembly’s recent 

resolution 33/28 of 7 December 1978, in which a 
deadline of 1 June 1979 had been set for the Council’s 
renewed consideration of the issue. He added that at 
various points in time members of the Security Council 
had expressed support for the national legitimate rights 
of the Pdlcstinian people, deplored the deepening crisis 
in Lebanon requiring the dispatch of a United Nations 
Force and submitted evidence that Israel continued to 
deny the national rights of the Palestinians. especially 
through its provocative policy of establishing settlements 
in the occupied Arab territories. He restated the basic 
aims as set by his Committee, pointed to the congruence 
between these and the objectives set by the Ministers for 
Foreign Affairs of the European Community in their 
statement of I8 June 1979 and appealed once more to 
the Security Council to assist in achieving progress in 
the issues of the Middle East and in particular of the 
Palestini3n question.“’ 

At the same meeting, the representative of Israel 
stated that the only basis for peace in the Middle East 
was the framework spelled out in Council resolution 242 
(1967) which had resulted in the first treaty between an 
Arab state and Israel. He warned against the adoption 
of the recommendations issued by the Committee as 
they were designed to subvert the principles of resolu- 
tion 242 (I 967).“* 

The representative of the PLO recalled the suffering 
of the Palestinian people since 1947 when they were 
driven out of their homeland and stressed their determi- 
nation to continue the struggle in order to attain and 
freely exercise their inalienable rights. He pointed out in 
detail what he perceived as shortcomings of the Camp 
David accords of September 1978, in particular the 
exclusion of Palestinian representation in the agreement 
itself, as the parties usurped that right for themselves; 
he also noted that the accords envisaged a final resolu- 
tion of the Palestine problem which would preclude the 
exercise of the inalienable national right of the Palestin- 
ian people to self-determination and statehood in Pales- 
tine, the right of return for the Palestinian refugees and 
the right of the Palestinians to choose their own 
representatives. The provisions of the Camp David 
accords and the relevant General Assembly resolutions 
were not compatible, and the divergence between them 
would further hamper the prospects for a solution of the 
Palestinian qucstion.‘3p 

At the close of the same meeting, the representative 
of Kuwait mentioned that it had been agreed in 
informal consultations that the beginning of the debate 
on the report of the Committee on Palestine would be 
confined to a few speakers so as to make the atmosphere 
conducive to serious negotiations with a view to arriving 
at a constructive document. The hope was to resume the 
deliberations at the end of July or beginning of August. 
tje confirmed that his delegation was clearly committed 
to the rebumption of the debate at the end of July.““ 
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The President also referred to the understanding 
reached in the course of consultations and added that 
the members of the Council would be informed of the 
date of the next meeting in accordance with that 
understanding.76’ 

At the 2160th meeting on 27 July 1979, the Rappor- 
teur of the Committee on the Exercise of the Inalienable 
Rights of the Palestinian People suggested that over the 
years, a quasi-unanimous international consensus had 
laboriously been devised on the essential parameters of 
an equitable solution in the Middle East. These parame- 
ters had not yet been incorporated in a unanimous 
Security Council pronouncement. He rejected charges 
that the Committee had specifically been set up to 
by-pass Council resolution 242 (1967); the Committee 
had never ignored the importance of that resolution, but 
had tried to put it in the proper perspective. If  justice 
were to prevail in the Middle East issue, a matter in 
which the United Nations had a clear responsibility, the 
Committce felt that its recommendations should be 
taken into account in all negotiations.76’ 

At the same meeting, the representative of the 
Palestine Liberation Organization set out in detail the 
historical and political significance of the basic Palestin- 
ian rights and concluded that the international com- 
munity, including the United Nations, had never given 
its consent to the Zionist concept of Israel; that on the 
contrary, the United Nations, in its partition recommcn- 
dation, like the League of Nations before it, prohibited 
the actions which led Israel to approximate its own 
Zionist conception of itselfi under these circumstances, 
the United Nations was under no obligation to protect 
or safeguard the Zionist character of Israel, particularly 
in its demographic aspect, but, on the contrary, was 
under an obligation to the Palestioian Arabs to restore 
their rights and to undo the actions of Israel which led 
to the denial of those rights.‘*) 

In accordance with the understanding reached in 
consultations on 30 July 1979, the Council continued its 
consideration of the issue at its 2161~1 meeting on 23 
August 1979.‘” 

At that meeting, the representative of Egypt con- 
firmed the basic quality of resolution 242 (1967) which 
enjoyed universal support and suggested to the Council 
that the recognition of the legitimate rights of the 
Palestine people by Israel in the Camp David accords 
constituted a break-through that should be utilized and 
expanded in further steps, on the way to a solution of 
the Middle East problem. In view of this development 
the Council should consider formally recognizing the 
legitimate rights of the Palestinians in the same way 
that it had recognized the right of all States in the area, 
Including Israel. to exist.76’ 

At the same meeting, the representative of Cuba 
criticized the continuing blockage by Israel and the 
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United States of measures that would promote the 
solution of the Palestine question and reported that the 
Committee had prepared a draft resolution to be 
presented to the Council, which was based on the 
Charter of the United Nations and on international 
principles recognized by all Member States and stated 
the minimum of elements essential to state the case for 
the inalienable rights of the Palestinian people. Ile 
added that his delegation would have preferred IO issue 
an explicit condemnation of Israel and to invoke mcas- 
ures under Chapter VII of the Charter, but that the 
members of the Committee wanted to submit a draft 
that would be acceptable to all Council nrcmbcrs. Ile 
deplored that the llnitcd Stntcs refused IO accept CVCII 

that minimal draft resolution. thus nutintllrnrng it\ 
policy of ignoring the rights of the people of Palestine.rM 

The representative of the Palestine Liberation Organ- 
ization expressed his regret about the resignation of the 
President as representative of the United States due to 
his public acknowledgement of having met with the 
PLO representatives and deplored that the acceptance 
of the Palestinian question as a just cause and the 
recognition of the rights of the Palestinian people were 
reprimanded and punished by the Government of the 
United States. This inflexible position taken by the 
United States made it utterly difficult for the Palestin- 
ians to reach their legitimate goals of self-determination 
and statehood.‘*’ 

At the beginning of the 2162nd meeting on 24 August 
1979. the President drew the attention of the Council to 
the text of a draft resolution’” sponsored by Senegal.7*p 

At the same meeting the Chairman of the Committee 
on the Exercise of the Inalienable Rights of the 
Palestinian People, speaking also in his capacity as 
representative of Senegal, introduced the draft resolu- 
tion which his Committee had prepared. The draft was 
sober and prudent, reflecting the provisions of the 
Charter and recalling principles on which there already 
existed an international consensus. The Committee had 
to make major sacrifices regarding its basic positions in 
order to accommodate if possible, all the members of 
the Council, but this was done in the desire to work for 
peace. The Chairman added that certain members of 
the Council refused to co-operate with the Committee 
on the pretext that they had not voted in favour of the 
resolution setting up that body. 

He then introduced in detail the draft resolution 
which, in its preambular part, would have the Council, 
convinced that the question of Palestine was the core of 
the conflict in the Mlddlc East. reaffirm the urgent 
necessity of the establrshmcnt of a just and lastmg peace 
through ;I comprehensive settlement based on full re- 
spect for the principles dnd purposes of the Charter of 
the United Nations. as well as for its resolutions 
concerning the problem of the Middle East and the 
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question of Palestine, express its concern over the 
continuing deterioration of the situation in the Middle 
East, and deeply deplore Israel’s persistence in its 
occupation of the Arab territories. including Jerusalem, 
and its refusal to implement the relevant United Na- 
tions resolutions, reaffirm the principle of the inadmissi- 
bility of acquisition of territories by the threat or use of 
force, reaffirm also its resolutions on the Middle East 
and the question of Palestine, particularly resolutions 
232 (1967). 242 (1967), 252 (1968). 338 (1973) and 
other relevant resolutions. In the operative part, the 
C‘ouncil would have (I) affirmed (u) that the Palcstin- 
ian people should be enabled to exercise their inalien- 
able rights of self-determination, national independence 
and sovereignty in Palestine, in accordance with the 
Charter of the United Nations and relevant resolutions 
of the Security Council and the General Assembly; (b) 
the right of Palestinian refugees wishing to return to 
their homes and live at peace with their neighbours to 
do so and the right of those choosing not to return to 
receive compensation for their property, in accordance 
with the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, and 
General Assembly resolutions, in particular resolution 
194 (III) of 1 I December 1948; and (2) decided that 
the provisions contained in paragraph 1 above should be 
taken fully into account in all international efforts and 
conferences organized within the framework of the 
United Nations for the establishment of a just and 
lasting peace in the Middle East. 

In conclusion, the Chairman of the Committee point- 
ed out that the members of his Committee had agreed 
to omit any mention of a “Palestinian State”, to 
mention one example of the flexibility shown, and urged 
the Council to decide quickly and in the interest of the 
Palestinian pcoplc.“0 

At the 2163rd meeting on 24 August 1979, the 
representative of Kuwait emphasized that the only aim 
of the draft resolution submitted to the Council was the 
recognition of the right oi the people of Palestine to 
self-determination. He deplored that a memorandum 
issued by the United States Secretary of State in 1975 
to the effect that there should be no recognition of or 
I~c~~\II.~I~~~I\ \rith the PI.0 disqualified the United States 
11~~1 ;III\ k.rtnrtruc’tivc role concerning the right of the 
I’iilestinian:, to the achievement of a comprehensive 
pcacc.‘” 

The representative of the United Kingdom reaffirmed 
his Government’s adherence to the Council’s resolutions 
242 (1967) and 338 (1973) as the framework for a 
ncgoti;ited scttlcmcnt of the Middle East issue and 
c,~llcd upon the PI.0 to accept without qualification 
Isr;icl’\ riplit 10 exist and the commitment to a negotiat- 
cd \c10c11~c11t on that basis “! 

l’hc I’rc\idcnt. spe;iking in his capacity as reprcsenta- 
IIVC of IIIC tlnited States, stated th;it it was his 
(i~~vcrnnrcnt’r policy IO bring the P;ilestinian people into 
IIIC ~C.ICC prtwc’\\ and \ummari/cd the basic approach to 

securing a comprehensive peace in the Middle East: (I) 
the current stage of the peace process, centred on 
negotiations between Egypt. Israel and the United 
States, needed a chance to succeed; (2) the basis of 
making peace was Security Council resolutions 242 
(1967) and 338 (1973) in their entirety; (3) the right of 
Israel and its neighbours to live in peace, within secure 
and recognized borders, was fundamental; and (4) the 
legitimate rights of the Palestinian people, including 
their right to participate in determining their future, 
must be realized. lie added that his Government 
appreciated the significance of the Council debate and 
the statesmanship shown throughout.“) 

The representative of Kuwait remarked, in explaining 
why the Council had not voted on the draft resolution 
submitted by the representative of Senegal, that lengthy 
consultations had been held so that the image of the 
President would not be blemished with a veto on the 
issue of Palestinian rights.‘:’ 

The President announced that the date and time of 
the next meeting of the Council for further consider- 
ation of the agenda item would be fixed following 
consultations among the members of the Council and 
adjourned the meeting.“’ 

Decision of 30 April 1980 (2220th meeting): rejection of 
draft resolution 

In a letter77b dated 6 March 1980, the Acting 
Chairman of the Committee on the Exercise of the 
Inalienable Rights of the Palestinian People drew the 
attention of the President of the Security Council to 
paragraphs 7 and 8 of General Assembly resolution 
34165 A, entitled “Question of Palestine”. in which the 
Assembly once again urged the Council to consider the 
recommendations of the Committee and to act on them 
and also reiterated its request that. if the Council failed 
to act by 31 March 1980, the Committee consider the 
situation and make appropriate suggestions. The Acting 
Chairman furthermore restated the basic principles as 
formulated by his Committee for the pursuit of a 
comprehensive settlement of the Middle East issue 
including the Palestinian question. Since the Council 
had not voted upon the draft resolution which had been 
presented during its deliberations in August 1979, it was 
still seized of the question. He asked that the Council 
take practical measures with a view to implementing the 
Committee’s recommendations designed to restore to 
the Palestinian people their inalienable rights. 

By letter”’ dated 24 hIarch 1980, the Chairman of 
the Committee on the Exercise of the Inalienable Rights 
of the Palestinian People requested that the President 
convene the Council urgently since the developments in 
the occupied Palestinian and other occupied Arab 
territories. including Jerusalem. constituted continuing 
viL,I.ition by Israel of the inalienable rights of the 
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Palestinian people, and since the date envisaged in 
paragraph 8 of resolution 34165 A was imminent. 

At the 2204th meeting on 31 March 1980, the 
Security Council included the two letters in its agenda 
and considered the issue at its 2204th to 2208th, 2219th 
and 2220th meetings on 31 March to 9 April and 29 to 
30 April 1980. During its deliberations the Council 
decided to invite the representatives of Algeria, Bahrain, 
Bulgaria, Cuba, Democratic Yemen, Egypt, Guyana, 
Hungary, India, Iraq, Israel, Jordan, Lebanon, Mada- 
gascar, Morocco, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, Somalia, the 
Syrian Arab Republic, Ukrainian SSR. United Arab 
Emirates, Viet Nam, Yemen and Yugoslavia to partici- 
pate, without vote, in the discussion of the item.‘” 

At the 2204th meeting, the Council also decided to 
extend invitations, under rule 39 of the provisional rules 
of procedure, to the Chairman and the Rapporteur of 
the Committee on the Exercise of the Inalienable Rights 
of the Palestinian Peopl~.“~ 

At the same meeting, the Council further decided, by 
a vote, that an invitation should be accorded to the 
representative of the PLO to participate in the debate, 
in accordance with the Council’s past practice.“0 

At the same meeting, the Council also decided, at the 
request of the representative of Tunisia, to extend an 
invitation to Mr. Clovis Maksoud under rule 39 of the 
provisional rules of procedure.“’ 

The Chairman of the Committee on the Exercise of 
the Inalienable Rights of the Palestinian People, as the 
first speaker in the debate, reminded the Council 
members that the Palestinian issue had been on the 
Council’s agenda since 1976 and that the Committee’s 
recommendations were all based on previous Council 
and General Assembly resolutions. He also pointed out 
that the Committee had clearly, refused a sine die 

postponement of the discussion of the question of 
Palestine in the Council, but noted with regret that 
certain Council members continually rquested further 
delay and thus prevented the Council from acting. He 
warned that the Council’s inaction allowed Israel to 
present the world with further /airs uccomplis that 
made progress towards peace ever more difficult and 
encouraged it to persist in its delinquency. He reaf- 
firmed on behalf of the Committee Israel’s right to 
exist, but added that, on the pretext of its desire for 
absolute security, Israel could not totally deny the 
existence of the Arab Palestine and of the legitimate 
and inalienable rights of the Palestinian people.712 

The Rapportcur of the same Committee pointed out 
that the solution proposed by the United Nations was 
objective and comprehensive and contained a legal 
endorsement of the right of Israel to exist within secure 
borders; this opinion had been repeatedly confirmed by 

“*For details, see chapter III. 
rrpFor funhcr details, see chrptcr III. 
‘“The vote was 10 votes in favour. I against and 4 abs~mbns. !3cc 

2204th mcg.. paras. S-7. for the slatcmcn[ of the rcprcsenta~ivc of the 
Umted States and for Ihe vote. For further details. see chapter Ill. 

“I For further details. see chapter III. 
‘s*ZZ@tth mlg.. paras. 12.37. 

the present United Nations membership and accepted 
by the PLO, through its support of the Committee’s 
recommendations.“’ 

At the same meeting, the reprcsentatlvc of Israel 
reaffirmed his Government’s position that Jordan was 
the national home of the Palestinian Arabs i\nd that the 
long-term solution of the Middle East prrlblcnr was 
feasible only in the fromcwork of the (‘:tmp I)avid 
accords.‘*’ 

At the 2208th meeting on 9 April 1980, the rcprcscn- 
tative of Algeria stated that the Camp D;lvid ngrce- 
ments lacked validity for several reasons: no State had a 
right to conclude an international treaty that would 
abrogate elementary principles of international law. but 
that was exactly what had been done in those agrce- 
ments in that the contracting parties had eliminated the 
right of the Palestinian people to self-determination. 
Moreover, the Government of Egypt had actually 
usurped the right of the Palestinians to conclude a 
treaty for themselves by signing the Camp David 
agreements providing for the abrogation of the inalien- 
able rights of the people of Palestine. 

He proposed instead that the Geneva Conference 
should be reconvened, with the participation of the 
PLO, in order to start peace negotiations under the 
auspices of the United Nations. The world community 
should reject the Camp David agreements as a plan for 
the liquidation of Palestinian national rights and the 
disruption of the territorial integrity of neighbouring 
Arab States.“’ 

At the beginning of the 2219th meeting on 29 April 
1980. the President drew to the attention of the Council 
members the text of a draft resolution,7sb sponsored by 
Tunisia.‘” 

At the same meeting, the representative of Tunisia 
introduced the draft resolution which had been prepared 
by the Committee on the Exercise of the Inalienable 
Rights of the Palestinian People and reproduced, in 
their essence, its recommendations dating back to 1976. 
Under the preambular part of this draft resolution, the 
Council would have taken note of General Assembly 
resolution 34/65; stated its conviction that the question 
of Palestine was the core of the conflict in the Middle 
East; reaffirmed the urgent necessity of the establish- 
ment of a just and lasting peace through a comprehen- 
sive settlement based on full respect for the principles 
and purposes of the Charter of the United Nations, as 
well as for its resolutions concerning the problem of the 
Middle East and the question of Palestine; expressed its 
concern over the continuing deterioration of the situa- 
tion in the Middle East, and deeply deplored the 
persistence of Israel in its occupation of the Palestinian 
and other Arab territories, including Jerusalem, and its 
refusal to implement the relevant United Nations reso- 
lutions; and reaffirmed the principle of the inadmissibil- 

“‘Ibid.. paras. 3945 
‘“fbid.. paras. 67-121. 
“52208th mtg.. paras. E-72. 
‘“WI391 I. OR, JJfh yr., Suppl. /or Aprrl-June 1980. pp. 3@31. 
‘“2219th mlg.. para. 3 
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ity of acquisition of territory by the threat or USC of 
force, In the operative part of the draft resolution, the 
Council would have, first, affirmed (a) that the Palcs- 
tinian people. in accordance with the Charter of the 
United Nations. should be enabled to exercise its 
inalienable national right of self-determination, includ- 
ing its right to establish an independent State in 
Palestine; (b) the right of Palestinian refugees wishing 
to return to their homes and live at peace with their 
neighbours to do so, and the right of those choosing not 
to return to receive equitable compensation for their 
property; secondly, reaffirmed that Israel should with- 
draw from all the Arab territories occupied since June 
1967. including Jerusalem; thirdly, decided that appro- 
priate arrangements should be established to guarantee, 
in accordance with the Charter, the sovereignty, territo- 
rial integrity and political independence of all States in 
the area, including the sovereign independent State of 
Palestine as envisaged in paragraph I (~1) of the 
resolution and the right to live in peace within secure 
and recognized boundaries; fourthly. decided that the 
provisions contained in paragraphs I. 2 and 3 of the 
present resolution should be taken fully into account in 
all international efforts and conferences organized with- 
in the framework of the United Nations for the 
establishment of a just, lasting and comprehensive peace 
in the Middle East; fifthly, requested the Secretary- 
General to take all the necessary steps as soon as 
possible for the implementation of the provisions of the 
present resolution and to report to the Security Council 
on the progress achieved; and sixthly, decided to con- 
vene within a period of six months to consider the report 
of the Secretary-General regarding the implementation 
of the resolution and in order to pursue its responsibili- 
ties regarding such implementation.‘” 

Prior to the vote, at the same meeting, the reprcsenta- 
tive of the United States indicated that his delegation 
would oppose the draft resplution as his Government 
was committed to the approach embedded in the Camp 
David accords as the only workable framework for a 
Middle East settlement and did not view the draft 
resolution as an acceptable alternative.‘ap 

The l’rrsltlcnt then put the draft resolution to the 
\~IIC. II rccc~vctl IO v111cs in f;bvour. I against. and 4 
.\bhtcntIcjn\ ;\nd was non adapted owlnp to the negative 
VOIC of ;i permanent member of the Council.‘Yo 

Al’tcr the vc~tc. the rcprescntativcs of France and the 
Ilnitcd K111gdo1n noted thirt their delegations had ab- 
bt;lined OII the draft resolution. because the review of the 
P;tlcstinian question by the Council of Ministers of’ the 
European Community had not been completed.‘Y’ The 
rcprcscntativc of the PLO called the vote of 10 in favour 
against ;I single negative vote a victory and recognition 
of the inalienable rights of the Palestinian people.7v1 

‘s”ZZZOlh mlg.. paras. Wg4. The draft rcsolur~on failed of rdop 
l10t-1 since One pcrmnnent member cast a ncgabvc vole. 
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‘rw SITt’A’rlOlr; IV SAMIBIA 

Decision of 6 June 1975 (1829th meeting): rejection of 
draft resolution 
By letter ‘?I dated 24 April 1975 addressed to the 

President of the Security Council, the President of the 
United Nations Council for Namibia transmitted the 
text of a press statement of the Council for Namibia in 
which it expressed shock and dismay over an incident 
that had taken place on 23 April in the black township 
of Katutura (Windhoek) when the South African police 
had opened fire on unarmed workers, killing one Nami- 
bian and seriously wounding IO others. The Council for 
Namibia demanded the immediate and unconditional 
release of another 295 Africans arrested in connection 
with the incident. 

By letterT9’ dated 27 May 1975 addressed to the 
Secretary-General, the representative of South Africa 
transmitted the text of a letter from the Minister for 
Foreign Affairs of South Africa and excerpts from a 
speech made at Windhoek by Prime Minister Vorster on 
20 May which stated that the basis of the South African 
Government’s approach to the question of South West 
Africa was that it was for the peoples of South West 
Africa themselves to determine their own political and 
constitutional future in accordance with their own freely 
expressed wishes, without interference from South Af’ri- 
ca, the United Nations or any other outside entity. 

The meeting of the Security Council was called in 
accordance with resolution 366 (1974)‘9’ by which the 
Council had decided to meet before 30 May 1975 for 
the purpose of reviewing South Africa’s compliance with 
the terms of that resolution. 

At the 1823rd meeting on 30 May 1975 the Council 
adopted its agenda’” and considered the item at the 
1823rd to 1829th meetings from 30 May to 6 June 
1975. 

In the course of its deliberations the Council invited 
the representatives of Algeria, Bulgaria, Burundi, Cuba, 
Dahomey, the German Democratic Republic, Ghana, 
India. Liberia, Nigeria,.Pakistan. Romania, Saudi Ara- 
bia, Senegal. Sierra Leone, Somalia, the United Arab 
Emirates, Yugoslavia and Zambia, at their request, to 
ptirticipate. without vote. in the discussion of the item.‘p’ 

The Council also extended invitations as requested 
under rule 39 of the provisional rules of procedure to the 
President and other members of the United Nations 
Council for Namibia. to Mr. Sam Nujoma, Presiderit of 
the South West Africa People’s Organization (SWA- 
PO) and his delegation, to the Reverend Canon Burgess 
Carr of the All-Africa Conference of Churches and to 
Mr. Abdul Minty of the Anti-Aporrheid Movement of 
London.‘g’ 

‘“‘S/l 17UJ. mlmcoarJohcd bo,r rhc lcxt ol the stalcmcnl. see 
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At the 1823rd meeting the President of rhc United 
~;~~ions Councjl for Namibia said that. after an ;rnalysis 
of the statement from South Africa, including attempts 

to seek clarification from the South African Govern- 
,~ent. the Council for Namibia concluded that South 
Africa had in fact rejected operative paragraphs 3 and 4 
of the Security Council resolution 366 (1974). Summa- 
rizing the position of the Council for Namibia on the 
matter, he said that South Africa should: 

1, Declare its unequivocal acceptance of self-deter- 
mination and independence for Namibia; 

2. Accept the territorial integrity of Namibia and 
prescribe a solution that would retain the unity of the 
Territory as a whole; 

3. Allow SWAP0 total political freedom of movc- 
ment so as to enable that organization to dcmonstratc 
that its support did not lie merely within the Ovambo 
tribe. as alleged, but in the whole country; 

4. Immediately and totally abandon all aspects of 
the extension of uparrheid in Namibi;l. including iIs 
police brutality; 

5. Implement with integrity and honour the decision 
IO give independence 10 Namibia; 

6. Accept the United Nations role to ensure a fair 
national election in that Territory.‘qa 

The representative of Somalia stated that South 
Africa had unequivocally reaffirmed its position of 
non-compliance with United Nations resolutions on 
Namibia and with the findings of the International 
Court of Justice. The adoption of resolution 366 (1974) 
had been considered by the international community as 
the culmination of the long effort of the world body to 
find an equitable solution to the question of Namibia. 
Both the interests of the people of the Territory and the 
authority and credibility of the United Nations would 
be ill served if ye! another ultimatum to South Africa 
proved to be futile as others had been in the past.‘99 

At the same meeting the representative of Burundi 
called on the Security Council to (I) reject the letter to 
the Secretary-General from the Minister for Foreign 
Affairs of South Africa and regard it as null and void; 
(2) state that the continued occupation of Namibia by 
South Africa is an act of aggression and a threat to the 
peace in that part of Africa and take the appropriate 
measures in conformity with Article 39 of the Charter; 
and (3) take all the steps necessary to enable the United 
Nations Council for Namibia to discharge its rcsponsi- 
bilities within the Territory of Namibia.aM 

At the 1824th meeting on 2 June 1975 the rcpresenta- 
tive of Zambia expressed the hope that the Security 
Council would go further than resolution 366 (1974) so 
that South Africa could be left in no doubt as to where 
the international community stood on the m;ltter. )(c 
CalId 0” the Security Council among other things to 
condemn South Africa’s refusal to comply with resolu- 
tion 366 (1974); CalI for an effective arms embargo 

against South Afric;t; denlund once more th;lr South 
Africa unconditionally withdraw from N;rmibi;r; also 
demand an immcdilrtc end to the creation of tiantustans 
and so-called homelands; further demand Ih;\t South 
Africa accept the holding of free elcctionh in N;\lnibi;l; 
and declare that should South Africa not comply with 
these demands by 30 September 1975 the Council 
would meet and take stern measures under Chapter VII 
of the Charter, which might include suspension or 
expulsion of South Africa from the United Nations.‘O’ 

Ar the same meeting the representative of Ghana 
stated that South Africa had blatantly refused to 
comply with the decision of the Security (‘ouncil rind 
\\;Is therefore in serious breach of Article ! \)I’ IIIC 
C’harter. tie invited thr Security Council to take 
rffcctivc measures against South Africa and to give the 
Council for Namibia the support and the means to 
establish its presence and authority in Namibia and to 
guide the Territory lo independence. If  South Africa 
prevented the Council from doing this, then the Council 
had 10 suspend South Africa’s privileges and rights 
deriving from membership of the United Nations and 
should not exclude the possibility of expelling it from 
the Organization.80z 

The representative of France said that the South 
African response was ambiguous with regard lo the 
unity of the Territory of Namibia. It presented such a 
loose formula that it left room for the fear that several 
Namibias might be formed and that it did not take into 
account the resolution whereby the General Assembly 
and the Security Council rquested South Africa to 
respect the unity of the country. Namibia had to accede 
to independence as a single State. France drew an 
essential difference between the concept of unity and 
that of territorial integrity and considered that the 
South African Government gave satisfactory assurances 
when it stated that it did not claim an inch of the 
Territory for itself. Some control other than that of 
Pretoria should be exercised in Namibia LO ensure that 
nobody tried 10 counteract the necessary course of 
events. He deplored the reference in the letter of the 
Minister for Foreign Affairs of South Africa to the fact 
that his Government could not accept United Nations 
supervision and appealed to the South African leaders to 
review their position. 

A concrete measure likely to promote new devclop- 
ments would be to try to benefit from the resolution on 
Namibia, recently adopted by the Organization of 
African Unity (OAU) in Dar es Salaam under which a 
special committee had been set up to deal with all 
problems concerning the Territory and also to benefit 
from one positive element of the South African letter: 
the offer of the Pretor!? Government to receive the 
President of the Council for Namibia and the Special 
(‘ommittee of OAU. The Council could thus entrust a 
contact committee with the task of rapidly getting in 
touch with the South Air:can Government and inviting 
II to negotiate on the Eeans to permit the earliest 
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possible attainment of independence by Namibia, with 
respect for its territorial integrity and unity. One of the 
most appropriate means to attain that objective lay in 
the organization, under international supervision, of 
general elections throughout the Territory based on 
universal suffrage. Those elections should be held with 
the participation of all interested parties and move- 
ments, including the party which was probably the most 
important of all, SWAPO. They should take place as 
soon as possible and, in any case, within a year. France 
dtd not agree with the opinion stated by some that the 
situation in Namibia came under Chapter VII of the 
Charter or under one of its Articles.‘o1 

At the 1825th meeting on 3 June 1975 the representa- 
tive of Dahomey called on the Council to impose an 
embargo on South Africa both at the economic level and 
with regard to arms. There could be no doubt but that, 
in order to justify their position, those who protected 
Pretoria would not fail to find certain positive notes in 
Vorster’s reply to resolution 366 (1974) and would 
claim that in fact the reply constituted a favourable 
response to the appeals of the Council. Were the 
Council to fail to act, the African people, in defence of 
the just cause of SWAPO, could not fail to give that 
liberation movement the moral, material and logistic 
support it needed to attack the enemy everywhere at any 
time and to liberate the Territory of Namibia.wY 

The representative of the United States stated that in 
view of the facts of the Namibian situation, it was 
difficult to find that a threat to international peace and 
security existed within the meaning of the Charter. It 
would not be appropriate to invoke mandatory sanctions 
specifically reserved for threats to the peace.“’ 

At the 1826th meeting on 4 June 1975 the representa- 
tive of Nigeria urged the Council to appoint a commit- 
tee of the Council to facilitate the implementation of the 
programme for the transfer of power to the people of 
Namibia.IM 

At the same meeting the representative of the United 
Republic of Tanzania noted that during the previous 
year the Council had given an ultimatum on Namibia to 
the South African rCgime by adopting resolution 366 
(l’j74). ‘The three Western permanent members of the 
Sccurlty Council supported that ultimatum. Yet. the 
Umtcd Kingdom conducted sea manoeuvres with South 
.A~~Ic;I. I:rancc did the same and contmued to sell arms 
IO South Africa. The United States received the Chief 
ol the South African defcnce forces. It had been argued 
by uw~c in the Council that the situation in Namibia 
tl~tl IIOI ~CIC~\II~UIC ,I threat to International peace and 
\ccurlty \‘CI thcrc was a war going on in Namibia itself 
br~wccn IIIC I’rccdom fighter!, ;Ind the illegal occupation 
I’cbrcc\ SOUI~ At’ric.1 h.ld consolidated its military ar- 
WII;II\ III N:kmibio and was waging a war of repression 
III th;lt ICI rltork and ;)I the same time was posing a 
Jlroct threat to the peace and security of the whole 

--.- - - 

region. The Council had a responsibility to ensure that 
its decisions were respected. At least. the Council had to 
impose a mandatory arms embargo against South 
Africa. Any measure contemplated by the Council in 
the form of a resolution should include: reaffirmation by 
the Council of the United Nations’ authority over 
Namibia; a clause to the effect that the United Nations 
should organize and supervise elections to enable the 
people of Namibia freely to determine their own future; 
complete rejection of Bantustans and a call to South 
Africa to abandon that policy; reaflilmation of the 
territorial integrity of Namibia; a call for a halt to 
repression and for the release of all political prisoners; a 
call for the dismantling of all military bases set up by 
the South African rigime in Namibia contrary to the 
Charter of the United Nations; a call for the suspension 
by all States Members of the United Nations of any 
investments in South Africa for the time being as a 
clear demonstration that this would continue only until 
South Africa gave a clearer positive response; and the 
rejection by the Council of sham elections organized by 
the South African rCgime in Namibia.*O’ 

At the 1827th meeting on 5 June 1975 the represcnta- 
tive of the USSR said that South Africa was ignoring 
the decisions of the United Nations and was refusing to 
implement them. The South African leaders had in 
essence reaffirmed their policy aimed at breaking the 
unity of the country. It was not persuasion that was 
needed, but rather effective, concrete enforcement mea- 
sures against South Africa that would be mandatory for 
all States Members of the United Nations. Those who 
were attempting to distract the attention of the United 
Nations and the Security Council from the real state of 
affairs had done so as far back as 1972 at the series of 
meetings of the Security Council in Addis Ababa. where 
they prodded the Council and the United Nations into a 
dialogue with the racists of Pretoria. At that time the 
delegation of the Soviet Union expressed serious doubts 
and spoke out against dialogue with the racists of South 
Africa, fully realizing that it was a futile and hopeless 
undertaking. Life and subsequent developments had 
fully vindicated the position taken by the Soviet Union 
in that regard. The idea of dialogue was merely a 
convenient pretext for the racist rCgime of South Africa 
and its protectors in the United Nations to postpone 
endlessly and to put off any solution of the problem of 
Namibia’s independence. The racist rlgime of Vorster. 
with the support of only an insignificant group of his 
protectors, had found itself facing complete internation- 
al isolation. As reaffirmations of this there were the just 
proposals of the African States. justified by the United 
Nations Charter, that South Africa be expelled from the 
United Nations. Voices were sometimes heard alleging 
that the United Nations Charter was at fault because 
thus far the decisions of the Council on Namibia and on 
d number of other Important questtons had not been 
lmplementcd The fault for this rested not with the 
Charter but tilth those States .Memberb of the United 
\ations which fallcd to observe the prt)bi>lons of the 



Charter and acted contrary to and in violation of the 
lofty and humanitarian principles and purposes pro- 
claimed in it. In fact, they attempted to conceal and to 
justify South Africa’s failure to observe the Charter and 
it was this that enabled South Africa to put itself 
against the Security Council and the United Nations at 
large and against the countries of Africa and world 
opinion.- 

At the 1829th meeting on 6 June 1975 the representa- 
tive of the United Kingdom said that South Africa had 
made an offer to have discussions on the future of 
Namibia with a reprcsentativc of the Secretary-General, 
with the newly created Special Committee of OAU and 
uith the President of the Council for Namibia. An! 
such discussions should bc unconditional. l’hcy could 
not, for example. bc confined mcrcly to examination of 
the situation in Namibia-a sort of African visiting 
mission. The discussions, to bc useful, would have to 
encompass the future constitutional and political dcvcl- 
opment of Namibia. The United Kingdom did not 
regard the situation in Namibia as a threat to intcrna- 
tional peace and security; it would oppose any resolution 
of the Council to that effect. It would qually oppose 
any attempt to prejudge what action the Council should 
take if and when it reassembled to consider Namibia 
later this year. Some delegations had been considering a 
draft resolution which would have authorized renewed 
contacts with the South African Government. but would 
have pointed them in the correct direction right from 
the start. That draft resolution would have condemned 
South Africa’s failure to comply satisfactorily with 
resolution 366 (1974); condemned its illegal occupation 
of Namibia; condemned its illegal application of racial 
discriminatory and repressive laws; demanded an end to 
the policy of Bantustans, and *South Africa’s urgent 
withdrawal from the Territory; and called upon South 
Africa to enter into early contact with a committee to lx 
established by the Council for the purpose. But this 
proposal proved unacceptable to other mcmbcrs of this 
Council. Had such a resolution been adopted by conscn- 
SUS. the whole weight of the Security Council would 
once again have been invoked against South Africa’s 
continued occupation of Namibia. More important, the 
Council would have been able to record its general 
agreement on the way in which it hoped the situation 
would develop, namely towards free elections under 
United Nations supcrvision.m 

At the same meeting the representative of the Unitcd 
Republic of Cameroon introduced a draft resolution 
sponsored by Guyana. Iraq, Mauritania, the United 
Republic of Cameroon and the United Republic of 
Tanzaniaa’o by which the Council would ( I) condemn 
South Africa’s failure to comply with terms of Security 
Council resolution 366 (1974) of I7 December 1974; (2) 
condemn once again the continued illegal occupation of 
the Territory of Namibia by South Africa; (3) further 
condemn the illegal and arbitrary application by South 
Africa of racially discriminatory and repressive laws 
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and practices in Namibta; (4) dcmnntl th;tt South 
Africa put an end forthwith to its policy of Bantustans 
and the so-called homelands armed at violating the 
national unity and the territorial integrity of Namibia; 
(5) further demand that South Africa procrcd urgently 
with the necessary steps to withdraw from Namibia and, 
to that end, to implement the mcasurcs stipuhttcd in 
resolution 366 (I 974); (6) reaffirm the Icgal rcsponsibil- 
ity of the United Nations over Namibia and demand 
that South Africa take appropriate measures to enable 
the United Nations Council for Namibia to establish its 
presence in the Territory with it view IU fncilit;iting the 
transfer of power to the p~c)pk of Naniibiii. (7) deelure 
thttt in cirtlcr for ~hc I~ililr cil N~II~II~I~I ICI clc-err IIIIIIC 

freely their own l’ulurc 11 i!i iiut*r:tlr\c 111;11 I’rcc 
elections bc organized under the supervision and control 
of the United Nations as soon as possible and, in any 
case, not later than 1 July 1976; (8) affirm its support 
of the struggle of the pcoplc of Namibia for sclf-dctcr- 
mination and independence; (9) acting under Chapter 
VII of the United Nations Charter: (u) determine that 
the illegal occupation of the Territory of Namibia by 
South Africa constituted a threat to international pcau 
and security; (b) decide that all States should prevent: 
(i) any supply of arms and ammunition to South Africa; 
(ii) any supply of aircraft, vehicles and military quip- 
mcnt for USC of the armed forces and paramilitary 
organizations of South Africa; (iii) any supply of spare 
parts for arms, vehicles and military equipment used by 
the armed forces and paramilitary organization of South 
Africa; (iv) any activities in their territories which 
promote or arc calculated to promote the supply of 
arms, ammunition, military aircraft and military vchi- 
clcs to South Africa and equipment and materials for 
the manufacture and maintenance of arms and ammuni- 
tion in South Africa and Namibia; (10) decide that all 
States should give effect to the decision set out in 
paragraph 9 (b) above notwithstanding any contract 
entered into or liccncc granted before the date of the 
present resolution. and that they notify the Sccrctary- 
General of the measures they have taken to comply with 
the aforementioned provision; (I I) decide that provi- 
sions of paragraph 9 (6) above should remain in effect 
until it had been established, to the satisfaction of the 
Security Council, that the illegal occupation of the 
Territory of Namibia by South Africa had ken brought 
to an end; (I 2) request the Secretary-General, for the 
purpose of the effective implementation of the present 
resolution. to arrange for the collection and systematic 
study of all available data concerning international 
trade in the items which should not bc supplied to South 
Africa under paragraph 9 (6) above; (I 3) request the 
Secretary-General to report to the Security Council 
concerning the implementation of paragraph 7 and 
other provisions of the present resolution; ( 14) decide to 
remain seized of the matter and IO meet on or before 30 
September 1975 for the purpose of reviewing South 
Africa’s compliance with the terms of the relevant 
paragraphs of the present resoiorron And. !n the event 
of non-compliance by South .\frica. tu take further 
appropriate mcasurrs under the Ch,lrtcr 
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Speaking in explanation of the vole before the vote, 
the representative of China said that in the opinion of 
his delegatron the wording of operative paragraph 13 of 
the draft resolution did not authorize the Secretary- 
General to enter into any so-called “di:lloguc” with the 
South African authorities. Although his delegation had 
reservations on operative paragraph 7. it would vote for 
the draft.“’ 

The representative of Sweden said his delegation 
would vote for the draft, although it would have wished 
to have a text much more explicit with regard to United 
Nations contacts with South Africa in order to explore 
possibilities that might exist to promote a peaceful 
movement towards the goal of a free and independent 
nation of Namibia. Operative paragraph 13 requested 
the Secretary-General to report to the Council concern- 
ing the implementation of paragraph 7 regarding United 
Nations supervision of free elections in Namibia. That 
implied, in Sweden’s view, that the Secretary-General 
had to make all the contacts necessary in that context to 
create a base for his reporting to the Council regarding 
implemenlation.~~* 

The Council then proccedcd to vote on the draft 
resolution, which received IO votes in favour, 3 against 
and 2 abstentions and was not adopted, owing to the 
negative votes of three permanent members of the 
Council.*” 

Speaking in explanation of vote, the representative of 
Japan said that his delegation found it difficult to 
accept a finding that the situation in Namibia consti- 
tuted a threat to international peace and security. There 
was still a possibility for a peaceful solution through 
talks between the parties directly concerned.“’ 

The representative of Italy stated that his delegation 
was not able to support those provisions of the draft 
resolution which referred to action under Chapter VII 
of the Charter. As a matter of fact the problem of 
Namibia was still one of illegal occupation of a Tcrrito- 
ry by the administering Power and of violation ol 
human rights for which the Charter made provision 
under other rules 8” 

‘1 trc rrprr\rnt;ttivr ()I’ [he I tnitcd Republic of Tan/n- 
111~1 tlrr~l;~lctl tIr,~l pt~:\p~ :~plt (5 cd rc\~rlulic\n 366 (1074) 
~pcc~l~call~ stIpul;rtcd that if South Africa fatled to 
comply wrth its provisions, the Councrl would consider 
“the appropriate measures to be taken under the 
Charter of the United Nations”. South Africa had not 
complied with the provisions of resolution 366 (1974). 
l.ogic demanded that the Council should have procced- 
ed to take the appropriate measures that it had under- 
t;tken to implement.“” 

Speaking in exercise of his right of reply the represen- 
tative of the United Kingdom sard the speech by the 
representative of the United Republic of Tanzania was 

based upon three propositions. The first was that there 
had been lotal non-compliance by the South African 
Government with resolution 366 (1974). The United 
Kingdom did not accept the totality of that proposition. 

Secondly, there was the proposition that if there had 
been non-compliance by South Africa with a Council 
resolution, that automatically made the situation one in 
which there was a threat to international peace and 
security within the terms of Chapter VII of the Charter. 
That was not a proposition the United Kingdom could 
accept. The third proposition was that, leaving aside all 
legalities, to move into Chapter VII at the moment 
would be the best way of putting effective pressure on 
the South African Government and the best way of 
moving forward. That was inappropriate at a time when 
the South African Government had made certain offers 
and had proposed certain contacts. It was quite inappro- 
priate to take a step so drastic and far-reaching without 
first trying to ensure whether those contacts would 
produce anything or indeed whether those statements 
meant anything.“’ 

At the end of the meeting the President stated that 
the Council had concluded the present phase of its 
consideration of the situation in Namibia. It would 
remain seized of the matter. 

Subsequent to the 1829th meeting, the Acting Chair- 
man of the Special Committee on the Situation with 
regard to the Implementation of the Declaration on the 
Granting of Independence to Colonial Countries and 
Peoples transmitted by letter”’ dated 27 June 1975 to 
the President of the Security Council a copy of the text 
of a consensus concerning the question of Namibia*rg 
adopted by the Special Committee on I8 June, in which 
it urged the Security Council to consider taking all 
appropriate measures under the United Nations Char- 
ter, including those provided for in Chapter VII. with a 
view to securing the full and speedy compliance of 
South Africa with United Nations decisions concerning 
Namibia, in particular, Security Council resolution 366 
(I 974) of I7 December 1974. 

Decision of 30 January 1976 (1885th meeting): rcsolu- 

Hy Icttcr’>’ dated 16 December 1975 the Secretary- 
General transmitted to the President of the Security 
Council the text of General Assembly resolution 3399 
(XXX), adopted on 26 November, and drew attention 
to paragraph I I of the resolution, whereby the Assem- 
bly urged the Security Council to take up again the 
question of Namibia and to give effect to Security 
Council resolution 366 (1974). 



fn a IetterQl dated 27 January 1976 addressed 10 the 
Secretary-General, the representative of South Africa 
set ou1 his Government’s position with regard to the 
question of South West Africa. He stated that South 
Africa did not recognize any right of the United 
Nattons 10 supervise the affairs of the Territory and 
added that the advisory opinion of the International 
Court of Justice of 21 June 1971 was advisory only. The 
South African Government reiterated its offer to negoti- 
ate with a mutually acceptable personal representative 
of the Secretary-General in order that he might ac- 
quaint himself with the process of self-determination in 
the Territory and attend the Constitutional Conference 
as an observer. II also reiterated its offer to discuss the 
development with leaders of Africa, the Chrirman ot 
the United Nations Council for South West Africa and 
the Special Committee of the OAU. They would also be 
welcome to visit South West Africa. Additional infor- 
mation regarding the Territory was provided in an 
annex entitled “South West Africa Survey 1974”. 

At its 1880th meeting on 27 January 1976 the 
Security Council adopted the agenda and considered the 
item at the 1880th 10 1885th meetings between 27 and 
30 January 1976. 

In the course of its deliberations the Council invited 
the representatives of Algeria, Bangladesh, Burundi, 
Cuba, Egypt, Guinea, India. Indonesia, Jamaica, Jor- 
dan, Kenya, Kuwait, Liberia, Mali, Mauritania, Mauri- 
tius, Nigeria, Poland, Saudi Arabia, South Africa, 
Tunisia and Yugoslavia, at their request, to participate 
without the right 10 vote in the discussion of the item.“: 

The SecuritIf Council also extended invitations, as 
requested, under rule 39 of the provisional rules of 
procedure to a delegation of the United Nations Council 
for Namibia, composed of the *President of that bcdy 
and the representatives of Finland. Indonesia, Poland 
and Mexico, to Mr. Moses M. Garoeb of SWAP0 and 
to the Rapportcur of the Special Committee against 
Aportheid.B2J 

At the 1880th meeting the representative of Zambia 
speaking as the President of the United Nations Council 
for Namibia stated that the people of Namibia had 
continued 10 suffer under the illegal South African 
occupation. The Pretoria regime had escalated its po- 
lice-state measures against Namibians through killings, 
mass arrests, detention and other repressive actions. Its 
continued illegal occupation of Namibia had been 
reflected in the expanding application of apartheid and 
the continuing Bantustanization of the Territory. The 
most recent attempt to mislead the Namibian people 
and the international community was the so-called 
Constitutional Conference. The Declaration of Intent 
which it adopted was blatant in its violation of the rights 
of the Namibian people; it did not recognize Namibia as 
a unitary State and made no reference to majority rule 
or to the institutions of a central government. SWAP(> 
had already decisively rejected that mystification. The 

Council for Namibia had also condemned the so-c:rllcd 
Constitutional Conference. Moreover, the (‘ouncil for 
Namibia had reaffirmed the territorial intcprity 01 
Namibia as well as the inalienable right of the Namibi- 
an people to self-determination and independence. They 
had no alternative left but to struggle for their right 10 
self-determination and independence by all means at 
their disposal. There was still a chance for peaceful 
change in Namibia. That chance l;~y onlv in thr 
convening of a national election in N;II~I~I;I under 
United Nations supervision. Such an election. in which 

all the political parties of Namibia, including SWAPS. 
must participate on an CqUill fooling, would consl~tute il 

genuine ncl of sclI’-tiercrrt~in~~lic~n hv I hc ~~c-~~plr 01 
Namibia. The (‘ouncil must, at the very IIIIIIII~II~. 0~~ 
the following: (I) strongly condemn the continued 
illegal occupation of Namibia by South Africa and 
demand that ,South Africa comply with the relevant 
General Assembly and Council resolutions calling upon 
it to withdraw from Namibia; (2) strongly condemn the 
attempts by South Africa 10 divide Namibia into 
so-called homelands and to apply its racially discrimina- 
tory and repressive laws and practices in the Territory; 
(3) strongly condemn the South African military build- 
up in Namibia and the recent convening of a so-called 
Consitutional Conference in the Territory: (4) declare 
and direct that, in order that the people of Namibia 
might be enabled freely to determine their own future, 
free elections under United Nations supervision and 
control be held for the whole of Namibia as one political 
entity; and (5) demand that South Africa urgently make 
a solemn declaration accepting the rquircment for the 
holding of free elections in Namibia under United 
Nations supervision and control.*2’ 

The representative of Guinea said that in June 1975 
France. the United Kingdom and the United States of 
America used their right of veto 10 block an arms 
embargo against South Africa under Chapter VII of the 
Charter. The need for such action was even more 
evident now that South Africa, encouraged by the West, 
was using Namibian territory as a base for aggression 
against the new State of Angola.lz’ 

At the same meeting the representative of Algeria 
noted that South Africa, by refusing to comply with 
resolution 366 (1974). had failed to fulfil its obligations’ 
as a Member, in particular those arising out of Article 
25 of the Charter.*zL 

At the 1881~1 meeting on 27 January 1976 the 
representative of the United Kingdom, speaking about 
the Constitutional Conference convened by South Afri- 
ca, regarded 11 as a step forward. However, the composi- 
tion of the Conference was inadequate. Those who 
believed that Namibia should become a unitary State 
had been excluded from the Conference since they were 
reluctant to take part in rhc ethnic electIons from which 
the Conference had drawn its representatton. The 
current talks did not constitute ;1 process of self-deter- 
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mination. Some useful proposals might be made at the 
Conference; but those would need the approval of the 
Namibian people as a whole through a single eicctural 
process conducted throughout Namibia and supcrviscd 
by the United Nations. The llnitcd Nations team should 
closely monitor the election and report back to the 
Security Council. It was by no means certain that South 
Africa would accept the principle of United Nations 
supervision. South Africa believed that the United 
Nations was determined to impose a preconceived 
pattern of political development upon the Territory. 
Neither the Administering Authority nor the United 
Nations could choose on behalf of the Namibian pcoplc. 
Strict election supervision was necessary, but it would 
be unrealistic to demand that the South Africans should 
leave the Territory before any act of self-determination 
took place. That was why the United Kingdom advo- 
cated contacts between South Africa and the United 
Nations as the only way to bring about the acceptance 
by South Africa of United Nations supervision.*z’ 

The representative of the Philippines, as Rapportcur 
of the Special Committee against Apartheid. stressed 
that the rCgime of South Africa constituted a threat to 
international peace and security, and issued open threats 
to neighbouring independent African States. The intcr- 
national community could not idly stand by while South 
Africa undertook to destroy the national unity and 
territorial integrity of Namibia, and built up its military 
forces using Namibia as a base for intervention ap;linst 
independent neighbouring countries. The Council must 
take urgent and effective measures against the South 
African racist regime, particularly by enforcing an ;\rms 
embargo against that criminal and aggressive regime.“!” 

The representative of South Africa stated that his 
country did not recognize and had never rccognizcd any 
right of the United Nations to supervise the affairs of 
the Territory of South West Africa, nor could it be 
expected to agree to United Nations supervision of any 
electoral process as long as the majority of United 
Nations Members continued their campaign in regard 
of the Territory.*lP 

At the iXX?ntl meeting on 1X .I;lnu;lry I976 the 
rcprcscnt.\tlvc 01’ (‘him1 h;lid th;lt the N;;lmibi.tn quchticjn 
should bc aolvcd i\A follows: the rclcvanl Gcncral 
Assembly ;~nd Sscurlty C‘ouncil resolution\ adoplcd on 
Namibia should bc ;ldhered to, ;111tl the South Africiln 
;luthoritic\ IIIII~I Immcdi;lteIy end their illcp;ll occup.i- 
tion of N;lmibl;l, withdr;Iw all their troops ;Ind ;id!ilini+ 
trirtion thcrefrollr and Ict the N,rnllbl;ln people ;IC~IC~S 
IheIr indcpcndcncc free from r,ut\idc intcrfcrcncc ““I 

At the IXHIrd iwst~ng on 20 .I.inuar! 197() 01c 

reprcscnt;ltlvc of the USSR obhcrvcd that it ~;IS obvious 
thirt the major goal of the South African rCglnlc \b115 to 
postpone its withdrawal indcl’inilcly. and to preserve in 
that area :I citadel of neo-colonialism and r;Iclsm against 
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the peoplc3 of Africa. Many sophisticated arms were 
being dell~~cred 10 South Africa through transnation;ll 
corporations, in violation of the decisions of the United 
Nations and the organization of African Unity. These 
dcllvcries had increased, especially in recent times, in 
connection with an unpreccdcntcd increase in military 
expcnditurc5 in South Africa. The arms and military 

supplies entering South Africa were being used w,idely 
by the racist rCgime to suppress the national ii\,cr;\tio! 
movement in Namibia and to turn the Territory itsell 
into ;I base to threaten and directly attack neighbouring 
African countries. This was a flagrant violation of 
international law and fully confirmed that the racist 
Ggirne of South Africa was a serious threat to peace 
and security on the African continent. The delegation of 
the Soviet Union was convinced that the continued 
struggle of the United Nations and of the entire 
international community against the last bastion of 
colonialism and recession was fully in keeping with the 
goals of international dCtentc and with the task of 
extending it to all countries of the world, including the 
continent of Africa.“’ 

At the same meeting the representative of France said 
(hilt since South Africa had taken certain initiatives, 
cvcn though they did not appear to be satisfactory, it 
bchovcd the international community to maintain its 
prchsurc in an effort to guide the actions of the 
Government of Pretoria. But pressure should be cxer- 
ciscd realistically, taking into account what was possible 
without sacrificing the fundamental options of the 
United Nations. He welcomed the draft resolution 
prepared by seven non-aligned countries and others. The 
requirements for free elections in Namibia with the 
participation of all parties, including SWAPO. met with 
the approval of his delegation. Those elections should be 
held under United Nations supervision and with the 
necessary control by the United Nations. When the time 
came, it would be up to the Council, taking into account 
the attitude of the Pretoria authorities, to determine 
how the United Nations intervention should be trans- 
lated in practice.“! 

The representative of the United States expressed ths 
bclicl‘ th;rt ;I sinplc electoral process should be held 
throughout Namibia c;\rcfull> supervised by the United 
Nations to ;~llow the Kamibian people to decide on ths 
future con%titutional structure of their country. The 
supcrvi\ion could be worked out as soon as possible 
bctuccn the Ilnited Kations and the Government 01 
S~~tll Africa And both partlcs should be encouraged to 
11lw1 .lnd m;lkc the necessJr) arrangements.*” 

AI the lXX4th mecting on 29 January 1976 the 
rcprchcntdtlve of (;ujrrnJ Introduced the draft resolu- 
tlon*” sponsored bj Rcnin. Guyana. the Libyan Arab 
Republic, f’.lhlstan. P,\nama. Romania. Sweden and the 
\‘nilcd Republic of Tanzania. He noted that the draft 
rcholutic,n U;I f,ishioned on the basis of a sc[ of 
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principles which members of the Council should regard 
as the fundamentals for the maintenance of peace and 
security in the world at large. The foremost principle 
was the inalienable right of the people of Namibia to 
self-determination and independence. The second was 
that South Africa had no legal jurisdiction whatsoever 
over the Territory of Namibia. The third was that the 
United Nations, through the Council for Namibia, had 
a direct responsibility for the administration of the 
Territory of Namibia. Fourthly, the Security Council 
itself had acknowledged its own responsibility to take 
such initiatives as might be of assistance in finding a 
solution to the issue of South Africa’s illegal occupation 
of Namibia. 

At the same meeting the representative of Kenya 
appealed to the three permanent members of the 
Security Council which exercised their veto right in 
October 1974 and in June 1975, to reconsider their 
position and to facilitate the adoption by the Security 
Council of effective measures to ensure the withdrawal 
of South Africa from Namibia.“’ 

At the 1885th meeting on 30 January 1976 the 
representative of Mali observed that the South African 
aggression against Angola launched from Namibia gave 
a new dimension to the problem before the Council. The 
Council’s decision must take into account the possible 
dire consequences of the continued illegal occupation of 
that Territory. The Council had a great responsibility 
because the expansionism of South Africa, if not 
contained in time, would engulf southern Africa in a 
virulent racial war with unpredictable implications.*J6 

The representative of the United Republic of Tanza- 
nia called for the disruption of diplomatic, other politi- 
cal and all economic relations with South Africa in so 
far as it related to Namibia. It was important that all 
exiled political leaders of the people of Namibia should 
be allowed to return without any restriction, and that 
they should be allowed to exercise their right to political 
expression freely as well as to propagate their opinions 
without let or hindrance. It was a necessary condition 
that the South African regime adhere strictly to the 
Declaration of Human Rights and the repeal of all 
restrictive laws.” 

At the same meeting the draft resolution S/I 1950 was 
adopted unanimously as resolution 385 (l976).“” 

The resolution reads as follows: 

- 

‘I’ I MJlh nr~g , p.~ra, I 2x. 14x 
I’* IHX5th mcg p,rrd, 40.60 
‘I’ lhld, parJo 62-X1 
‘I’ Kzcdrrrlooc on./ I,rt I,,,, “1 ,,’ II,,. \,,< 1,111, ( ,,,,,,,,, ,I,‘, 
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Concrmrd at South Africa’s conlinucd illcgcl occupation of 
Namlbla and iIs pcrrislcnl refusal IO comply with the resolutions and 
decisions of the General Assembly and the Security Council, as well a$ 
with the advisory opinion of the Inlernatlonal Court of Justice. 

Grow/y conwmrd 31 South Africa’s brutal repression of the 
Namibian people and ils pcrsistcnt violation of their human rlghts. as 
well as IIS efrorls to destroy the natIonal unity and territorial mtegrlly 
of Namibia. and its aggrcstivc military bulld-up in the arca. 

Srrr~rgly clrplorrn~ the mllilarlralion of Namlbla by the rllcgal 
occupatwn rCgimc ol South Africa, 

I (hndmrnx the contlnucd lkgdl occupatwn of rhc Tcrrttory of 
Namlbir by South Africa. 

2 Condrmnr Ihe lllcgal and arbllrary appllcllton by South 
Africa or raelally discrimlnaLory and reprcrsivc law\ and practices in 
Namibia. 

3 (‘ondrmnr the South African military build-up in Namibia 
and any u111vation of the Territory as a b:lrc for atfackn on 
nclghbouring countrws; 

4 Drmands Ihac South Africa put an end forthwith 10 its policy 
or banlustans and the so-called homelands aimed al violating the 
national unity and the territorial integrity of Namibia: 

5. Furrhrr condrmns South Africa’s lailurc IO comply with the 
terms ol Security Council resolution 366 ( 1974): 

6. Furrhrr condrmns all attempts by South Africa calculated IO 

evade the clear demand of rhe United Nations ror the holdmg of free 
electtons under United Na!wns supcrwrlon and control In Namibia. 

7. Drrlorrs rhal. an order that the pcoplc of Namibia ma) bc 
enabled freely to dctcrmine their own future. it is impcratlvc that free 
clcc~~ons under the supervision and control of rhc llmtcd Nations bc 
held for the whole of Namibia as one polmcal cntily. 

8 Furrhrr drc.lorrs ihal. III dcrcrmmmg \hc dale. ~imc-lablc and 
mod.il~~ws for Ihc clcclwnx I” accordance wlih pdr.tgr.rph 7 abwc. 
thcrc shall be rdcqu.llc II~C. IO bc dccldcd upon b! the Sccurlt) 
Co~ncd. for the purpnc of cnabhnp rhc llnllcd N.llwn\ IO u\l.lbl,sh 
the necessary machincq wllhln Namibia IO cupcrvw and cwlrol huch 
clcclwns. as well as IO cnablc Ihe pcoplc of hi.rmibtJ IO organIre 
~oII~KzII~ (or ihc purport ol wch clccclonr. 

9 fkmand.c that South AfrlcJ urgcnlly make .I wlcmn dccl.lrJ. 
tmn acccpimg the forcgwng prov~wn~ Tar the holdlnp ()I lrcc clcclwnr 
III Namibia under United N;llwnr tupcr\~s~on and control. undcrlak- 
Ing to comply wtlh the rcwlurions and dcilrwns of Ihc llnlrcd NaIlon> 
and wlih the advisor) opm~on oC ihc In!crnatlonal Court of Justice of 
?I June 1971 In regard 10 hdm\bla. and recogmrmg Ihc wrr1lor131 
tntegrlty rnd unity or hamlbla as a ndllon. 

IO Hrirrrorrr rrr drnrond rhar Sovlh Afrtca take Ihc nccceary 
siep, IO effect Ihe *llhdrawl. In accordance with Srcurlcy Council 
rcwiulmns ?b4 (1969). ?b9 (1969) and 366 (1974). of II> Illcg.11 
adnrlnl\trallon mJln~~lncd In \amlblJ Jnd IO rwndcr poucr 111 the 
p~plc d \drnlbld wllh Ihc .r\clclJncc of the Cinllcd K:dLlon,. 

I I Iknwndr up,~, thJi South t\irlcJ. pcndlng the lr.rn,fcr 01 

~wcr prwldcd for In pdr.lgrAph IO atwc 

(,I) C‘~mpl) lull) In \plrll and In pr~sr:ic wtth Ihc pr<r\~\w,n, r)f the 
I nz\cr\.rl Occl.cr.~!~un ut’ tiurn.ln Right\. 
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(h) Rclmsc all Kamibinn political prlsoncrs. lncludmg all ihow 
Imprisnncd or dctaincd in conncclwn wllh offence\ under so-called 
internal rccur~~y laws. whether such Kamlblan\ have been charged or 
Lrled or arc held wllhout charge and whcthcr held in Namibia or 
South Africa. 

(c) Abollrh rhc applicalwn in Namibia 01’ ~11 r.tcially dlscrlminato. 
r) and polltlcally rcprcssive laws and pracwes. partxularly bantus- 
tans and homelands. 

(d) Accord uncondltlonally IO all Namiblans currcnlly In exile for 
polltlcal reasons full facilities ror return LO their country without risk 
ol nrrcst. dctcncwn. intimidation or imprtsonmenc; 

12. Drc~tJ~r IO remain scizcd of the matter and IO meet on or 
before 31 Augusr 1976 for the purpose of reviewing South hlrlca’s 
compllancc ulth the terms of the prcscnl resolution and, in lhc event 
of non-compll~ncc by South hrrvza, for the purpose of considcrlng the 
approprlatc mcJ>urcs IO bc taken under the Charter of the United 
Nation\ 

Speaking in explanation of vote after the vote the 
representatives of France and the United Kingdom 
exprcsscd their reservations in regard to the decision of 
the Council since it referred to certain previous rcsolu- 
tions on which they abstained and also in regard to its 
opcrativc paragraph 3.“’ 

The rcprescntativc of the United States said it was 
clear that the Council was leaving open the exact form 
of United Nations supervision of the elections. leaving it 
to be worked out subsequently by the United Nations. 
In that way the Council avoided prejudging the exact 
nature of the United Nations role until the matter could 
bc specifically considered.** 

Decision of I9 October 1976 (1963rd meeting): rejcc- 
tion of draft resolution 
By letter’” dated 18 August 1976 addressed to the 

Secretary-General. the representative of South Africa 
transmitted the text of a statement by the Constitutional 
Committee of the South West African Constitutional 
Confcrencc. The Committee was in agreement that 31 
December 1978 could, with reasonable certainty. bc 
fixed as the date for independence for South West 
Africa. The Committee reaffirmed, with regard to the 
question of territorial integrity. the interdependence of 
the Terrrtory’s various population groups and the firm 
dcsirc to maintain South West Africa as a unity. The 
Committee rcjcctcd any attempt to solve the country’s 
problems by violence. 

Hy lcttcr”‘! dated 20 August 1976 addressed to the 
Secretary-Cicneral, the Acting Prcstdent of the United 
r\iations C‘ounctl for Namibia transmitted the text of the 
st.rtcmcnt oC the United Nations Council for Namibia of 
IH August 1976. According to the statement, the 
proposals of the so-called Constitutional Conference of 
representatives hand-picked by the illegal South African 
administration in Windhock did not even approach any 
of the rcqulrcments laid down by the United Nations for 
gcnuinc self-dctcrmination and independence, but mcre- 
ly sought to perpetuate the homelands (bantustans) 
policies and prolong South Africa’s tllcgal occupatton of 

N:III\I~I;~. 
- _-__ -- 

At the 1954th meeting on 31 August 1976 the 
Council adopted its agenda”’ and considered the item ,It 
the 1954th meeting on 31 August 1976 and at the 
1956th to 1963rd meetings bctwccn 28 September and 
I9 October 1976. 

In the course of its deliberations the Council invited 
the representatives of Algeria, Bangladesh, Botswana, 
Burundi, Cuba, Democratic Kampuchea, Egypt, Ethio- 
pia, the German Democratic Republic, Ghana, Guinea, 
Kenya, Liberia. Madagascar, Malawi, Mauritius, Mo- 
rocco. Mozambique, the Niger, Nigeria, Poland, Saudi 
Arabia, Sierra Leone, Somalia, Sri Lanka, the Yemen 
Arabic Republic. Yugoslavia and Zambia to participate 
without the right to vote in the discussion of the item.“” 

The Council also extended invitations as requested 
under rule 39 of the provisional rules of procedure to a 
delegation of the United Nations Council for Namibia 
headed by its Acting President, to Mr. Sam Nujoma, 
President of SWAP0 and to Mr. Theo-Ben Gurirab of 
SWAPO.“’ 

At the 1954th meeting the President stated that the 
Council had been convened to consider the question 
contained in the agenda in accordance with its resolu- 
tion 385 ( 1976)“b and after consultations with its 
members. 

At the same meeting the rcprcsentativc of Madagas- 
car speaking on behalf of the African Group said that 
the Group favoured a policy of sanctions against South 
Africa in the context of the Namibian question as well 
as in the context of the questions of Southern Rhodesia 
and clporfh&. As soon as a member violated the basic 
rules of the Organization in a flagrant and repcatcd 
manner. there was no alternative other than to take 
appropriate sanctions against it. which might go as far 
as expulsion. Such sanctions could bear witness to the 
Organization’s solidarity with those who for IO years 
had been struggling to be rid of the domination of the 
white minority in Namibia and to banish from their 
country the aparrheid system. The African Group, like 
the United Nations Council for Namibia, held that the 
proposals of the so-called constitutional conference did 
not even approach any of the rquircmcnts for genuine 
self-determination and indcpcndence laid down by the 
United Nations. South Africa had not complied with the 
provisions of Security Council resolution 385 (1976). 
and the Council found itself under obligation to take 
appropriate measures as stated in that resolution. South 
Africa was waging a real war in Namibia in contraven- 
tion of the preamble of resolution 3314 (XXIX) con- 
taining the definition of aggression. In the case of 
Namibia. South African troops were acting in a Terriro- 
ry over which South Africa held no title and hud 
repeatedly used it as a base for aggression against 
ncighbuuring indcpcndcnt countries. Resolution 33 I -I 
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(XXIX) and Chapter VII of the Charter should be 
applied in this situation.“” 

~1 the 1956th meeting on 28 September 1976 the 
representative of Benin noted that South Africa’s illegal 
occupation of the Namibian territory, in violation of the 
relevant provisions of the United Nations Charter, in 
violation of General Assembly resolution 1514 (XV). 
and above all in violation of resolution 2145 (XXI), by 
which the General Assembly terminated South Africa’s 
Mandate over Namibia, was an open act of aggression 
against the Namibian people. The utilization by the 
South African rCgime of the Namibian territory as a 
base for aggression against the neighbouring African 
States was also a grave threat to peace and security in 
that region of the world.“” 

At the same meeting Mr. Nujoma said that, as the 
sole and authentic representative of the Namibian 
people, SWAP0 had always been ready to talk directly 
to the South African Government on modalities of 
transferring power. Such talks had to be under United 
Nations auspices, and before they could take place, all 
political prisoners had to be released. He also said that 
SWAP0 demanded that South Africa give a commit- 
ment to withdraw its armed forces from Namibia.a’P 

At the 1957th meeting on 30 September 1976 the 
representative of Kenya said that the defiance by South 
Africa of the opinion of the international community 
was eroding the authority of the United Nations and, if 
allowed to continue, would constitute a dangerous 
precedent. Article 25 of the Charter obliged all Member 
States to comply with the decisions of the Council. He 
urged that all countries should refrain from placing 
short-term economic interests above human dignity and 
the ideas of the Organization, The Council should 
discharge its obligations and demand that South Africa 
fully comply with its decisions. Intransigent Members 
like South Africa ought to be expelled from the United 
Nations.*w 

At the 1958th meeting on I October 1976 the 
representative of Mozambique stated that the Security 
Council must recognize that South Africa posed a 
serious challenge to the fundamental principles of the 
Charter. The Council should apply Chapter VII against 
South Africa, in particular with regard to the mandato- 
ry arms embargo. The Council should give substantial 
material aid to SWAP0 to enable it to cope with its 
enemy. The Council should decide to give a full 
mandate to the Secretary-General to convene a real 
constitutional conference in which the main participants 
would be the United Nations, South Africa and 
SWAPO. SWAP0 must be the determining party in 
regard to any solution to be found.‘” 

At the 1959th meeting on 5 October 1976 the 
reprcsenlalive of Yugoslavia emphasized that though 
the Security Council had condemned in clear terms the 
mililariration of Namibia and the utill/,jtlon of that 

“‘ i95Jth mrg. paras. 6-40 
“I 1956th mtg.. paras. 17-50 
I'" Ibd.parar 71.n9 
‘“’ :9<‘lh mlg.. pars. 83-97 
I’ :9$8th mfg. para\ 16.5I 

Territory by South Afric,l for attacks ;lg;linst nciglr 
bouring African States it had twice been f;~ccd in the 
course of that year with deliberate agprcssion of the 
armed forces of South Africa agalnst Angoln kind 
Zambia. Namibia’s territory had been utilifcd 111 bc~~ll 
cases, It was impcrativc that the Council ;lct rcholutcl> 
and take such measures against South Afric;l. irrcludlng 
mandatory sanctions under the Ch;lrtcr. :I\ wwld IILI~T 

it possible to fulfll the tn;lnd;ltc and IO ;\chicvc IIIC 
indepcndcncc of Namibi;l.“‘! 

The representative of Morocco wondcrcd whc~h~*r II 
was still conceivable for the Security (‘council 10 po\~ 
ponc implementation of the csscnti;ll tnc:\\urc\ th;lt 
should be taken with regard to Namihl.1. II’ thc)bc 
measures were not implemented the PrctoriJ Govcrn- 
ment would resort to new manoeuvres to delay again the 
day of independence of Namibia.“’ 

At the 1960th meeting on 7 October 1976 the 
representative of Burundi noted that certain members of 
the Organization believed that some elements of the 
problem in southern Africa could be dealt with whereas 
others might be left aside for the moment. Any attempt 
to seek a partial solution was doomed to failure if 
the entire problem of southern Africa was not taken into 
account.” 

The representative of China stated that the recent 
South African plan of establishing a so-called multira- 
cial government in Namibia was mcrcly a clumsy 
scheme designed to shirk its responsibility for rhc 
non-implcmentalion of Security Council resolution 385 
(1976), to deceive world opinion and to prolong its 
illegal rule in Namibia. The Security Council should 
among other things condemn South Africa for refusing 
IO implement that resolution and should consider the 
adoption of all necessary measures, including sanctions, 
against the South African authorities in accordance 
with the relevant provisions of the Charter.‘!’ 

At the 1961~1 meeting on I3 October 1976 the 
representative of the USSR said that the South African 
activities in Namibia had shown that the racists were 
unwilling to leave that Territory, where they had 
strengthened their military and police presence. South 
Africa had considerably increased its military expendi- 
tures and its armed forces. The escalation of military 
preparations was clearly calculated to help retain Na- 
mibia as a base for the struggle against the national 
liberation movements in the neighbouring countries, and 
against the young independent States of Africa. Realir- 
ing that the situation in Namibia was a threat to 
international peace and security and taking into account 
that South Africa had not complied with the minimal 
demands of the Security Council concerning the libera- 
tion of Namibia and the withdrawal of its troops from 
that Territory, the Soviet Union considered that the 
Security Council this time had to adopt the sternest and 
most effective meaturcs against the racI\t rCglmc of 



South Africa. as provided for in Chapter VII of the 
Chartcr.8’b 

At the 1962nd meeting on 18 October 1976 the 
representative of Guyana recalled that last year, when 
the question of Namibia was debated in the Council, 
some endeavoured to persuade it to take action under 
Chapter VII. Those efforts, however. attracted a triple 
veto. Today a crisis existed in southern Africa. This 
crisis was universally recognized and it threatened 
international peace and security. 

Then he introduced a draft resolution”” on behalf of 
Benin, Guyana, the Libyan Arab Republic, Pakistan. 
Panama, Romania and the United Republic of Tanta- 
nia. By the operative part of this draft resolution the 
Council would (I) condemn South Africa’s failure to 
comply with resolution 385 (1976); (2) condemn South 
Africa’s attempts to evade the demand of the United 
Nations for holding free elections under United Nations 
supervision and control in Namibia; (3) denounce the 
so-called Turnhallc constitutional conference as a device 
for evading the responsibility to comply with Security 
Council resolutions, particularly resolution 385 (1976); 
(4) reaffirm the legal responsibility of the United 
Nations over Namibia; (5) reaffirm its support for the 
Namibian people’s struggle for self-determination and 
independence; (6) reiterate its demand that South 
Africa take immediately the necessary steps to withdraw 
from Namibia and to transfer power to the Namibian 
people, with United Nations assistance; (7) demand that 
South Africa end forthwith its policy of bantustans and 
so-called homelands; (8) reaffirm its declaration that, in 
order for the people of Namibia to determine freely 
their own future, it was imperative that free elections 
under United Nations supervision and control be held 
for the whole of Namibia as one political entity; (9) 
demand that South Africa urgently comply with the 
foregoing provisions for the holding of fret elections in 
Namibia: (IO) demand again that South Africa, pend- 
ing such transfer of power: (u) comply fully with the 
Universal Declaration of Human Rights, (b) release all 
Namibian political prisoners, whether held in Namibia 
or South Africa, (c) abolish the application in Namibia 
of ,111 r.tctaIIy dtscriminatory and politically repressive 
laws and practtccs, particularly bantustans and home- 
lands, and (d) accord unconditionally to all Namibians 
currently in exile for political reasons full facilities for 
return without risk of arrest, dctcntmn. intimidation or 
imprisonment; (I I) acting under Chapter VII of the 
Charter: to) determine that South Africa’s illegal 
occupation of Namibia and the war it was waging there 
ccmstitutcd :I threat to international peace and security. 
(h) dcc~dc that all St,ttcs were to ccasc and desist from, 
and prohibtt any form of. direct or indirect military 
consuttittion, co-operation or ct\ll;rb~ratton with South 
hfrlc;t. ti,) dcctdc that all State\ wcrc to t;rkc cffectivs 
rnc.t\urT\ to prevent the rccrultnlcnt of mcrccnartcs. 
howcvcr dtspursed. for scrvlcc III Namtbtd or South 
Africa. td) dectdc that all States were to take steps to 

ensure the termination of all arms licensing agreements 
between themselves or their nationals and South Africa. 
and prohibit the transfer to South Africa of all informa- 
tion relating to arms and armaments. and decide that all 
States were to prevent any supply to South Africa of 
arms and ammunition, aircraft, vehicles and r;?ilitary 
equipment. as well as any activities in their terrttories 
which promoted the supply of arms, ammunition, milt- 
tary aircraft and military vehicles to South Afrtca and 
equipment and materials for the manufacture and 
maintenance of arms and ammunition in South Africa 
and Namibia. (12) decide that all States were to give 
effect to the decisions set out in the preceding para- 
graph, notwithstanding any contract entered into or 
licence granted before the date of this resolution, and 
that they notify the Secretary-General of the measures 
taken to comply with the above provision; (13) request 
the Secretary-General, for effective implementation of 
the resolution, to arrange for the collection and system- 
atic study of all available data concerning international 
trade in the items which should not be supplied IO South 
Africa under the above decision; (14) request the 
Secretary-General to follow .the implementation of the 
resolution and to report to the Security Council on (a 
date to be decided); and (I 5) decide to remain seized of 
the matter.“’ 

At the 1963rd meeting on 19 October 1976 the 
representative of France emphasized that the Security 
Council in accordance with ils role, should let the 
negotiations take their course; it should promote peace- 
ful solutions as far as possible. In the current circum- 
stances the conditions justifying the application of the 
measures provided under Chapter VII of the Charter 
were not present and there was no situation which 
threatened international peace and security.‘“& 

The representative of Sweden said that it could hardly 
be questioned that the situation in southern Africa, 
including Namibia, constituted a threat to international 
peace and security. The history of southern Africa and 
the attitude adopted by the South African Government 
were strong arguments for a policy of strong diplomatic 
and political pressure. So far, a lenient attitude towards 
the oparrheid regime had not resulted in significant 
progress. Support from all Council members for manda- 
tory sanctions against South Africa would amply dem- 
onstrate the isolation of the Pretoria Government and 
assist in pressing South Africa towards making the 
concessions necessary to get proper negotiations under 
way. He appealed to all Council members to support the 
draft resoIutlon.“‘b 

The representatives of Japan”” and Italya5M ques- 
tioned whether it was politically wise to take SO drastic a 
decision, however well founded in principle, such as that 
foreseen in the draft resolution, because it would not be 
Instrumental In an effective solution of the problem and 
might introduce a disturbing factor in a complex and 
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intricate process of negotiations covering the whole 
region. 

The representative of the United States noted that the 
measures called for in the draft resolution would not 
improve the chances to gain a free and independent 
Namibia. They could do just the opposite; the United 
States would vote against the draft resolution.“” 

The representative of the United Kingdom added that 
the draft resolution was inappropriate both in timing 
and in substance. The Council should not be asked to 
vote for a determination that the situation in Namibia 
constituted a threat to international peace and security 
under Chapter VII of the Charter.“” 

The representative of France ogrccd that under the 
current circumstances the conditions justifying 1he ap- 
plication of the measures provided under Chapccr VII of 
the Charter were no1 present.“’ 

During the discussions a number of speakers observed 
1hat the Security Council had the rcsponsibili1y 10 adopt 
appropriate measures against South Africa under Chap 
ter VII of the Char1er.‘6z 

The Council proceeded then to vote on the draft 
resolution S/I221 I. The draft resolution received IO 
votes in favour, 3 against and 2 abstentions and failed of 
adoption due to the negative votes of three permanent 
members.‘6’ 

At the same meeting the representative of the United 
Republic of Tanzania speaking in explana1ion of the 
vote, regretted the triple veto cast against the draft 
resolution by the three permanent members of the 
Council who agreed that the situation in Namibia did 
not constitute a 1hreat to international peace and 
security. South Africa had mounted naked aggression 
against Angola. For the first time in history, a Member 
of 1he Organization had been specifically condemned as 
an aggressor. The Council also specifically condemned 
South Africa’s aggression against Zambia. There was 
one common factor in both resolutions and in both 
situalions-in the perpetration of the aggression South 
Africa had used towards the Territory of Namibia. 
South Africa had also proceeded with major military 
build-up in Namibia itself, thus not only continuing its 
role of repression against the people of Namibia. but 
posing a constant threat to the sovereignty, territorial 
integrity and independence of African States. Yet the 
Council had been told that the situation in Namibia did 
not constitute a threat to international peace and 
security. He asked what would constitute such threat-a 

“’ 1963rd mtg.. paras 9M-101 
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full-scale, bloody racial war in the region, an all-out 
confrontation?‘M 

The representative of the USSR said that the Sccuri- 
1y Council’s decision had been blocked by those States 
which, in accordance with the Charter, bore, along with 
other States, the major responsibility for the maintc- 
nance of international Peace and security and for 
promoting the principles of equality and self-determinn- 
tion for all peoples. By preventing the Council from 
taking a useful decision the representatives of those 
states had attempted to undermine Charter principles 
with regard to the people of Namibia. The draft 
resolution had been the very minimum that could have 
been proposed in an attempt to achicvc some useful 
results from the activi1ics of the Council. I<vcn that 
minimum had been blocked.‘“’ 

The representative of Zambia, in the name of the 
Council for Namibia, declared that by reason of their 
negative votes, France, the United States and the 
United Kingdom had 10 assume full responsibility for 
the inevitable escalation of the war of liberation by the 
Namibian patriots in their struggle for self-determina- 
tion, freedom and national independence in a united 
Namibia.” 

Condemning the veto, Mr. Theo-Ben Gurirab de- 
clared that veto or no veto, Namibia remained a direct 
responsibility of the United NationsaoT 

Decision of 27 July 1978 (2082nd meeting): resolution 
431 (1978) 

Decision of 27 July 1978 (2082nd mtg.): resolution 432 
(1978) 
By Iette+’ dated I4 July 1978 addressed to the 

Secretary-General the represenlatives of Canada, 
France, the Federal Republic of Germany, the United 
Kingdom and the United States transmirted the text of 
a joint communique issued in Luanda on I2 July by the 
representatives of their five Governments and of 
SWAPO, headed by Mr. Sam Nujoma, on the results of 
discussions held between the two sides on I I and I2 
July, during which certain points in the proposal of 1he 
live Powers had been clarified and 1he two sides 
accordingly agreed to proceed to the Security Council. 

At the 2082nd meeting on 27 July 1978 the Council 
resumed the consideration of the situation in Namibia. 
Following the adoption of the agenda.‘bP the representa- 
tives of Angola, Benin, Mali, Senegal, South Africa, Sri 
Lanka and the Sudan were invited at their request, to 
participate, without vote, in the discussion of the item.“O 

The Council also extended invitations as requested 
under rule 39 of the provisional rules of procedure to the 
President and other members of the United Nations 
Council for Namibia and to Mr. Sam Nujoma, Presi- 
dent of SWAPO.“’ 



Par1 II 2.M 
--- 

At the outset of the meeting the President emphasixd 
the importance of the meeting of the Council which 
would take the first of two steps envisaged to put into 
effect the proposed settlement agreed upon by the 
principal interested parties. He drew attention to two 
draft resolutions in documents S/ I2792 and S/l 27938’z 
and put them to the vote. 

The first draft resolution was adopted as resolution 
431 (1978) by 13 votes in favour, none against, with 2 
abstentions.a’l The resolution reads as follows; 

Hrrollrn~ II\ rcrolu~~on 3XS (IY7h) of 30 J,inu.~) IY76. 

7aArng n,,rr td the proposal Tar a \clllcmcn~ of 1hc Namlbian 
si1uallon wnlarncd in document S/126M of IO April 1978. 

I Rrqrmrr the Sccrcrary-Gencr.~l IO appornr a Spccral Rcprc- 
SC~I~I~VC for NJmlbla in order IO ensure the curly lndcpcndcncc of 
NJmlbia through free cIcc1tons under the supervIsIon and control ol 
1hc Uni1ed Na1ions. 

2 Furrhrr rryur~l~ !hc SccrclaryGncr.rl lo subml1 al the 
carltest powblc dale a repor contr~n~ng tur rccommcndalionr for the 
lmplcmcnla1ion of the proposal for a sctllcmenl of the Namibian 
situation In accordance with Securely Courwl rc\olulion 385 (1976); 

3 L,~gr.r all concerned IO cxcrl their txr~ cffor1s lowards Ihc 
achwcmcn1 of independence by Namibia ai the earlIes powble dale 

The second draft resolution received I5 votes and was 
adopted unanimously”’ as resolution 432 ( 1978). 

Hrcullrn~ II\ rc\olullons 385 (1976) of 30 January IY7h and 431 
lIV7X) of 27 Jul) 1978. 

Rroj/rrntrn~ in parttcular the provIsion\ of rcsolulion 385 (1976) 
rclailng IO the terrltorlal mkgrt1y and un11y of Namibia. 

‘lokrny n,,rr of paragraph 7 or (kncral A\\cmbly rcrolutton 3219 I) 
r~l 4 kwzmbcr lV77. rn uhlch fhc A\wmbly dccldrcs that Walw Buy 
I( an Integral pdrl oI Namlbla. 

I Drclorrc that 1hc 1crrl1or)al ln1cgrl1y and unliy uf Namibia 
muci be as\urcd 1hrough 1hc rclnregrallon of Walvl\ Bay wi1hln IIS 
lcrrrlorj. 

2 Drcrdrc IO lend 11s full suppor1 IO 1hc inillallon of sicpr 
necessary IO ensure early rcintcgratlbn of Walvls Bay Inlo Namlbl.r. 

3 /k/art-~ rha1. pendIng the allalnmcnl of this ob~eciwc. Sou1h 
Africa must no1 use Walvls Bay in an) manner prcjudlcral IO the 
independence of Kamibla or 1hc vlablll1y ol IIS economy; 

4 Ducrde.r to remarn sclred of 1hc ma11cr unid Walvis Bay I\ 
fully reintegrated I~IO Namibia 

Following the voting the Secretary-General stated 
that the agrccmcnt reached by the Council 10 imple- 
ment the term5 of a peaceful solution would enable the 
people of Namibia to cxcrcisc their inalienable right to 
hclf-determination and independcncc In accordance with 
the purposes and principles of the (‘hurter. He intended 
IO appoint ;I Special Hcprcscntatlvc for Namibia who 
wo~rltl head ;I m&ion IO the Territory to conduct ;l 
burvcy of the arr;lnpcment.\ nccess:lry for the implemcn- 
I.IIIOII 01’ ~hr (‘ouncil rc~olutlon. On the basis of the 
iill\bion’\ findinyh, he would submit IO the C‘ouncil 
dc~;~~lctl plan\ for altalning the obJcctivc\ set forth In 
the settlcmcnt proposal.*” 

The representative of the United States said that the 
successful solution to the Namibian question could 
encourage solutions for other pressing problems of 
Africa. Speaking on behalf of the five Western States, 
he said that since the opposing views on Walvis Bay had 
appeared irreconcilable, the proposal of five Govern- 
ments contained no provisions on it as they believed that 
a discusslon on the legal status of Walvis Bay could only 
hamper a solution at the current stage. Nevrrthslcsc, 
they recognized that there were arguments of gcograpll. 
ical. political, social, cultural and administrative nature 
which supported the union of H’alvis Bay with Namibia. 
It was thus appropriate that the Security Council should 
adopt a resolution calling for initiation of steps neces- 
sary 10 ensure the early reintegration of Walvis Bay into 
Namibia. The resolution neither prejudiced the legal 
position of, nor sought to coerce, any party. The five 
Governments had voted in favour of the resolution and 
were ready 10 offer diplomatic support to achieve the 
objective of a successful negotiation. They viewed their 
undertaking as consistent with the fundamental princi- 
ple of the Charter that disputed questions were to be 
settled peacefully. They considered that the “steps 
necessary” referred 10 in paragraph 2 of the resolution 
were negotiations between the two parties directly 
concerned. Accordingly they would encourage negotia- 
tions on the subject between the Government of South 
Africa and the Government of Namibia that would be 
elected as a result of the implementation of the settle- 
ment proposal.“’ 

The representative of France said that the efforts 
undertaken by the five members of the Council had 
been within the framework of resolution 385 (I 976) and 
that they had been in conformity with the spirit and the 
objectives of many resolutions adopted by the General 
Assembly on the question of Namibia. He stressed that 
the Western proposal was the result of lengthy negotia- 
tions with South Africa and SWAP0 and close consul- 
tations with the Secretary-General, the front-line coun- 
tries and Nigeria, Gabon and Mauritius-it was a 
collective undertaking. He added that France subscribed 
entirely to the interpretation given on behalf of the five 
members of the Council by the Secretary of State of the 
United States in respect of resolution 432 (1978). The 
plan which the Council had adopted constituted a 
practical means 10 implement resolution 385 (1976). but 
prompt action was required.“’ 

The representative of the llnited Kingdom associated 
his Government with everything that had been said on 
behalf of the Governments of the Five in the Security 
Council. The people of Namibia could look forward to 
curly lndependcncc achieved peacefully under leaders of 
their choice. It wds hoped that a settlement of the 
problem would furlhcr the cause of peace. stability and 
economic dc~elopment not only inside Namibia. but in 
the whole repion of southern Africa. The first resolution 
adopted wa\ onI> the starting point of a process which 
would lead Namlbla to independence. It was hoped that 
the Secretary-General would be able to act speedily in 
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order to install the United Nations Transition Assist- 
ance Group (UNTAG) in Namibia al the earliest 
possible day. At the end of the transition period, the 
newly independent Namibia would enjoy the full sup- 

port of the United Nations. The question of Walvis Bay 
would have 10 be resolved as envisaged in the second 
resolution. The international community would have an 
important role to play in supporting the Namibian 
Government, and the United Kingdom would play its 
full part.“’ 

grated into Namibia iI5 spccdilg as circumstances pcr- 
mitted after Namibia’s transition to independence. It 
was only after this objective had been secured that the 
task could be considered as completed.Dn’ 

Associating himself with what had been said by the 
previous speakers, the representative of the Federal 
Republic of Germany noted that his country would 
actively support the United Nations in the implcmcnta- 
tion of the Namibia Plan in all its parts.l’v 

hlr. Nujoma said that the Western proposal was a 
compromise plan, heavily weighted in favour of South 
Africa’s colonial interests in Namibia. Its language was 
deliberately so vague and ambiguous that it was subject 
to different and unavoidably conflicting interpretations. 
It was particularly so with regard to the position, 
powers, authority and working relations between the 
United Nations Special Representative and the local 
colonial representative of South Africa. In this regard, 
he stated the interpretation of SWAPO’s understanding 
of the role and functions of the Special Representative 
which had been expressed to the representatives of the 
f-i\: VC’estern Governments in Luanda; and it had been 
on the basis of their concurrence, among other things, 
that SWAP0 had agreed to proceed to the Security 
Council. The Special Representative must (I) exercise 
effective supervision and control of the transitional 
administration, all the security arrarlgements and the 
conduct of elections in accordance with Security Coun- 
cil resolution 385 (1976), (2) have the preponderant 
power and authority to approve or disapprove any action 
by the colonial Administrator-General, (3) have the 
power and authority to initiate measures towards the 
implementation of all the necessary steps for transfer- 
ring power 10 the Namibian people in all aspects of the 
electoral procedures, (4) have the final say regarding 
the good conduct of the police forces and ensure that 
necessary steps were taken 10 guarantee against the 
possibility of their interfering in the political process. 
SWAP0 expected to be consulted about the composi- 
tion of the peace-keeping force and insisted that the 
remaining enemy troops be confined to one base under 
strict and elaborate surveillance to prevent them from 
being used for purposes of intimidation and repression 
of the Namibian people and for aggression against 
neighbouring Stales. He regarded the South African 
decision 10 annex Walvis Bay as illegal. null and void 
and an act of aggression against the Namibian people 
and a flagrant violation of the territorial integrity of 
Namibia.*M 

The representative of Mauritius expressed hi$ concern 
about the omission of the question of Walvis Bay from 
the communiqut issued in Luanda. This question had to 
be settled in accordance with previous decisions of the 
General Assembly and the Security Council. There 
could not be a real settlement which did not recognize 
Walvis Bay as an integral part of Namibia. Even after 
long months of negotiation, there remained a difficulty 
as far as the Namibian situation was concerned, South 
Africa was still in ;I position to prevent truly free 
clcctions in Namibia. and there was ample cvidcncc that 
it was seeking 10 use the power it had to frustrate the 
aims of the Council. The Special Representative should 
have the authority to use United Nations military force 
to prevent interference with free and fair elections, 
intimidation and fraud.8al 

The representative of China stated that its affirmative 
vote for resolution 43 I (1978) in no way signified 
approval of the provisions of the Western proposal, 
which in his view contained serious defects. China had 
always held a different position in principle with respect 
to the dispatch of UN forces and had serious reserva- 
tions concerning the dispatch of UI\;TAG. The Security 
Council should enjoin South Africa to withdraw imme- 
diately all its military and police forces from Namibia, 
end its occupation of the territory and transfer political 
power to the Namibian people. China also expressed 
serious reservations with regard to the wording of the 
resolutions on Walvis Bay, which it considered an 
integral part of Namibia.‘“’ 

The representative of Nigeria expressed his delega- 
tion’s understanding that Walvis Bay would be reinte- 

The representative of the USSR said that major 
responsibility for the continued occupation of Namibia 
by South Africa lay with those countries uhich. in spite 
of many United Nations decisions, continued to lend 
South Africa political, economic and military support. 
The basis for a solution to the Namibian problem was 
set forth in the well-known resolutions of the Security 
Council and of other United Nations bodies, which 
provided for the immediate cessation of the occupation 
of Namibia by the Pretoria rCgime and the immediate 
withdrawal of all troops and police forces as well as of 
the Pretoria administration from all parts of Namibia, 
including Walvis Bay. A reliable way of ensuring 
compliance with those solutions was strict observance of 
the sanctions against South Africa adopted by the 
Council, and also the adoption by the Council of further 
effective measures for the complete international isola- 
tion of the rCgime on the basis of sanctions against it in 
the economic, commercial, financial and all other 
spheres, in full application of Article 41 of the Charter. 
That explained the negative view which the USSR had 
expressed concerning the Namibian settlement plan as 
proposed by the five H’estern countries; especially with 
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respect to its provisions rcgardlng the prescncc in 
Namibia of South African troops and of an Administra- 
tar-General. However, bearing in mind the position by 
SWAP0 and a number of African States, the USSR 
had not objected to the adoption of resolution 431 
(1978). He expressed reservations on the purpose and 
role of the United Nations military and civilian contin- 
gents proposed by the five Powers, and stressed that 
matters regarding their establishment. composition, 
leadership. functions and length of stay in Namibia 
should be settled directly by the Security Council and 
remain under its constant strict supervision. Expendi- 
tures for such operations should bc borne by countries 
that were imposing a plan for settlement that provided 
for the maintenance in Namibia of South African troops 
and the dispatch to Namibia of United Nations military 
contingents.bb’ 

The representative of Zambia, speaking as the Presi- 
dent of the Council for Namibia, noted that since 
August 1977 the South African Government had adopt- 
ed measures which were contrary to the spirit of a 
negotiated settlement and had put into effect numerous 
repressive emergency regulations. It was, therefore, 
difficult to conceive that South African claims to accept 
the eventual independence of Namibia were to be taken 
at face value The United Nations had to act decisively 
to ensure that any agreement on the question of 
Namibia wa< implemented fully in accordance with rhe 
general objective of ensuring self-determination, free- 
dom and independence in a United Namibra.“” 

The representative of South Africa called special 
attention lo the following aspects of his Government’s 
acceptance of the five-Power settlement proposal: the 
Administrator-General would continue to govern during 
the transition period; primary responsibility for main- 
taining law and order during that period would rest with 
the existing police forces; the Administrator-General 
and the Special Represeritative would be required to 
work together and to consult with each other to ensure 
an orderly and peaceful transition to independence. 
Unless the relationship between the two was character- 
i7cd by mutual trust, co-operation and consultations, it 
would hs difficult if not impossible for them to imple- 
mcnt ~ucccssfully their respective tasks and therefore 
the hi/c. ~~cmlpo~iticln, function\ ;Ind dcploymcnt of 
I ll\;l‘A(i wcrc prccI>eIy the ~ypc of matters on which 
clo\c conhult.ltlon W;I\ rcquircd. ‘I‘hc rcducllon of South 
African trocjp\ II\ the Tcrrltory would commence only 
al‘tcr the cornprchcnsivc CC>.\.II eon of ;111 hostile ;ICIS and 
the c>t;\hli\hnrcnt of ;I vihiblc pcacc. In hutisfyinp 
hln,\cll’ .I\ 10 IIIC farrnc.\\ and apprcrpriatcncss of each 
\l;igc 01’ the clcction prwch5. the Spcc~;rl Rcprcscntativc 
would bc pulded by United \atlo,n\ procedures and 
prccedcntb. lie said that H’al\~s Ha> was South African 
lcrritory. it\ htatus had never formed part of the 
negotiation\ Lding to South Africa’s acceptance of the 
settlement propobal South Africa cJtegorlcally rejected 
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recolution 432 (1078) on Walvis Bay as an attempt 10 
prejudge the whole Issue. and was not prepared to 
ncgotiatc with anyonc, not even with the duly elected 
<;ovcrnment of South West Africa, on the basis of that 
resolution.“o 

The representative of Angola, speaking as Chairman 
of the African Group. said that the control of Walvis 
Bay by a Government other than that of an independent 
Namibia not only would constitute a flagrant \,ioI;ltion 
of the territorial integrity of Namibia, but would pose a 
constant threat to the peace and security of all southern 
Africa.*” 

Decision of 29 September 1978 (2087th meeting): 
resolution 435 (1978) 
In accordance with paragraph 2 of Security Council 

resolution 43 I ( 1978) the Secretary-General submitted 
a report’“’ in which he stated that immediately following 
the adoption of that resolution he had appointed Mr. 
Martti Ahtisaari, the United Nations Commissioner for 
Namibia. his Special Representative for Namibia. 
Based on the findings of the Special Representative 
from a survey mission to Namibia, the Secretary-Gener- 
al set out his recommendations for the implementation 
of the proposal for a settlement in accordance with 
resolution 38.5 (1976). consisting of general guidelines 
for the establishment and functioning of a United 
Nations Transition Assistance Group (UNTAG) in the 
Territory. proposals for its military and civilian compo- 
nents, a plan of action and its potential financial 
implications. 

At the 2087th meeting on 29 September 1978 the 
Council included the report of the Secretary-General in 
its agendat*” and considered that item during its 2087th 
and 2088th meetings on 29 and 30 September 1978. 

In the course of its deliberations the Council invited 
the representatives of Burundi, Egypt, Ghana and 
Guinea, at their request, to participate, without vote, in 
the discussion of the item.‘pO 

The Council also extended invitations as requested 
under rule 39 of the provisional rules of procedure to the 
President and three members of the Council for Namib- 
ia. to the Chairman of the Special Committee on the 
situation with regard to the Implementation of the 
Decl;lratlon on the Granting of Independence to Colo- 
nial C’ountrics and Peoples. to Mr. Sam Nujoma. 
President of SWAPO. and to Mr. Edcm Kodjo, Admin- 
istrative Sccrctary-General of OAU.“’ 

At the outset of the meeting the President drew the 
attention of members of the Council to the draft 
resolution”‘: sponsored by Canada, France, Gabon, the 
Federal Republic of Germany, Mauritius, Nigeria. the 
United Kingdom and the United States of America. to 
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the Secretary-General’s report and scvcral other docu- 
ments before the Council.“” 

The Sccrctary-General in his explanatory statement 
regarding his report of 29 August 1978 dealt with some 
of the concerns expressed by the parties and the manner 
in which his Special Representative would carry OU( his 
mandate. He stated that in the absence of a crcdiblc 
United Nations presence. incidents might take ~IUCC. 
intentionally or otherwise. which might Icad to ;I 
resumption of hostilities. thereby vitiating the whole 
purpose of UNTAG. The military component of 
UNTAG would bc built up gradually and by stages with 
the accepted principle of equitable geographical rcpre- 
scntation. Although primary responsibility for maintain- 
ing law and order in Namibia during the transition 
period would rest with the existing police. the Special 
Representative had also been given the monitoring 
responsibility. On the question of the timing of elections 
and the date for Namibia’s independence, it was cssen- 
tial to maintain the orderly phases of the preparatory 
stages and 10 allow sufficient time for electoral cam- 
paigning; the objective was not simply to hold elections 
by a certain date but to hold elections which were 
manifestly free and fair. The Special Representative 
would also take steps to guarantee against the possibility 
of intimidation or interference with the electoral process 
from whatever quartcr.‘9’ 

The Council then proceeded to vote on the draft 
resolution, which was adopted by I2 votes to none, with 
2 abstentions. as resolution 435 (1978). One member 
did not participate in the vote.Bp’ 

The resolution reads as follows: 

R~rollrng i1s rcrolutwnr 385 (1976) ol 30 January I976 and 431 
(1978)and43!(1978)o127July1978., 

‘p’S~128K OR. J.bd w., SuppI. jar July-Scpr. 197X. p. 38.42. 
By (his lcrtcr dated 6 Scp1cmbcr 1978 addressed 10 1hc Lcrclary- 
General. 1he rcprcsenra1ive of Sou1h Alrica 1ransmrrkd 1hc ICXI of a 
le11cr from 1hc Sourh African Minister for Foreign Affarrs. in which 
he qualioncd 1hc artirude of SWAP0 lowards 1hc proposal and 
charged 1har SWAP0 had m1cnsrfied IIS campaign of (error and 
vrolcncc and refused IO cease hosrrle acts until a cease.firc agrccmcnr 
had been signed. S/12839. thud. p. 44. B 
Scp1embcr 1978 addressed IO Ihe Presrdcnt o T  

1hts Ict\cr da\cd 8 
the Sccurr1y Councrl. 

rhc rcprcscnra1wc of Bolswana. ax Chairman of rhe hfrrcan Group. 
(ransmi11ed the 1~x1 of a s1alemcnr by 1hc Admrnrslrarrvc Sccrc1ary. 
General of OAU concernmg 1hc Uni1ed Kdllons role In Ndmlbld 
S/I 284 I, ihrd p 

8 
45-47 By 1hrs lc(1cr da1cd 8 September 1978 

addressed IO 1hc ccrc1aryGcncral. 1hc rcprcscntarivcc of the Unrrcd 
Republic of Tanzania and Zambta transmrucd 1he IC~I al a le1rcr of 
the same dr1c from the Prcsrdcnc of SWAPO. whrch dcal1 urth 
various aspccrs of the Secrc1aryGcncral’s report S/12853. rhd. pp 
59-60 By (hrs lc1)er dated 20 Sepkmbcr I978 addrcsrcd (o the 
Secrclary~Gcneral, 1hc rcprescn1d1we ol Sou1h Alrica 1r,rnw)rrrcd 1hc 
1~x1 of a prcrs s(a1emen1 issued 1hal day by hrc Prrmc Mrnrslcr. 
commcnlrng on 1hc Sccrctary-Gcncral‘s rcpor1 and the Special 
Rcprcscnra1wc‘r rccommcndarwn wrth rcpdrd IO the propx~l ol lhc 
~IVC Wcslcrn Powers. S/I 2854. rhtd p 6 I By 1hr\ furrhcr lcr1cr dr1cd 

20 Seplcmbcr I978 addressed IO the Sccrcrary-G;ncr.rI. rhc rcprcscn- 
1artw of South hlrrca 1ransmr11cd an crccrp1 from a communrc.rrron 
of I? Scplcmbcr from hrs Go\crnmcn1 IO the five Wcsicrn Poucrx 
rcgardmg 1hc plan for Ihe implcmcnratron of rhcrr proposal lor .I 
sc1(kmen( S’l2868, tbrd, p. 70 By 1hrs Icttcr dated 27 Scpkmbcr 
1978 addressed 10 1hc Secretary-General, 1hc rcprcscnr.ctrvc of Sou1h 
Afrrca 1ransmr11cd the ICX~ ala Ic11cr of the same da!c from the South 
African Mrnrslcr for Foreign AfrJrrs. commcnlrng on four rn>)or 
pornt\ rn the Sccrctary-Gcncral’s report 

“’ 2087th mrg paras I I.!: 
“’ Ihrd. p.ira 24 

7bking nolr or 1hc rclcvJnl communrcalron\ from ihc (Lwcrnmcnr 
of Sou1h Africa IO rhc Secrclary-Gcncr.rl. 

7’oLrn~ m~fc’ crlcst of 1hc lctlcr ddlcd X Seplanthcr 197X Irtltll IIIC 
l’rcwknl of lhc South Wcr~ hlru I’coplc’~ Orplttlt/,ltlon 1,~ IIIC 
Sc~rel;lry-(;cncr,ll, 

2. Rcircmrrr 1h:r1 II\ oblcc1rvc I\ ,111~ urihdr.rual III’ Stw01 
Afrrca’s rllcgal admrnr~1ra1run Ir~un NII~III~I~ .rntl rhc Ir:rn*lcr of 
pucr IO lhc pcoplc of N,rmrbr.r ur1h IIIC .I\\I\I.I~~T 01 ~hc 11nrrcd 
Naiwnr in accordance wrth Sccurrty (‘ouncd rcsoIu1wn 385 (1976). 

3 Dccidt-s (0 csrdblrsh under 11s authority a Unricd Narrons 
Transition Assistance Group in accordance wrth the above-mentioned 
rcpor( of the Sccrc1ary-General for a period of up IO I2 mon1hs rn 
order IO assis1 his Special Reprcscn(a1ivc lo carry OUI 1he mandarc 
conferred upon hrm by rhc Sccuriry Council in paragraph I of 11s 
rcsolu(ion 431 (1978). namely. IO ensure 1he early independence of 
Namibia through free clccrrons under the supervision and conrrol of 
the Uni1cd Nations; 

4. Wrkomrr the prcparcdness of Ihe South WCSI Africa People’s 
Organilalion IO co-opcrrte rn the implementalion of the Sccre1ary- 
General’s rcpor1. Including IIS caprcsscd rcadmess IO srgn and observe 
(he cease-fire provisronr as manifested in the Ic(1cr from i1s Presrdenl 
of8 Scplcmbcr 197X. 

5 (b//c upon South Afrcca for1hwilh II) co-operate wilh the 
SccrcraryGcncral in the rnrplcmcn1alion of the prcscnr resolution. 

6 Drr./urrr 1har all unrla1cral mea\urcs 1aLcn by the 1llc8;rI 
.rdwm\(r;\(ion rn Namibia in rcl.rtron IO (hc clccroral prwcs~. 
rncludrng unila1cral rcgwra1ion of vows. or Iransfcr of power. rn 
contravcnrron ol resolurions 385 (1976). 431 (1978) and the prcscn1 
resolution. arc null dnd vord: 

7. Rrqurrr.~ (he Sccrc1ary-General IO repori 10 ihc Sccurriy 
Council no1 later than 23 Oc1obcr 1978 on the implcmcn(a1ron ol the 
prcscnl rcsotulion. 

At the same meeting the Vice-Chancellor and Minis- 
ter for Foreign Affairs of the Federal Republic of 
Gcrmany,‘96 Minister for Foreign Affairs of France.‘P7 
Secretary of State of the United States of America,6P) 
Secretary of State for Foreign and Commonwealth 
Affairs of the United KingdomBW and Secretary of State 
for External Affairs of Canadam supported the Secre- 
tary-General’s report and his explanatory statement to 
the Council as constituting a practical plan consistent 
with the settlement proposal. They declared that if the 
decisions adopted in Pretoria on 20 September 1978 to 
organize unilateral elections in Namibia in December 
were put into effect, the result would be to block the 
implementation of the settlement proposal. The result of 
such elections could not gain international recognition 
and would bc challenged from all sides. The only way in 
which Namibia could achieve independence in a manner 
fully acceptable to the international community was on 
the basis of full and strict observance of the settlement 
proposal endorsed by the Security Council by resolution 
43 I (1978). The Secretary-General should bc allowed 
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the necessary flexibility in the implementation of his 
report to ensure that UNTAG. when deployed, would be 
able to meet the inevitable problems and challenges. 

The representative of Nigeria said that his country 
had accepted the Western plan for Namibiun indcpen- 
dence, in spite of obvious flaws. Iie expressed grave 
concern over the insistence by the Pretoria regime that 
it would unilaterally continue with the registration of 
voters in Namibia. That was completely unacceptable as 
it was in flagrant contradiction of the Western plan, as 
well as resolution 431 ( 1978).w’ 

Mr. Sam Nujoma stated that in accepting the Secre- 
tary-General’s report, SWAP0 had pledged its full 
co-operation with him and his Special Representative in 
the decolonization process of Namibia. South Africa, on 
the contrary. had stepped up its repressive measures and 
acts of aggression against the people of Namibia and 
the neighbouring States of Angola and Zambia. Its 
refusal to co-operate with United Nations resolutions 
and decisions meant to bring about the early indepcn- 
dence of Namibia through elections under United 
Nations supervision and control clearly constituted a 
serious threat to international peace and security in 
terms of Chapter VII of the Charter.“! 

The representative of China recalled that while voting 
in favour of resolution 43 I (1978), he had made it clear 
that such support did not signify China’s approval of the 
Western proposal. particularly with respect to the 
dispatch of UNTAG. In view of the fact that the 
resolution just adopted mainly concerned the approval 
of the Secretary-General’s report and a decision to 
dispatch UNTAG to Namibia, his delegation had not 
participated in the vote and would not accept responsi- 
bility for the expenses involved.~’ 

The representative of the USSR stated that the 
recommendations in the Secretary-General’s report were 
far from being the best way of emuring Namibia’s 
transition to independence. Kecpinp the administrative 
machinery and some South African troops in Namibia 
for the transitional period ran counter 10 former dcci- 
\ionh of the I Initcd N;\tions ;~ntl W;I\ complctcly unjusti- 
ficd I lowcvcr. t.lklnp into account SWAPO’s position 
ilntl that of’ other African .Statc:h. the USSR had not 
opposed the ;ldoption of rebolutlon 435 (197X). He 
hlrcsscd that this United Nations operation involving the 
use of armed forces should be carried out in strict 
conformity with the Charter and under the Security 
Council’s strict control. There should be no personnel in 
the United hiltions contingents from States having close 
contact:, with South Africa. The defiant position taken 
by the Pretoria rCgime on the Namibian settlement and 
the whole course of the consideration of the Namibian 
question in the Security Council had scr\,ed only to 
increase doub\s and fears regarding furure developments 

in I\jamibia and the posslblc role of the United Nations 
in that connection.w’4 

.At the 2088th mecting the President of the United 
Nations Council for Namibia said that South African 
intransigence might well lead to the failure of the efforts 
of the Security Council and of the Secretary-General to 
resolve the question of Namibia and thereby strengthen 
international peace and security in southern hfrica, 
Such a development would constitute a grave and 
ominous turn of events. South Africa had to renounce 
its schemes of unilateral actions by recognizing the just 
proposals contained in the report of the Secretary-Gen- 
eral.w’ 

During the discussion some representatives urged that 
if South Africa failed to accept the settlement proposal, 
the Security Council should take such measures as 
might be necessary under Chapter VII of the Charter, 
in particular mandatory economic sanctions.- 

Decision of I3 November 1978 (2098th meeting): 
resolution 439 (1978) 

By letter v”’ dated 24 October 1978 addressed to the 
President of the Security Council, the representative of 
Burundi on behalf of the Group of African States 
requested an urgent meeting of the Security Council in 
order to consider South Africa’s defiance of Security 
Council resolution 435 (1978). 

Prior to this, on 21 October 1978. the Secretary-Gen- 
eral, pursuant to paragraph 7 of Security Council 
resolution 435 (1978) submitted a reportm on measures 
that had been taken in respect of administrative and 
other arrangements regarding UNTAG and further 
consultations he had initiated concerning the implemcn- 
tation of that resolution. 

At the 2092nd meeting on 31 October 1978 the 
Council included the Secretary-General’s report in its 
agendam and considered the item at the 2092nd and 
2094th to 2098th meetings between 31 October and 
13 November 1978. 

In the course of its deliberations the Council invited 
the representative> of Algeria, Bangladesh. Benin. Bu- 
rundi, Cuba. Ilgypt. Ghana. Guyana, Mozambique. 
S;ludi Arabia. Somalia. Yugoslavia and Zambia, at 
their request. to participate, without vote, in the discus- 
sion of the item.p’o 

The Council also extended invitations as requested 
under rule 39 of the provisional rules of procedure to the 
President and three Vice-Presidents of the United 
Nations Council for Namibia and to Mr. Theo-Ben 
Gurirab. Permanent Observer of SWAP0 at the United 
Nations.“” 

9. 
2. 
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At the 2092nd meeting the President drew the 
attention of the members of the Council to the Secrc- 
tary-General’s report and to two other documents before 
the Council.P” 

At the same meeting the representative of Mauritius 
stated that by organizing internal elections in Namibia 
South Africa was carrying out an internal settlement 
there; it was declaring its intention to continue to 
occupy Namibia illegally. The immediate problem be- 
fore the Council was that South Africa stood in defiance 
of Security Council resolutions on Namibia. There 
could be no elections in Namibia under United Nations 
supervision and control after such internal settlement. 
Its purpose was to entrench an administration which 
would allow the continuation of South Africa’s occupa- 
tion. It would create an interim administration placed 
there by South Africa that would inevitably oppose any 
new election, and particularly one under United Nations 
supervision and control because a free election would 
mean the end of South Africa’s power. The so-called 
Western proposals on Namibia opened the possibility of 
conducting a fraudulent election in Namibia under 
United Nations auspices. That possibility, buried in the 
ambiguities of language, attracted South Africa to those 
proposals. The Western proposals on Namibia did 
propose a United Nations presence in that Territory, 
and they did call for elections. However, the elections 
were to be held before South Africa withdrew from the 
Territory altogether. The proposals failed to conform to 
the terms of resolution 385 (1976) in letter and spirit. 
The combination of continuing South African control 
and a weak United Nations presence opened the way for 
a subversion of United Nations efforts to ensure true 
independence for the Namibian people. The increased 
risk of losing control had caused the uportheid rdgime. 
in an apparent reversal of policy. to reject the idea of 
co-operation with the United Nations and to decide 
upon an internal settlement. The Council was back 
where it started from in July 1976 when its demands for 

q” S112900, OR. 33rd y., Suppl 
this letter dated 19 Ocrokr 1978 d 

01 Oct.-Dec. 1978. pp. 36-38. By 
a dressed to the Secretary-General 

the representative of South Africa transmitted the 1~x1s of the 
following documents that had ken released by the Prime Mintstcr of 
South Africa, (0) mtroductory statement made by the Prlmc Mtnlstcr 
of South Africa at his meeting with the Forclgn Mmlstcrr of the five 
Western members of the Council at Pretoria & I6 Oc~obcr; (6) joint 
statement of 19 October by the South African Government and the 
five Foreign Mtnistcrs; and (c) statement Issued by the South African 
Govcrnmcnl followin 

s 
its acceptance of the above-mcntloned joint 

statement S/12902. 1 rd.. pp 39. 40. B this letter dated 21 October 
1978 addressed to the Prcsldcnt of the i ccurtty Council the rcprcscn- 
tatwcs of Canada, France. the Federal Rcpubhc of Germany. the 
Unltcd Kingdom and the Cnltcd Statcr trantmlttcd the 1~x1 of the 
J~I~I ,tatcmcnt tssued at the end of the talk> held by their Fwcign 
Mlnls~cr\ and the Sourh African Government from 16 11, IN October 
197X. toRcthcr with the 1~x1 of .I further \tatcmcnt Issued at the %arnc 
ttmc by the fwc Fowgn Mmlstcrc The JOIN +tatcmcnt csprcswd the 
bcl~cf thdt II would be approprldtc for the Sccrctary.Gcncral’s Special 
Rcprcsentatwc lo resume dlscusslonc with the South Afrxan AdmInIs- 
1ralorGeneral of Namibia to work out the modslirtcs of the proposed 
clccttons under United Nataons supervIsion and to fir a date for those 
elcclions The South African Government stated that IIS planned 
Dcscmbcr clccilons should bc seen a\ an Internal procc\s to elccr 

lcddcrr The five Forclgn ‘r(lnwcrs stated Ih;lr they \JU no way of 
rcconclllng such clccllons with thclr proposal and that any such 
measure ,n rclallon to the clcc~or~l prwos uould & rcp.lrded ;I( null 
and void 

South Africa’s withdrawal had been formulated. It was 
no longer possible to delay action against South Africa. 
The appeasement of South Africa had done nothing but 
encourage it to build up its military power and become 
more aggressive. There was a prospect of general war in 
much of Africa. It could be avoided only by taking 
action against the State that prescntcd ;In imminent 
threat to the PC;\CC and security of southern Afric;l.“‘* 

The representative of Burundi, spcnkinp 115 (‘hairlli,in 
of the African Group of States. said thilt the South 
African Government intcndcd IO exploit to the UIIIIOSI 

the presence of the Special Rcprcscntativc for N;\mibi;t 
at the crucial stage of organizing the so-called intcrn;\l 
elections. That was why the African Group belicvcd thlll 
in those conditions the presence of the Special Repre- 
sentative and even United Nations officials there would 
be inappropriate and harmful to the Organization. The 
insistence of South Africa on the presence of the Special 
Representative was intended solely to give sanctions IO 

the internal elections. The South African Government 
had again defied the Council by its deliberate refusal to 
implement resolutions 435 (1978), 431 (1978) and 385 
(1976). In those circumstances, the African Group 
considered that the time had come for the Security 
Council to take appropriate measures under Chapter 
VII of the Charter. Addressing the authors of the 
proposal for the settlement of the Namibian situation, 
he stressed that they had a special responsibility to the 
international community. The Council had to accept the 
consequences which were clearly before it by deciding 
on sanctions against South Africa, which had abused 
the confidence of those countries. Recourse to the veto 
could only indicate complicity with the Government of 
South Africa, which had been condemned by the entire 
international community.q’l 

The President of the United Nations Council for 
Namibia noted that to accept elections under the control 
of the illegal South African administration was to 
legitimize the creation of false leaders who would be 
used, under the protection of the South African racist 
rdgime, to entrench the neo-colonial control of Namibia 
and to create even greater danger to international peace 
and security in southern Africa.q’* 

At the 2094th meeting on I November 1978 the 
representative of Egypt said that paragraph 4 of the 
joint statement revealed the true intentions of Pretoria. 
The South African Government openly declared its 
determination to hold elections in Namibia in December 
in clear defiance of resolution 43 I (I 978). He asked the 
five Western countries whether they could allow them- 
selves to be parties to that statement, which clearly 
violated the very plan they had proposed. Such n 
confusing statement could only provoke indignation and 
further complicate the situation rather than help to 
achieve any progress towards a just settlement of the 
problem.ql’ 



The representative of Saudi Arabia questioned the 
fcaribilit) of applying sanctions to effect South African 
withdrawal from Namibia. He suggested that, in view of 
certain well-known geopolitical. economic and other 
considerations. including South Africa’s fears of extcr- 
nal influence over a contiguous territory. consideration 
be given to Namibia’s acccsbion to independence as a 
neutral or neutralized State. followrng a very brief 
period of being administered under the Trusteeship 
Council.pl” 

At the 2095th meeting on 2 November 1978 the 
representative of India stated that there could be no 
question at this time of having consultations with South 
Africa or its Administrator-General in Namibia about 
the modalities of elections to be hcid under United 
Nations supervision and control. There was no point in 
sending the Secretary-General’s Special Representative 
to Namibia as long as South Africa was determined to 
proceed with its own elections. the purpose of which was 
fake independence. The real issue was whether there 
could be free clcctions under United Nations supervision 
and control in the new illegal situatron in Namibia that 
would be created by the December elections. The 
answer to that could not be affirmative unless South 
Africa cancelled its unilateral elections and offered to 
co-operate in the implementation of resolutions 385 
( 1976) and 435 ( 1 978).p” 

At the 2097th meeting on IO November 1978 the 
representative of the USSR said that apparently the 
Pretoria authorities in their talks with the Western 
Powers had never considered seriously the question of 
granting independence to Namibia. Clearly they had 
been counting on the understanding and sympathy of 
their partners in the dialogue. One and a half years of 
talks and manoeuvring around a Western plan for a 
Namibian settlement had allowed the South African 
authorities to gain time to prepare their nco-colonialist 
solution to the Namibian~ problem--the holding of 
rigged elections for the purpose of establishing a puppet 
Government. I f  the Pretoria regime now refused to hand 
over power tn Namibia to the true representatives of the 
Kamibian people. after carrying out the internal settle- 
mcnt 1jl.111 11 wwlti bc in ;I nruch better position to 
dr\rcp;trtl 111~ ~ICCI~IOI~S of the I1111tcd N;ttrons. The tinrc 
I’or pcrsu.trton Iiad pusscd. ;III end had to bc put to the 
economic ;rnd other kinds of co-operation with South 
Al’rrca and thcrc had to be establrshed political and 
diplomatrc Isolation for the racist regime of Pretoria. A 
decisive moment had come for the adoptton of measures 
under (‘h;rptcr VII of the Charter.‘” 

AI the same meeting the rcprcsentative of lndta 
Introduced a draft resolutronO’” spongorcd by Gabon, 
India. Kuwait and ‘r;igerra 

AI the 2098th meetrng on I3 November 1978 the 
representative of C‘hrn.1 maintained that the Council 

should not only condemn sternly the reactionary deeds 
of the South African racist authorities, but also take 
practical and effective measures. including sanctions 
against the South African regime, in accordance with 
the J\IS~ demand of African countries and the relevant 
provisions of the Charter. He noted that the Chinese 
delegation would ~01~ in favour of the draft resolution, 
He also recalled that, in view of the establishment of a 
United Kations Force in resolution 435 (1978). the 
Chinese delegation had not participated in the vote on 
that resolution. Consequently he recorded China’s reser- 
vation on the references to resolution 435 (1978) in the 
draft resolution before the Council.pJo 

During the discussion a number of speakers expressed 
support for the application of sanctions against South 
Africa under Chapter VII of the Chartcr.9zr 

The Council proceeded then to vote on the draft 
resolution, which was adopted by IO votes to none. with 
5 abstentions, as resolution 439 ( 197g).9J- 

The resolution reads as follows: 

R~ud/rn~ II\ rcsoIu~~tm\ 185 (1976) ol- 30 Janwy 1976. 411 
(1978) and 432 (1971) of 27 July and 435 (1978) of 29 September 
1978. 

ll~~lng ~-t~~r~dcrrd the rcpoor~ of the Secretary-Gcncral submitted 
purrwni IO paragraph 7 ol rcsolu[ion 435 (197X). 

Toklng nof~ of Ihc rclcvant communwattons addressed IO the 
Sccrct.try-Gcncr.tl and the Prcsidcnt or rhc Sccurlty Council. 

tlavrng heard and ronrldrrrd the statement of the President of the 
UnIted NatIon\ Council fur Namtbia. 

Tulirng no/r also of the commumcation dated 23 October l97g 
from Ihc Prcrtident of the South Wcsr Afrtca People’s Organization to 
the Sccrctary-General. 

Rraj/irmrng the legal rcsponsiblllty of the UniLcd Nattons owr 
Namibia and its conitnued commltmcnt IO the implemcntatlon of 
resolution 385 (1976). In parrwular the holding of free clccllons In 
Namlbla under UnIted NatIon\ supcrvlsion and control. 

Rrltrrarrng the VICU that any unllntcral mcasurc rdkcn b> the 
~llcgal admlnt\trJtlon in hamtbia m rclalwn to rhc electoral prwc\s. 
tncludlng untldtcral rcglstratwn of vu~crs. or transfer of power. in 
contravcnllon of the abovc-mcnlioncd rcsolutlons and the prescnl 
rcsolutwn. 15 null and wd. 

‘:’ 209’(th n,,~ ,7JrJ\ 5.11 



5 /jrntondr r,m-r op,n that Sou1h Afrwx co.opcra1c with the 
Sccurltb Council and the Secre1aryX;encral In 1he implcmcnlalion of 
rcsolutIons 38~ (1976). 4.11 (1978) ;tnd 435 (lQ7nt. 

6 H’~,,~s South Afrvzr 1h:lr 11s f.lllurc 10 do so would compel the 
S,--uri1y Counctl 10 meet forthwllh to inltlalc approprinlc aclions 
under the Charter of rhc l;nllcd !-alwn\. including C-haprcr VII 
thcrct)f. 5,~ as 10 ensure Sourh Afrlc.l’s complldncc w1h the aforcmcn- 

1wncd rcsolurionc. 

7 (‘o/lr t~pon the Sccrc1ary-Gcncral to rcpor1 on 1hc progress of 
1hr implcmcma1ion of the prcsenl rcsolulmn by 25 Kwcmbcr 197X. 

Speaking after the vote on behalf of his Government 
and in the name of the representatives of France, the 
Federal Republic of Germany, the United Kingdom and 
the United States, the representative of Canada said 
that the five Western countries nbstaincd in the vote 
because they believed that their efforts should be 
directed to obtaining and supporting the crforts of the 
Secretary-General to secure South Africa’s co-operation 
rather than to prejudging the possible outcome as the 
resolution appeared to do. It would be a mistake to 
interpret the abstentions as a lack of sympathy for the 
resolution or the direction in which it pointed in the 
event that South Africa failed IO co-operate in the 
implementation of resolution 435 (1978). The five 
would make their judgements on the facts at the 
appropriate time and act accordingly.pz’ 

Decision of 5 December 1978 (2104th meeting): ad- 
journment 
By Ietterq*’ dated 1 December 1978 addressed to the 

President of the Security Council, the representative of 
the Congo, as Chairman ol’ the African Group, requcst- 
cd that an urgent meeting of the Security Council 
should be convened not later than 4 Deccmbcr 1978 to 
consider the situation in Namibia. 

By letterqzr dated I December 1978 addressed to the 
President of the Security Council, the President of the 
United Nations Council for Namibia expressed support 
for the request of the African Group and declared that 
the gravity of the situation resulting from South 
Africa’s decision to carry out the bogus arrangements 
under the prctence of electing representatives of the 
Namibian people made it imperative that the Security 
Council meet on 4 December 1978. 

At the 2103rd meeting on 4 December 1978 the 
Council adopted the agendaPI and considered the item 
during its 2103rd and 2104th meetings on 4 and 5 
December 1978. 

In the course of its deliberations the Council invited 
the representatives of Angola and the Congo. at their 
request, to participate in the discussions without the 
right to vote.qz’ 

The Council also extended invitations as requested 
under rule 39 of the provisional rules of procedure to the 
President and three Vice-Presidents of the United 
Nations Council for Namibia and to Mr. Theo-Ben 

Gurirab, Permanent Observer of SWAP0 a~ the United 
Nations.ql’ 

Al the 2\03rd meeting the President drew the attcn- 
tion of the members of the Council to two documents 
before the Council.qz” 

At the same meeting the represcntativc of the Congo 
said that it was clear from the Secretary-Gcncral’s 
report that South Africa intended to follow ;I course 
totally opposite to that set by the United Nations. South 
Africa was making every effort to aggravate ;rn already 
tense situation and thereby to maintain hcpcmnny in thc 
region, Thus. Pretoria intcndcd IO stick IO II.\ IHIIO~S 
policy of opur~hrid and cnsurc that it wcrultl 1;1\t I’clrcvcr. 
It was therelorc clci\r that thcrc could bc NO rc~lutilut I~I 
the Namibian problem unless it start W;I> nwctc WI the 
solution of the South African problem as such. The 
Security Council should see the situation from a global 
standpoint, and resort to the relevant provision, of 
Chapter VII of the Charter.qrq 

The President of the United Nations Council for 
Namibia held that South Africa’s manoeuvres were 
aimed at putting the United Nations in the position of 
legitimizing the power base which South Africa was at 
that very moment creating in Namibia for its puppets. 
While pretending to accept genuinely free and fair 
elections under United Nations supervision and control, 
South Africa, through statements by its leading Govern- 
ment officials, had systematically rejected any possibili- 
ty of SWAPO’s becoming the formal political authority 
in Namibia through the electoral process. The entire 
process of the talks aiming at an internationally accept- 
able settlement had thus been vitiated from the very 
beginning through the duplicity inherent in South 
Africa’s policy objectives. The preservation of the hcin- 
ous system of aparrheid in South Africa dcpendcd on 
many factors including the presence of a security belt on 
its borders to prevent the flow of ideas and resources to 
the oppressed majority of the people of South Africa. In 
order to keep Namibia weak, South Africa intended to 
promote the preservation of the homelands with all its 
consequences of disintegration for Namibia. To bring 
about South African compliance with the decisions of 
the General Assembly and the Security Council, sanc- 
tions envisaged in Chapter VII of the Charter had to be 
fully applied.*” 

The representative of Angola stated that the decoloni- 
zation process for Namibia was far from complete. 
Neither the United Nations nor those Governments 
which had been involved in the process could consider 
their work done. It was more important than ever that 

v!” S11293A. OR. 3jrd ,I, sup/d /(II Ocr -/h /V?X. pp 68.71 (Ill 
thls repor of 24 Novcmbcr 1978 IO 1hc Sccurll) C’ouncll \ubmlttcd In 
accordance wl1h 11s rcsolu1lun 439 (1978). the Sccrc1Jr).(lcncr.ll 
described his meeting with the SccrclJry of S~alc Cur t-urclgn Affair\ 
of Sou1h Afrtca on 23 and 24 hovcmbcr 1978) and S/I 29SO. rhrJ pp 
86. 67 (in this wpplcmenlar) repor of 2 Deccmbcr 197K the 
Sccrctary-General rcvwwcd 1hc substance of the mccilngc hc h.id w11h 
the hlmiskr lor Forclgn AflaIrs ol South .\frtca from 2: II) !Y  
November 1978 an a further crforc IO clarl[! the ~KIX~II~I~ of lhc Sou!h 
tIfrtcan Govcrnmcn~ rcgardlng hl\ repor 111 2-l \wcmher 19’~) 

‘.‘” 2lO3rd mig paras 12-34 
pu) Ihtd, parac 37.49 
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the Western Five should continue with their task, not 
only of seeking further clarification from South Africa 
but also of ensuring that this country would honour the 
outcome of those negotiations. He also appealed to the 
Secretary-General to continue negotiations and consul- 
tations.p” 

The representative of the United States; speaking also 
on behalf of Canada, France, the Federal Republic of 
Germany and the United Kingdom, said that the five 
Governments wished to reiterate the statement made by 
their Foreign Ministers on 19 October 1978 in Pretoria 
that they saw no way of reconciling unilateral elections 
with the proposal they had put forward and which the 
Security Council had endorsed, and that any such 
unilateral measure in relation to the electoral process 
would be regarded as null and void. He reaffirmed that 
the five Govcrnmcnts considered the so-called internal 
elections of no significance and would accord no rccog- 
nition to their outcome, and that such elections could 
not be considered free and fair and were irrelevant to 
the progress of Namibia toward an internationally 
acceptable independence. He noted the statement con- 
tained in the Secretary-General’s report that South 
Africa reaffirmed that it would retain authority in 
Namibia pending implementation of the settlement 
proposal, and declared that the five Governments at- 
tached importance to such explicit recognition by South 
Africa of its responsibility for the unfolding of events in 
Namibia.91* 

At the 2104th meeting the President, with the consent 
of the Council, proposed to adjourn the meeting and fix 
the date of next meeting on the item in consultations.9” 

At the same meeting the representative of Gabon said 
that the African Group had decided that discussions of 
the question of Namibia should be transferred to the 
current session of the General Assembly.914 

TtlE SW IA’! ION CONCERNING WFSTERN SAHARA 

Decision of 22 October 1975 (1850th meeting): rcsolu- 
tion 377 (1975) 
By lett@’ dated I8 October 1975 addressed to the 

Prcsidcnt ot’ the Security Council. the representative of 
Sp;lin t!rc\\ ;tttcntion to statements which had been 
m;~dc by hlnp Il;lss;ln II of Morocco in which hc 
thrcutcned to conduct a march of 350,000 people to 
invade Western Sahara. The representatlvc noted that 
he was bringing the situation to the attention of the 
Council In accordance with Article 35 of the Charter 
because the situation was one which threatened interna- 
tlonal pc;~cc and security. He urged the President to 
convene an cmcrpcncy meeting of the Council SO that 
;Ipproprtatc mc;tsurcs could bc adopted and the Moroc- 
can (;o\crnment dissuaded from carrying out its an- 
nounced lntcntian to invade. 

Following the adoption of the agenda, the representa- 
tives of Spain and Morocco. and at the 1850th meeting 
the representative of AlgerlaP’b were invited, at their 
request, to participate without vote in the discussion of 
the item on the agenda. The Council considered the 
question at its 1849th. 1850th. 1852nd to 1854th 
meetings held between 22 October and 6 November 
1975. 

At the 1849th meeting, the President drew tile 

attention of the Council to a letter dated 18 Octo’ucr 
from the representative of Morocco.9J’ The letter pro- 
tested the use of the term “invasion” by the represcnta- 
tive of Spain for what the King of Morocco had 
described as a peaceful march.“” 

The representative of Spain contended that a march, 
such as announced by the King of Morocco, constituted 
an act of force which would jeopardize the territorial 
integrity of.the Sahara. Such an act would run counter 
to the principles and purposes of the Charter and would 
be in contradiction with the General Assembly resolu- 
tions on the decolonization of the Sahara. He reviewed 
the efforts made by Spain and the General Assembly to 
bring about the self-determination of Western Sahara 
and drew attention to the role Morocco had played in 
threatening the development of such a situation. The 
representative contended that although his Government 
had decided to terminate its presence in the Territory, it 
intended to ensure an orderly transfer of power and had 
thus invited the representatives of Algeria, Morocco and 
Mauritania to attend a conference with a view to 
involving them in the process of decolonization. The 
meeting was not held, however, because of opposition 
from Morocco. A proposal for a conference, to be held 
under the auspices of the Secretary-General and sug- 
gcstcd by the Government of Spain, also met with no 
success. He observed that an advisory opinion, issued by 
the President of the International Court of Justice on 
October 16. had noted that: 

the ( furl hJs no1 found Icg~l IICS of such d ndlurc 3% rnlehl 
affca the applutwn of rc~alu~~on I514 (XV) in the dccolomlalion of 
Western SahJrJ end. in p~rt~ular. of Ihc prinaplc of self-delcrmlna- 
IIon through the free .~nd ecnumc cxproslon of Ihc ~111 of the pcoplcs 
of lhc Tcrr~~) 

In spite of this vieh. the Government of Morocco 
interpreted the opinion to mean that Western Sahara 
was part of Moroccan territory. The Court had. howcv- 
cr. stated that there were no historical or legal ties 
which would justify the non-application of the principle 
of self-determination to the people of the Sahara. The 
representative of Spain claimed that this denial led to 
the present crisis, urged the Council to send a mission to 
inquire as to the intentions of the Government of 
Morocco and rcquebted that it take appropriate mea- 
sures to prevent the march. He hoped the Council would 
send an urgent appeal to the King of Morocco to refrain 
from carrying out the Invasion and stressed that his 
Government would not accept responsibility for what 
might occur.v’u 



The representative of Morocco maintained that the 
conditions laid down in Articles 34 and 35 of the 
Charter, under which the representative of Spain called 
for an urgent meeting, were not met in the present 
situation. The dispute between Spain and Morocco had 
existed since 1957; no new dispute had therefore arisen 
which could lead to international friction. Although 
resolution 1514 (XV) stipulated the principle of the 
right to self-determination, it also laid down the princi- 
ple of respect for the unity and territorial integrity of 
States; self-determination was applicable to those tcrri- 
tories which had no previous ties to other countries. He 
observed that the United Nations had generally opted 
for the application of the principle of territorial integrity 
when the two principles had come into conflict. He 
rejected the allegation that Morocco was planning an 
invasion; Moroccans wanted merely to return to their 
homeland, not infiltrate another state via armed force.“O 

1 he representative of Mauritania asserted that the 
inhabitants of the Sahara under Spanish administration 
had always belonged to the Mauritanian or Chinguitti 
group of countries in their political and economic 
organization as well as in cultural affinity. The Govern- 
ment of Mauritania recognized the legal ties between 
Morocco and sections of the Territory in the region of 
the North Sahara and believed that the most appropri- 
ate framework for reaching a solution between Moroc- 
co, Spain and Mauritania could be found within the 
United Nations.H’ 

The President informed the Council that the dclega- 
lion of Costa Rica had submitted a draft resolution.*‘z 

The representative of Costa Rica subsequently intro- 
duced the draft resolution under which the Council 
would have demanded, as a matter of urgency, that the 
Government of Morocco desist frqm the proposed march 
on Western Sahara.P’l 

At the 1850th meeting the President drew the atten- 
tion of the Council to a draft resolution that had been 
agreed to in the course of informal consultations among 
Council members. The draft provided, inter dia. for the 
Secretary-General to enter into immediate consultations 
with the parties concerned and report to the Security 
Council on his consultations so that appropriate mea- 
sures could be taken.su 

The representative of Algeria rc-emphasized that his 
Government made no territorial claims to Western 
Sahara, but that it had a natural interest in the peaceful 
decolonization of the Territory because conditions there 
would affect the peace and security of the entire region. 
He observed that in the past, Morocco, Mauritania and 
Algeria had been united in a common struggle to obtain 

the right of self-determination for the people of thr 
Sahara. and called on the Security C’ouncil IO fulfil it% 
duty. under the present situation. by taking ;\I\ neccss;\rv 
steps to maintain peace and security in the ;1rc,j and by 
preventing any act which would bring about the failure 
of the authority of the United Nations. The rcpresenta- 
live offered the assistance of his Government to the 
Council under Articles 33 and 34 of the Charter.P4’ 

At the same meeting the President annc,unccd Illitt 

agreement had been reached. during consult:rtions, th;lt 
the draft resolution (S/I 1858) would bc adopted b\ 
consensus. In the absence of any objections, the Presi- 
dent declared the draft resolution adopted.“‘* The reso- 
lution”’ read as follows: 

t/twin8 twnsidrrrd the siluatwn wnccrning Wo~crn S~h;tra. and 
the letter dated I8 October 1975 from the Pcrmancnt Kcprcw~;~c~vc 
of Spin IO thr PrcQdcnl of the Sccur~~y (‘wncil (S/I IHSI). 

Rrajjirming the terms of Gcncrdl ?\swmbly rcsolutl,w I !  I4 (XV) 
of 14 December 1960 and all other relevant Gcncral A\tcmbly 
resolutions on the Territory, 

I. Acting in accordance with Arltclc 34 of the Charter of the 
United NatIons and wIthout prcjudlcc IU any action wtuch Ihc (;rncral 
Assembly might lake under the tcrmb of II\ rcwlulwn 3292 (XXIX) 
of I3 December 1974 or to negorlations that the parhe\ conccrncd and 
interested might undertake under Article 33 of the Ch~crlcr. rryw\rr 
the Secretary-General IO enter mto lmmcdlate consultatlonr with the 
parties conccrncd and interested and IO report IO the Security Counctl 
as sew as possible on the results of his consultations in order IO cnablc 
the Council to adopt the appropriate measures to deal with the present 
situation concerning Western Sahara. 

2. App~ols IO the parties conccrncd and interested IO cxercnc 

restraint and moderation. and IO enable the mission of the Sccrctary- 
General to be undertaken In satisfactory condmons. 

The President announced that the draft resolution 
which had previously been submitted by Costa Rica had 
been withdrawn?” 

At the same meeting, the representative of France 
observed that the cornerstone of the resolution which 
had been adopted was the mission of consultation which 
would be undertaken by the Secretary-General.Y4v 

The representative of Costa Rica explained that he 
had agreed to withdraw his country’s draft resolution 
and vote for the present one because he had been 
convinced that a more cautious approach to the problem 
was needed at the time.p’O 

The representative from the USSR affirmed hi> 
Government’s position that the situation had arisen due 
to the fact that the colonial system had continued in the 
Western Sahara. Resolutions of the General Assembly 
had already established a number of principles. in 
accordance with which the decolonization of Western 
Sahara should be accelerated. In the view of his 
delegation, the future of the Western Sahara was to be 
decided by the people of the Territor).v’i 

“’ Ibid paras 5. I K 
w /hrJ para I9 
w’ Resolurlon 377 (1975) 
“’ Ibrd para 20 
W” Ibtd, paras 26.32 
“O lhrd paras 36-Y ^. 
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The rcpre,scntatlve of the United Republic of Tanza- 
nia stated that recent developments in the Western 
Sahara, if allowed to continue, would not only affect the 
peace and security of the region and the world, but also 
the principle of the right to self-determination. He 
declared that it was the responsibility of the Security 
Council to maintain peace and security and act decisive- 
ly to prevent any escalation of the existing tensions: by 
doing so, the Security Council would make it possible 
for the General Assembly to deal with the substance of 
the problem. He observed that, although the Organiza- 
tion of African Unity (OAU) was concerned with issues 
of decolonization and had dealt with the problem of 
Western Sahara, the involvement of the United Nations 
was also expected since the Organization was involved 
with issues of self-determination in accordance with 
General Assembly resolution 15 I4 (XV).9” 

The representative of Mauritania observed that, al- 
though his Government associated itself with the 1966 
proclamation of self-determination for the peoples of the 
Sahara, it had not renounced its fundamental position 
regarding the Sahara. The two positions were not 
contradictory because Mauritania was certain that if an 
objective choice was made in the Sahara, it would be a 
choice for integration with Mauritania. The representa- 
tive informed the Council that Spain had been influenc- 
ing the nomadic population of the Sahara to choose 
independence; the extension of such influence would 
prove detrimental to the people and countries concerned 
since the movement for independence was a tribal one 
which ignored frontiers. Mauritania, therefore, could 
not subscribe to the principle of self-determination as 
they had been formulated because it would mean the 
dismemberment of the country. The delegate called 
upon the United Nations to consider the principle of 
territorial integrity as well and not to attach more 
importance to one principle than to another.*” 

Decision of 2 November 1975 (1852nd meeting): resolu- 
tion 379 (1975) 
In accordance with resolution 277 (1975) the Secre- 

tary-General submitted a report to the Security Council 
on his consultations with the Governments of Morocco, 
Mauritania, Algeria and Spain. tie reviewed the posi- 
tions of the p;\rt\es and noted th;lt King Hassan II of 
Morocco had not accepted the thesis that the question 
UC the decol~~l\i/;\(ioll of Wehtcrn S.thur;r had IO be kept 
scplrlltr from the sltu;l!Ion which h,~d ;\riscn ;LS a result 
01 IhC “(ircen M;rrch”. The King had informed the 
Secrctaly-(ienerul of talks involvlnp Spain. Morocco 
;~nd M;\urlt;rni;l and hild said that If  these talks did not 
pruvc frultl’ul, Morocco would be prepared to consider 
approaches utilizing the United NatIons. Morocco did 
not agree with the advisory opinion of the International 
Court of Justice. The Secretary-General reported that 
Mauritania’s views were basically similar to those of 
Morwco 

Regarding Algeria. however. hc pointed out that it 
agreed with the opinion of the International Court of 

“‘Z /hlJ p.lra\ 4Y.SY 
“’ thld pard, 76.9 I 

Justice and rejected the claims made to Western Sahara 
by Morocco and Mauritania. It made no territorial 
claims to the area but insisted that the people of the 
Territory be enabled to exercise their right to sclf-deter- 
mination via a referendum. The Government of Algeria 
rejected any process which would seek a solution outside 
the United Nations. According to the Secretary-Gen- 
eral’s report, the Government of Spain had committed 
itself to seeking a solution on a bilateral or trilateral 
basis; it was anxious to find a solution and would 
co-operate with the United Nations. 

The Secretary-General noted that in his judgement 
all the parties would be willing to accept the United 
Nations as an essential element in the search for peace 
and that he would therefore continue his consultations 
with the parties and keep the Council apprised of the 
situation.9” 

By lette?” dated I November 1975 the ChargC 
d’affaires a.i. of Spain informed the Council that the 
situation in Western Sahara had deteriorated because 
the Government of Morocco had refused to halt its 
announced march. He asked that an urgent meeting of 
the Council be convened to consider appropriate mea- 
sures which could be taken in response. 

The representative of Spain, Morocco and Algeria 
were invited to participate without the right to vote in 
accordance with the decisions taken by the Security 
Council at its 1849th meeting. The Council considered 
the item at the 1852nd meeting on 2 November 1975. 

At the beginning of the meeting, the President drew 
the attention of the Council to the efforts which had 
been made by the Secretary-General in accordance with 
resolution 377 (1975), and to the letter by the Chargt 
d’affaires a.i. of Spain. The President stated that after 
the Secretary-General’s report had been issued, inten- 
sive consultations had been conducted with the par- 
ticipation of the Secretary-General. As a result a draft 
resolutionp3* had been prepared by the members of the 
Council. As agreed the draft resolution was adopted by 
consensus.9s’ The resolution reads as follows: 

t ,,+ws~,~~ ,rr ~pp~,~~r:an of the cfforcs of Ihc Sccrclw-Gcncrdl 

111 Implcmcnl.icwn of rcwlutl0n 377 (1975). 

Htofi//ipmtn,~ the term\ of General Assembly rcsolul~on tst4 (XL’) 
of 14’ Deccmbcr t9b0 and rll other relevant ticncrat Arscmbl! 

rcwluclonb on the Tcrrl[cjr!. 



1 L,,~‘~ all Ihe parties cunccrncd and tntcrcr(cd IO ~vuld ;III! 
un,lelcra\ or other action which might further CXCJ!J~C IhC ICflSkUl 111 

the arcJ: 

2 ~ryufs~.~ the Secrc~ary~h~~ra~ 10 TonllnuC Jnd lrllcn~lfy hI\ 
cun,u\latiuns with the parties: cunccrncd and ~nl~rcslcd. ;lod lu rcp)rl 
to the Security Council as soon as pussiblc WI the rcw11\ ~,f I~CW 

cun\ul~a~l~n~ in order to enable the Council 1u ndupl .~nh further 
appruprnatc mcasurcs that may bc ncccwr) 

The representative of Spain stated that in view of 
such a complex situation no one could object to 
concurrent action by the Security Council, Secretary- 
General and the General Assembly in search of the 
resolution of the problem. He maintained that the 
halting of the march on the Sahara was a sine qua non 
for finding a peaceful solution to the problem of 
decolonization within the framework of the United 
Nations. He warned that, if Morocco carried out its 
threat to march, Spain, as the administering Power, 
would defend the Territory by every means, including 
the use of armed force.95* 

The representative of Costa Rica reiterated his dele- 
gation’s position that the intended march was the true 
cause of the crisis and deplored that the Council’s two 
resolutions on the issue did not refer to the Government 
of Morocco; he noted that the provisions of resolution 
379 (1975) derived from operative paragraph I of 
resolution 377 ( I 975).9’9 

The representative of Sweden expressed his disap- 
pointment in the wording of the resolution just adopted 
and added that his delegation would have preferred a 
more direct reference to the immediate cause of the 
crisis, the proclaimed march into Western Sahara.P60 

At the same meeting, the representative of Mauri- 
tania contended that the peaceful march which had 
been planned by Morocco could not be considered 
objectively unless the problem of the decolonization of 
the Sahara was examined as well. The seeming haste in 
which this problem was dealt with would allow only a 
very cursory examination of the problem and would not 
advance contacts that had been initiated by the parties 
in conformity with Security Council resolution 377 
(1975) and Article 33 of the Charter.“’ 

The representative of Algeria emphasized that the 
definition of the sovereignty of the Territory of Spanish 
Sahara was the central issue. Since sovereignty did not 
belong to Spain, the administering Power, it could not 
decide the sovereignty of Western Sahara on its own. 
The opinion of the International Court of Justice had 
indicated that the neighbouring countries did not have 
sovereignty over the Territory either. The representative 
noted that his delegation would have preferred more 
precise language in discussing the situation and ob- 
served that had the parties concerned been given a 
chance to participate in the preparation of the draft 
resolution, his delegation would have asked for more 

“I 1852nd mtg.. parrr. 16-29. 
*” Ihrd.. pans 32-39. 
w IhId, parar 93-96 
Q+’ Ihd parar 98.103 

exact language to mcsl the true objective of the Sccurit) 

Council. The proposed march by Morocco would cotlsti- 
tutc il violation of the sclvcreignty of the ‘Tcrrilc)ry ;Ind 11 

the Security Council nrrd the intern;~tlon:lI cr,mnltlnity 
did not meet its rcsponsibilltic~. hlpcria. which W;\S 
unwilling to recopnlzc any situation of $rir O,I.OI~I/I/I. 
would assume its rcsponsibilitics.‘*! 

The President. speaking in his capacity as rcprascnta- 
tive of the USSR, stressed that the Council would h;lvc 
to act swiftly to avert the possibility of armed conflict 
and noted that the resolution which had just been passed 
was directed toward that goal. He rcpeatcd his dclcga- 
lion’s position that the future of the Western Sahara bc 
determined by the people.wl 

Decision of I6 Novcmbcr 1975 (lX53rd Inrctillg) 

appeal by the President 
The 1853rd meeting of the Security Council was held 

in private in order to give the members of the Council 
an opportunity to question the concerned parties. In 
response to questions from members of the Council, the 
representative of Morocco reaffirmed the peaceful in- 
tentions of the proposed march and noted that the 
participants were unarmed civilians. He reiterated his 
Government’s willingness to negotiate a solution be- 
tween the parties and the administering Power and to 
participate in the search for a solution within the 
framework of the United Nations. He claimed that the 
withdrawal of Spanish troops to I2 kilometres from the 
border in Western Sahara represented an offer to allow 
this peaceful march. This was not a matter of the 
Spanish frontier; the Western Sahara was a Non-Self- 
Governing Territory which was not under Spanish 
sovereignty and, therefore, even from a formal point of 
view, it would be difficult for Spain to authorize or not 
to authorize Morocco to cross that line drawn on a 
map.% 

The representative of Spain observed that the viola- 
tion of a frontier constituted an internationally illegal 
act and that there could be no peaceful crossing of a 
frontier unless it was taken in compliance with interna- 
tional law.%’ 

Following a brief suspension for informal consulta- 
tions% it was decided that the President issue, on behalf 
of the Council, an appeal to the King of Morocco. The 
appeal reads as follows: 

The Security Council has authurixd me to addrcrs IO Your 
M.~JCSI~ rn urgent request to pur an end furthvlth IU the declared 
mdrch lnlo Western SJhJrJ 

It was also agreed that a verbatim record of the 
1853rd meeting would be prepared and distributed in 
the same way as was usual for a public meeting. The 
President announced that the Council had adopted the 
following wording of the communiqu&?’ 

phJ Ihrd., par.i\ I I 5- I36 



~1 ,I, l853rd meeting held In privalc on 0 Kovcmbcr 1975. the 
Security (‘ouncll conrlnucd IIS consldcrallun of lhc vtua\ion conccrn- 
,ng Wc\lcrn Sahara. The rcprcscnlall\c\ of Morocco. Sp,l~n and 
i\lgcrla. as lhrcc of the rour pdrL!cs concerned and Inlcrcstcd. wcrc 
lnvllcd by dccl>lon of the <‘ouncl( lo laks p,lrl In Ihc meeting 

The mcnrbcr\ oI the C‘ounc~l pul quc\tlonx ltl rhc rcprcscncatwc, of 
parllcs cunccrncd and InLcrcslcd and rccclvcd anhwcrs IO them 

Afrcr a suspcnslon of the mcctlng. the Council decided IO aulhorlrc 
ils Prcsidcnl to issue. on iI5 behalf. the following appeal lo tils 
MJJC>I~ King tlasran II of Morocco 

“The Sccurlly Council hds aulhorllcd mc 10 address IO Your 
MaJCSty an urgcnl rcqucrl lo pur an end forthwith IO Ihc declared 
march into U’cskrn Sahara.“w’ 

Decision of 6 November 1975 (1854th meeting): resolu- 
tion 380 (1975) 
By letter dated 6 November 1975 addressed to the 

President of the Security Council the Char@ d’affaires 
a.;. of Spain recalled his earlier letter of I November 
1975 in which he called for an urgent meeting of the 
Council to deal with the refusal by Morocco to call a 
halt to its proposed march. In the mean time, the 
frontier of Western Sahara had been violated by many 
Moroccan nationals, including elements of the armed 
forces and official authorities. He therefore requested 
that the Council meet in public session and take 
appropriate measures 10 end the situation.v*P 

The President observed that despite the two resolu- 
tions which had been adopted by the Security Council, 
and despite the special message sent to the King of 
Morocco by the Security Council, the march into 
Western Sahara had begun. He drew the attention of 
the Council to a second Ictter9’0 dated 6 November 1975 
from the ChargC d’affaires a.i. of Spain, who informed 
the President of the Council of Morocco’s intentions as 
conveyed to the Embassy of Spain at Rabat. Morocco 
had threatened to continue the march to the south 
unless bilateral negotiations dealing with the transfer of 
sovereignty over the Sahara to Morocco were held. If  
the march led to violent confrontations, the Moroccan 
Royal Armed Forces would.most likely intervene, lead- 
ing to a state of belligerency between Spain and 
Morocco. He noted, too, Morocco’s refusal to accept 
intervention by the United Nations.P” 

Thr President also stated that during consultations of 
lhc Sc<url!v (‘council, which h.rd hccn held during the 
thy. :I clr;rll rckolutlon”: hud been prcporcd and it had 
been iigrccd th;rt the Council would adopt the draft 
resolution by consensus. In the absence of any objections 
the Prcsidcnt declared that the draft resolution had been 
adopted. *‘I The resolution reads as follows: 

Thhr Sr, t(r),, t ‘i>unrd. 

Fr~rng *t/h rcxrrl IhJI. dcsplte lla rc\olullonx 377 (1975) of 22 
Ociobcr and 37’4 (IY75) of 2 November 1975 a, ucll as the appeal 
nr.ldc b+ the Prcsldcnl of the Sccurlly Council. under !I, authurl?a- 

tlon. 1s) lhc hens of Morocco \+lrh an urgent rquc,’ 1,) pul ;In end 

furlhwlrh Iu the dcclJrcd m.trch on Hchlcrn Sahara, [hc \;,,d m,trch 
h.lr ~~kcn pl.~cc. 

:I< crnx on !hc bd\l\ oI the af,lrcmcnlwncd rcsolullon\, 

I /hp/~rr.! the holdIn of Ihc m.lrch. 

2 (‘[i//r upon hlurwco Immcdl~lcl) IU wllhdr.cu fro”, lhc 

‘1 crrllorq 01 Western Sahara all Ihe partlclprnls In [hc m.lrch, 

3 (‘a//r upon h!orocco and all other p.rrtm conccrncd and 
Inlcrc\lcd. ulthoul prcjudlcc lo an) aclwn whtch I’K Ccncral ~sscn- 
bly rnlghl IJkc under lhc lcrm\ of I!\ roolulwn 3292 (X;\;IXI of 13 
Ikccmbrr I974 ur an) ncpotlJlron\ uhlch Ihc parrrc, cwl.irncd ;IW! 
lnrcrcrred might undertake under Arliclc 33 of the Charter of rhc 
Unlicd NatIons. lo co.opcralc Tully with the SccrccaryGencrat m the 
fulfllmcn! of the mandate cnlrurlcd IO him I” SccuriLy C’ounctl 
rcwlulcons 377 (1975) and 379 (1975) 

The Secretary-General reminded the Council of his 
efforts in resolving the case. He had been in ccnstant 
touch with the parties concerned and had informed the 
Council of developments. He added that his special 
envoy had just returned from his mission and that he 
would submit a comprehensive report to the Security 
Council in the near future.P” 

The representative of Spain stated again that his 
Government intended to carry out its responsibilities 
under the Charter and at the same time pursue its right 
of self-defence. He called on the Council IO act dccisive- 
ly in condemning the violation of international law, in 
particular the Charter of the United Nations and the 
resolutions of the General Assembly on the decoloniza- 
tion of the Sahara. His Government remained willing to 
co-operate with the Secretary-General but could not 
accept a solution which would involve the breaking of all 
ties between Spain and the Sahara. He reiterated the 
two fundamental objectives of his Government: the 
withdrawal of Moroccan troops from Western Sahara 
and the achievement of a solution within the framework 
of the United Nations. The representative criticized the 
text of the resolution which mentioned neither the 
letters requesting the Council meeting nor the additional 
information which had been submitted to the Council by 
the Spanish delegation. He also regretted that the 
resolution did not mention the unlawful act of Morocco 
violating the territorial integrity of the SahamP” 

The representative of Morocco recalled his Govern- 
ment’s assurances that the march would be a peaceful 
0111: ;lnd that it would participate in all serious efforts 
which could lead to a negotiated solution to the problem 
of dccolonlzation. The negotiating process had been 
blocked by various pressures; under these circumstances 
the green march represented an exercise of Morocco’s 
inalienable rights. The population of Western Sahara 
had always been a part of the Moroccan nation. as 
shown by a letter from the President of the Jemaa in 
Western Sahara stating that it was the desire of’ the 
people of the Sahara to hnk their fate with that of their 
brothers, The representative also called on the General 
Assembly to adjust its earlier resolutions in recognition 
of the manifestation of the unanimous will of the people 
of Morocco ;LS symbolized In the green march.PT6 



The Prcsidcnt, speaking in his capacity as the repre- 
sentative of the USSR, noted his Government’s regret 
that the two previous resolutions 377 (1975) and 379 
(1975) had not been implemented. He thanked the 
Secretary-General for his efforts to keep the Security- 
Council informed of the situation and reiterated his 
Government’s position which advocated the decoloni7a- 
tion of Western Sahara and the achievement of the right 
of the peoples of the Territory to determine their future 
in accordance with the United Nations Declaration on 
the Granting of lndependcncc to Colonial Countries and 
Pcoples.V” 

Decii of 22 December 197s (1869th mccting): reso- 
lution 384 (1975) 
By letter dated 7 December 1975”‘a the representative 

of Portugal informed the President of the Security 
Council that the Republic of Indonesia had launched an 
offensive action against the Territory of Portuguese 
Timor on 7 December 1975. This intervention served to 
inhibit the exercise of the right to self-determination, 
freedom and independence by the people of Timor. 
Under these circumstances Portugal could neither rc- 
store the peace in Timor nor ensure that the process of 
decolonization would be accomplished through peaceful 
and negotiated means, in accordance with the Charter 
of the United Nations. The representative of Portugal 
requested an urgent meeting of the Council so that the 
aggression by Indonesia might be terminated and the 
peaceful process of decolonization in Timor might be 
continued. 

At its 1864th meeting on 15 December 1975, the 
Council included the item in its agenda and considered 
it at its 1864th, 1865th and 1867th to 1869th meetings 
from 15 to 22 December 1975. During the consideration 
of the item, the representatives of Australia, Guinea, 
Guinea-Bissau, Indonesia, Malaysia and Portugal were 
invited, at their request, to participate without vote in 
the discussions of the item on the agenda.p’p At the 
1864th meeting, the following persons were invited: Mr. 
Jose R. Horta, Mr. Abilio Araujo, Mr. Guilherme 
Maria GonGalves, Mr. Mario Carrascaldo and Mr. Jose 
Maretins9‘0 in accordance with rule 39 of the provisional 
rules of procedure. 

At the 1864th meeting the President drew the atten- 
tion of the Council to the letter dated 12 December 
1975 from the Secretary-General informing the Security 
Council that the General Assembly had adopted resolu- 
tion 3845 (XXX) on 12 Decembcr.Pnl Under paragraph 
6 of this resolution, the Assembly drew the attention of 
the Security Council to the critical situation in the 
territory of Portuguese Timor and recommended that 

the Council take urgent action to protect the territorial 
integrity of Portuguese Timor and the right of its pcoplc 
to self-dctermination.9’: 

The representative of Portugal gave: an account of the 
process of decolonization of Timor and of the events 
which had led to the 7 December attack by Indoncsi;l. 
tie noted the claim by the Foreign Minister of Indonc- 
sia that his country h;td invaded Timor ;tt the rcqucst of 
the Unins Dcmocr;ltic;l dc Timor (1lIYT) :~ntl th;lt 
lndoncsian troops would bc withdrawn ;IS ~(HII~ ;IS ~C;ICC 

was rcstorcd. 
Portugal vicwcd this aggression as ;I bl;lt:lnt viol;ition 

of the Charter, in particuhlr of hrliclc 2. p;lr;rpr;lphs 3 
and 4. If  a threat IO the pcacc and security ol Intlcbnc\c;r 
hnd cxistcd. it should h;\vr been brought 10 ~hr i\\trl\t\c>ll 
of the Council iI\ ACCN&~IKC uith Art~clc t! of clrc 
Charter. The Govcrnmcnt of Portugal failed to undcr- 
stand why the Indonesian Government did not use 
peaceful means to resolve a perceived threat to its peace 
and security, as provided for in Article 33 of the 
Charter and considered Indonesia’s action as an act of 
aggression falling under the provisions of Article 39 of 
the Charter. Indonesia’s aim was not to conquer Timor 
militarily, but to create conditions which would lead to 
the merger of the two territories. The withdrawal of 
Indonesian troops would therefore not be sufficient; it 
would also be necessary to restore to the people of 
Timor their right to self-determination. The reprcsenta- 
tivc maintained that both Portugal and the United 
Nations were duty-bound to create such conditions. The 
Government of Portugal therefore called for the cessa- 
tion of hostilities and the withdrawal of all occupation 
forces and suggested that the good offices of the 
Secretary-General be utilized to help bring about condi- 
tions in which the people of Timor could freely dctcr- 
mine their future.9” 

The representative of Indonesia emphasized his coun- 
try’s geographic, ethnic and cultural ties to Portuguese 
Timor and reviewed the background of events leading to 
the current situation. Fighting had broken out on I I 
August between the UDT and FRETILIN creating 

,numerous problems for Indonesia; refugees fled to 
Indonesian Timor and FRETILIN terrorized people 
who had supported integration with Indonesia. The 
Government of Indonesia had come under increasing 
pressure to protect these people, especially since those 
who advocated integration considered themselves to be 
Indonesian nationals, and thus entitled to protection 
from Indonesia. In addition, armed bands had infiltrat- 
ed Indonesia to steal cattle. food and property and 
Indonesian territory was occasionally hit by mortar fire 
from the other side. On 28 November, FRETILIN 
unilaterally declared independence, prompting the four 
other political parties. APODETI. UDT. KOTA and 
TRABALHISTA to declare the integration of East 
Timor into Indonesia. Fighting broke out and Indonesia 
took military action to re-establish order in the territory 



and prevent any intervcntlon by outside powers. The 
representative emphasized that Indonesia was prepared 
to work with the United Nations dnd countries in the 
region to restore peace in the area and enable the people 
of East Timor to exercise their right to self-determina- 
lion.Pb’ 

Mr. llorta described the events leading up to the 28 
November declaration of independence by FRETILIN 
and pointed out that the declaration was merely a 
formal act which Iegali7ed a df* /nc/o situation which 
had existed for three months. tie maintained that the 
subsequent declaration by the anti-Communist move- 
ment, calling for the integration of East Timor into 
Indonesia. was made in Indonesia. Indonesia’s calls for 
unification based on a common culture and ethnic origin 
were not sufficient reasons for integration; the common 
tie was, in fact, many centuries remote from the present. 
Indonesia’s claim that the situation in East Timor, a 
country of 650,000 people, had represented a threat 
which warranted military intervention was also ques- 
tionable. Mr. Horta called on the Security Council IO 
condemn Indonesia’s aggression, demand its complete 
withdrawal from the national territory of East Timor, 
and send a fact-finding mission 10 evaluate the situation 
in East Timor and enforce the decisions of the Security 
Council. He also declared that the Government of the 
Democratic Republic of East Timor was willing to hold 
talks with the Government of Indonesia.PaJ 

The representative of Malaysia reviewed the events in 
East Timor and called on the Security Council to hold 
Portugal responsible for the existing situation in Portu- 
guese Timor. He also suggested that the assistance of 
countries in the region be employed 10 discharge the 
responsibrlities of the administering Power, that a 
United Nations mission be sent to the territory to assess 
the situation and make appropri.tte recommendations 
and that the people of Portuguese Timor be allowed 10 
exercise their right 10 self-determination.9ab 

At the 1865th meeting the representative of China 
condemned the armed aggression by Indonesia and 
stated that the pretexts used to invade East Timor 
reflected clichCs used by aggressors throughout history. 
The tacit ;~cccptance of such pretexts by the Security 
(‘ouncil Hould mean the weakening of the principles of 

the United Nations. Indonesia and the Democratic 
Republic of I<;ISI l.lmor hhould ehtabllsh good relations 
based on the five principlcb of pc;~ccful coexistence and 
J~III forces 10 prevent super-Power meddling in the 
rcWlon. Bcc;luhc of Indonesia’s pcr>i\tcnce in pursuing 
dcls 01‘ ;lpprc~blon. however. he cillled on the Security 
t‘c~n<~l 10 condetnn s1ronpIy lndone~ia’~ invasion and 
;tnncxa~~on of Timor .lnd requested that the Security 
~‘c)uIK~~ call Ior the Imnredl.lte and unconditional with- 
drnwal of Inilonesl;in trooph frcjm LW Timor.““’ 

Mr. (‘:lrra\c;ll.io cxpl.ilnctl th;lt hi\ group opted for 
IntegralIon with Indonssid becauhe 11 lelt that an 

underdeveloped nation with an illiteracy rate of 93 pr 
cent could not survive alone. He said that as soon as 
conditions had improved in the area, the people would 
be granted their right 10 self-determination with assis- 
tance from, and under the supervision of, the United 
Nations, and warned that if Indonesian troops were 
withdraun at the present time, the situation would 
become more chaolicY’” 

The representative of Australia urged the Council 10 
take practical steps to enable the people of Portuguese 
Timor to exercise their right to self-determination. The 
representative suggested that the United Nations assist 
in such arrangements. He recommended that the Secrc- 
tary-General might appoint a special representative who 
could meet with the concerned parties and make further 
suggestions on action to be taken. The representative 
also noted that if security were quickly restored, it 
would perhaps be possible for the Special Committee on 
the Situation with regard to the implementation of the 
Declaration on the Granting of Independence to Colo- 
nial Countries and Peoples to assume responsibility 
under its mandate from the General Assembly.9a9 

At the 1867th meeting, the representative of the 
United Republic of Tanzania condemned Indonesia’s 
invasion of East Timor and indicated that its reasons for 
the invasion were not credible. The Charter did not give 
any country the right to assume responsibility for an 
administering Power which had failed in its functions. 
Indonesia should be required to withdraw all its forces 
and Portugal should play a more positive and responsi- 
ble role in East Timor. The representative also drew the 
attention of the Council to the fact that in accordance 
with the principles of the United Nations the modalities 
for the dcco)onization of Timor remained in the purview 
of the General Assembly.PPO 

The representative of the USSR reaffirmed his Gov- 
ernment’s support for the principles of self-determina- 
tion and called upon Indonesia to withdraw its troops 
from East Timor. He stated that the people of Timor 
should decide, by themselves, how they would exercise 
their right to self-determination and that the Soviet 
delegation would support any constructive measure by 
the Security Council which was in accordance with the 
United Nations Declaration on decolonization and with 
resolution 3845 (XXX).W’ 

The representative of Japan proposed as necessar) 
steps towards a solution agreement on a cease-fire and 
talks among the parties concerned. He also suggested 
that the Security Council might ask the Secretary-Gen- 
craI to facilitate consultations among the parties. He 
urged the Council 10 issue a strong appeal lo the parties 
10 rcfraln from any action which would lead to a 
dctcrloratlon of the situalion.W’ 
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The representative of Portugal maintained that in 
view of (hc United Nations special obligation to Non- 
Self-Governing Territories, the Organization had the 
right to actively intervene in the situation in Timor. Hc 
explained that Portugal would be willing to take part in 
talks with the political parties representing the pcopk of 
Timor and send naval and military forces lo the area to 

ensure order and security during the process of decoloni- 
zation. Portugal would be prepared to act in such a 
manner, however, only if the Indonesian forces were 
withdrawn from the Territory of Timor, if Indonesia 
stated formally that it would not commit any other acts 
of aggression against Timor and would not intervene in 
the Territory’s affairs, and if the countries of the region, 
particularly Australia, guaranteed that Portugal would 
have the assistance and logistical facilities which it 
would require for such a programme. The representative 
proposed that the Secretary-General send a special rcprc- 
scntativc to investigate the situation, propose appropri- 
ate measures, and verify the withdrawal of all Indone- 
sian armed forces. Based on the representative’s sugges- 
tions, Portugal and the Sccrctary-General would con- 
vene a conference involving the parties representing the 
pcoplc of Timor, with other States from the area 
participating as observers. In a second stage, after the 
withdrawal of Indonesian troops, and after the adminis- 
trative structure had been determined. Portuguese 
troops, with the co-operation of the United Nations, 
would ensure that peace was preserved during the 
transition phase in preparation for self-determination. 

The representative added that if the Security Council 
preferred to send a multinational contingent of troops, 
Portugal would bc prepared to participate, provided it 
assumed command of the force.WJ 

At the 1868th meeting the representative of Indone- 
sia, responding to criticism that. an area as small as 
Timor could not present a threat to Indonesia. observed 
that any territory, no matter how small, could constitute 
a threat if it was torn by conflict, because it could open 
the way to confrontation involving interested big mili- 
tary powers outside the region. He reiterated his GOV- 

ernment’s support for self-determination and main- 
tained that whatever role was to be delegated to 
Portugal, the matter should be decided through consul- 
tations between the United Nations and the people of 
the Tcrrit0ry.w 

At the 1869th meeting, the draft resolution was put IO 

the vote and adopted unanimously as resolution 384 
(1975).w’ The resolution reads as follows: 

Thr Serurrr~ C‘ouncrl. 

HuWW nored Ihe contems of the Lester of the Pcrmancnl Rcprcscn- 
131~ of Portugal (S/I 1899). 

lfovrng hrurd the statements of the reprcsenlallves of Portugal and 
I ndoncrts. 

tfovlnff hrurd rcprcscntatwcr of Ihe pcoplc of 1:.1r1 Tlmor. 

RrcoRnr:inx Ihe inalienable right of the pcopk of East Tmor to 
sell-dewmination and lndcpcndcncc III accord.+nrc ulih ihe prlnciplcs 

*’ 1867th mlg.. paras JO-67 
+I’ 1868th mtg , parar. 4-19. 
w 1869th mig , para. I2 

Gmd,p ronrrrnrd oh 31 the lw\ of hfc and cowciw\ of 111~ 
urgent need to avoid further bloodshed m I:ast Timor. 

Dq-~loring the inlervcntlon of the armed forcer of Indoncw In 1;:~ 
Timor. 

I. Culls upon all States w rcspcct the lcrworial Inlegrlty of EasI 
Timor as well as the inahenablc right of its people to self-de\crrmna. 
lion in accordance with General Assembly resolution I514 (XV): 

2. Culls upon the Government of Indonesia to wthdraw wlthoul 
delay all its forces from the Territory; 

3. Calls upon the Govcrnmcnt of Portugal as admmistcrtng 
Power to co.opcrate fully with the United Nations so a\ IO enable the 
pfoplc of Earl Timor lo cacrcisc freely their right IO self-dctcrmlnd- 
lion; 

4. Urgrs all Stales and other partics concerned IO co-opcralc 
fully with the efforts of the United Nations to achieve a pcaccf~l 
solution to the cxislmg situation and IO facilitate the dccolonl/~lion of 
the Territory; 

5. Nrqurrls the Secretary-General IO send urgently a special 
rcprcsentalive to East Timor for the purpose of making an on-rhc-spot 
at.wsmcnl or t+ cxrctine 5jl1: I:: :7 z:d of crtablithing CO~I.ICI wilh all 
the parries in the Terrilory and all SI~ICS concerned In order IO ensure 
the implementation of the present resolution. 

6 Fur/her rcqurrts the SecretaryGneral lo follow the imple- 
mentalion of the present resolution and, taking into account the rcprt 
of his special represcntatw. to submit recommendations to the 
Security Council as soon as possible; 

7. Drcrdrs IO remain seized of the situation. 

Following the vote, the representative of China point- 
ed out that while China voted for the resolution, it had 
some reservations; paragraphs 3 and 4 were ambiguous 
and not directly related to the question with which the 
Security Council was dealing and with regard to para- 
graph 5. it questioned the usefulness of sending a 
representative of the Secretary-General. The rcprcscnta- 
live also noted his Government’s position that the 
responsibility of the Secretary-General was only to 
supervise the withdrawal of Indonesian troops from East 
Timor.Wb 

The representative of Portugal objected to the section 
of the resolution under which the Council regretted that 
“the Government of Portugal did not discharge fully its 
responsibilities as administering Power in the Territory 
under Chapter XI of the Charter”. He observed that the 
statement did not refer to the circumstances and dif- 
ficulties which would help explain Portugal’s bchaviour. 
The resolution should have referred to the difficulties 
created for Portugal by Indonesia’s interference in 
Timor and to the fact that Portugal did all it could to 
carry out its mission in East Timor.Qp’ 

w IbId, patas. I4 and I5 
*’ /bid., parar 136-14 I 



Decision of 22 April 1976 (1914th meeting): resolution 
389(1976) 
In accordance with resolution 384 (1975) the Secre- 

tary-General submitted a report to the Security Council 
on the situation in Timor. The Secretary-General noted 
that the parties to the conflict had expressed their 
readiness IO continue consultations with the Special 
Representative and suggested that the consultations be 
preserved with the understanding that developments 
would bc reported to the Security Council. The Secre- 
tary-General’s report included the report by the Special 
Representative. In his report the Special Representative 
observed that it was difficult for him accurately to 
assess the situation in Timor because of difficulties he 
had encountered in reaching certain areas. He noted, 
however, that Indonesian flags were widely displayed 
and that Indonesia considered its personnel in East 
Timor to bc volunteers whose presence had originally 
been requested by APODETI, UDT, KOTA and TRA- 
BALHISTA and, later, by the “Provisional Government 
of East Timor”; the volunteers would be withdrawn only 
at the request of the “Provisional Government of East 
Timor”. The Special Representative reviewed the posi- 
tions of the relevant parties as follows: the “Gcvernment 
of the Democratic Republic of East Timor” wanted a 
referendum allowing a choice between integration with 
Indonesia or independence under FRETILIN; Portugal, 
though in favour of a referendum, felt that the people of 
East Timor should decide on the procedure and supporl- 
cd a choice of integration with Indonesia or indepen- 
dence in consultation with all polItical partics in the 
Territory; the “Provisional Government” in Dili pro- 
posed that a People’s Representative Council should 
either ratify complete integration with Indonesia or 
formulate other suggestions for the future political 
structure of East Timor; the Government of Indonesia 
proposed that the people of East Timor should deter- 
mint for themselves the future of their territory and 
that the decision by the “Provisional Government” for 
integration with Indonesia should be ratified by the 
people of East Timor.Wa 

At its 1908th meeting on I2 April 1976, the Security 
Council included the Secretary-General’s report in its 
a~c11d.1 ;~nd conhidercd the item during its 1908th 10 

IY 15th mcctingb between I2 April and 22 April 1976. 
During these meetings the Council invited the represenl- 
atives of Australia, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Indonesia, 
Malaysia. Mozambique, the Philippines, Portugal and 
Saudi Arabia. at their request, to participate. without 
vote. 111 the discussion of the item on the agenda.0Q9 
tinder rule 39 of the provisional rules of procedure the 
(‘ouncll also dcclded to extend invitations IO Mr. 
(iuilhcrmc M;lrl;l (;oncalves. Mr. Mario CarrascaIlio. 
Mr. .I~)sc (i~n~;~lvc~, Mr. Joao Pedro Soarcs. Mr. Jose 
K~rnru\ lIort,l. Mr Ken I;r) and Mr K. M. Syddell.“’ 

At 11% I9tIHth Inccting, Mr. I lorta stated that the 
I~)plc ~11 I:.ISI ‘llmor had proclallncd their indepcn- 
dcncc ;rrtd that dny suggcs~~on by the United Nations 

that Portugal W;~S still the “administering Power*’ was a 
blatant contradiction of all llnited Nations principles, 
He referred to his letter dated 28 Novem&r 1975 to the 
Secretary-General, which stated that East Timor could 
not pursue its self-determination until Indonesian troops 
had been withdrawn. The United Nations thus had two 
alternatives: recogniz the legitimate struggle of the 
people of East Timor under the leadership of FRETI- 
LIN, or legalize Indonesia’s aggression againbt East 
Timor. He had observed in his letter that Indonesi;l had 
not complied with the Security Council resolution and 
that economic sanctions should therefore be applied. 
Mr. Horta indicated that his Government was willing to 
co-operate fully with the United Nations in order to find 
a just solution to the war in East Timor.1000 

The representative of Portugal deplored the fact that 
the Special Representative of the Secretary-General had 
been unable to make a complete study of the situation 
and establish direct contact with the leaders of FRETI- 
LlN in the Territory. He noted that the Provisional 
Government of East Timor, which, according to Indone- 
sia, had invited the Indonesian troops, was not recog- 
nized by the United Nations or by the administering 
Power of the Territory, and could, therefore, not claim 
any legitimacy for requesting intervention by foreign 
troops. The representative called for a cease-fire and for 
increased participation by the United Nations in the 
process of decolonization in Timor. He suggested that 
the mandate given by the Council to the Secretary-Gen- 
eral, be extended and indicated that his Government 
would view favourably the convening of a conference, 
under United Nations auspices, in which all interested 
parties would participate. The conference could seek to 
reach agreement on the withdrawal of Indonesian forces 
and the simultaneous establishment of a cease-fire; it 
could also discuss the forms and conditions under which 
self-determination would be exercised, and the establish- 
ment of a civilian and military administration for the 
Territory which would operate during the interim be- 
tween the withdrawal of Indonesian forces and the 
effective exercise of the right to self-determination by 
the people of Timor. The representative also suggested 
that the Special Committee participate actively in the 
Timor case.‘a” 

Al the 1909th meeting the representative of Indonesia 
restated his Government’s view that the solution to the 
question of East Timor must be based on the wishes of 
the people of the Territory. He noted also that the 
Territory was returning to normal and that Indonesian 
volunteers were assisting the Provisional Government of 
East Timor in the rehabilitation of the country. The 
armed volunteers were allowed to return 10 their place 
of origin by the Provisional Government of East Timor 
and their withdrawal had begun in February 1976.1a“ 

Mr. Fry noted scvcral points which he had observed 
during two visit\ tn TImor. He stated that there had 
been a bcrlous .lnd persistent misperception as to the 
strength of hupport fur FRETILIN, and the strong 



desire on the part of the majority for indcpendencc. This 
misperception had led to errors in judgement by Indonc- 
si;i, UDT and APODETI. He pointed out that the civil 
war in Timor was started by UDT and some APODETI 
supporters---not by FRETILIN-and that there was no 
civil war after mid-September 1975 when Indonesian 
forces began their aggression. The Provisional Govern- 
ment of East Timor did not represent the will of the 
majority of the people of East Timor. Mr. Fry called for 
the withdrawal of the Indonesian forces and suggested 
that the Council set up an alternate administration 
representing the three main parties which would func- 
tion before democratic elections took place.Lm’ 

At the 1910th meeting the representative of Japan 
expressed his delegation’s support for the Sccrctary- 
General’s recommendation and listed several objectives 
which the Security Council should pursue in its efforts 
to bring about peace in Timor. The Security Council 
ought to reaffirm the right of East Timor to self-deter- 
mination in accordance with General Assembly resolu- 
tion 1514 (XV) and continue its efforts to restore peace 
in East Timor. The Government of Indonesia should be 
called upon to withdraw its remaining forces from the 
Territory. He indicated his Government’s support for 
the renewal of the Secretary-General’s mandate and 
noted that a solution might be achieved more quickly if 
talks were established among the concerned parties.““” 

At the 1913th meeting, the President drew the 
attention of the Council to a draft resolution sponsored 
by Guyana and the United Republic of Tanzania.lm’ 

The representative of Guyana called for the complete 
withdrawal of lndoncsian troops from the territory, 
without precondition, and introduced the draft resolu- 
tion which his delegation co-sponsored together with the 
United Republic of Tanzania.‘a 

At the 1914th meeting, t6e President drew the 
attention of the Council to an amendment to the draft 
resolution which was sponsored by Japan.Im’ 

The representative of Japan stressed that the main 
objective of the resolution would be to secure the 
continued implementation of Security Council resolu- 
tion 384 (1975) by the Government of Indonesia. He 
urged the Council to take into consideration the Indone- 
sian assertion that some of its forces had already been 
withdrawn and suggested that to reflect such recogni- 
tion paragraph 2 of the draft resolution be amended to 
state “its remaining forces” rather than “its forces”.‘OOa 

The representative of Benin contended that the Indo- 
nesian troops had not been withdrawn from Timor in 

accordance with (iencral hsscmbly resolution .14x5 

(XXX) of I2 Dcccmber 1975. lie quc\tioncd the 
usefulness of continuing the cfforth of ~hc Spec~;~l 
Representative and noted that the mission should not be 
renewed unless the Indonesian forces wcrc withdrawn 
from East Timor. The representative indicated that his 
delegation would not participate in the vote for the draft 
resolution since it only represented a watered-down 
formula.lW 

The draft resolution and the amendment wcrc then 
put to the vote. The amendment was rejected by 8 votes 
in favour and I against, with 5 abstentions. 

The draft resolution was adopted by I2 votes in 
favour and none dg.lin.rt. with 2 ;Ibstcnticul\ One 
member did not participate in lhc WIIII~““” I‘llc 

resolution reads as follows: 

Hm//m~ IIS rcsolu~wn 384 (1975) of 22 December 1975. 

lluvrng cc)n~ufrrrd rhc rcporl of Ihc Sccrct.iry-General of I2 
March 1976. 

lluv~ng hrord the \I&lcments of the representative\ ol Portugal and 
I nduncsia, 

//owns hrurd the \latcmcnt\ of rcpresenlalwc\ of Ihe people of 
Easl TImor. 

Hraj/irming the mullenable rlghc of the People of Ea\t ‘TImor to 
self-determination and mdcpendcncc in accordance with the princtplo 
of the Charter of the Lmred Nations and the Dcclara~~on on the 
Granting of Independence to Colonial Countrlcs and Pcoplcr. con. 
rained in General Assembly resolution I5 I4 (XV) of I4 December 
1960. 

Brlirving that all efforts should be made IO create conditlonr that 
will enable the people of East Ttmor to exercise freely thclr right 10 
sell-dctcrmtnrtlon. 

fVr,ring thal the qucs~wn of Earl Tlmor IS before the General 
Assembly. 

Conscious of the urgent need lo brmg IO an end the contlnucd 
silua(ion of tension in Fact Timor. 

7bbrng no~r of the stawmenl by the representative ol Indoncsla. 

I. (b//r upon all Stales IO respect the tcrrltorlal integrity of Easy 
TImor. as well as the lnJllcnablc rlghl of its people IO wlf-dcwrmma- 
lion In .icWrdJflCC ullh tkncral Assembly rcwlulwn 1 SIJ (XV). 

2 <‘al/r upon lhc Govcrnmcnl of Indonc\ia IO withdraw wlhout 
rurthcr d&y all IIS force\ rrom the Territory; 

I. Hryur~rr the Secretary-General IO have hlr Special Kcprcscn- 
IJII~C continue Ihc awgnmcnl cnlruslcd IO him under paragraph 5 of 
Sccurily Councd rcwlulwn 1114 (1975) and pursue con\ultalwns rllh 
the parlIes conccrncd. 

4 Furrhrr rryw~/r Ihe Secretary-General IO follow the Implc- 
mcnlatlon ol Ihc prcwnl rewluoon and submit a rcporr IO rhc Sccuril) 
Council as soon as pos~lblc. 

5. Calls upon JII Stares and other parllcs concerned IO co-opcrak 
fully with the United Ualions IO achieve a peaceful solution to the 
existing slruallon and IO fxilltate the decolonization of the Territory. 

6 Dcridrr IO remam sclzcd of the Iltuallon. 

At the 1915th meeting the representative of France 
expressed his delegation’s regret that the amendment to 
the draft resolution had been rejected and stated that a 
recognition of steps already taken bl Indonesia would 
have served to encourage that country to continue in its 
course in accordance with the commitments made by its 
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represent;ltivcs, tic also observed that the resolution just 
adopted was ;I substantial improvement over resolution 
3485 (XXX) which the General Assembly had adopted 
ten days earlier. The Council resolution took into 
account the various points of view. rather than placing 
responsibility for the situation on one party only.rolr 

The rcpresentativc of the USSR stated that the 
political situation in Timor was complicated by the 
presence of foreign troops in violation of General 
Assembly and Security Council resolutions. JIc suggest- 
ed that the Special Representative be asked to produce a 
second report which would clearly describe the situation 
and indicate the opinions of the various groups. Al- 
though the Soviet Union voted for the draft resolution 
because it was in accordance with previous decisions 
adopted by the United Nations, the Soviet delegation 
would have prcfcrrcd a less ambiguous resoIution.rol~ 

The rcprcsentative of the United Kingdom noted his 
regret that the Japanese amendment was not adopted, 
and emphasized that its rejection did not cast any doubt 
on the statements by the representative of Indonesia 
regarding the withdrawal of some Indoncsiun forces. 
But he pointed out that his Government could not agree 
with the claims put forth during the debate that 
self-determination had already taken place in Timor. 
Self-determination would require that there be peace in 
the arca without external pressures and that procedures 
suited to the local circumstances be implemented.““’ 

The rcprcscntative of the United States also regretted 
that the amendment submitted by Japan had not been 
adopted. In the view of the United States. a resolution 
could be used only for two purposes--to encourage 
co-operatton or to extend the mandate of the Secretary- 
Ciencral. The resolution worked against the spirit of 
co-operaturn and wa\ not necessary for the extension of 
the mandate since the continuation of the efforts by the 
Secretary-General and the Special Representative was 
advisable in any event. The representative emphasized. 
however, that his delegation’s abstention did not indi- 
cate a weakening of support for the self-determination 
of the people of East Timor.t”” 

The President, acting in his capacity as representative 
of (‘hint. observed that the Special Representative was 
un~blc tt) pst ;I total and clear picture of the situation 
bccausc of obstacles which had been placed by the 
Indonesian authorities, The Council should have con- 
dcmnctl Indonesnr’s refusal to implement the relevant 
rc\oluttons of the (ieneral Assembly and. Security 
C‘ouncil ;tnd should have demanded that Indonesia 
rs\pcct the independence and terrttorial integrity of the 
pccrplc rrl’ I,.~st Ttmcjr; thirt it cease its air and naval 
bhKk:tdc .~ntl tnilttary operations against the Territory 
.~ntl that II wtthdr.rw aI1 its forces. Wtth regard 10 

p:tragr;tph\ .t ;IIIJ 4 of the reac~lutt~,n he reiterated his 
~~IC~.IIIOII’S p~~\itton th;tt the restxrn\ibiltty of the Sccrc- 
t,try -r ;cncr;tI was only 10 supervise Indoncsi;l’s military 

withdrawal from East Timor and that the internal 
problems of East Timor were to be solved by the people 
thcmselves.‘O” 

In a note issued on 21 June,l”lb the President of the 
Council circulated the text of an invitation received on 
IO June from the Government of Indonesia for the 
Security Council to visit East Timor concurrently with a 
mission of the Indonesian Government commencing on 
24 June The note stated that after holding consu!tations 
with the members of the Council, the President had 
replied to the representative of Indonesia that in view of 
its resolutions on the issue, the Council had concluded 
that it was unable to accept the invitation. 

In accordance with the request of the Security 
Council in paragraph 4 of resolution 389 (1976), the 
Secretary-General submitted to the Council on 22 June 
1976 a rcportr”” concerning the continuing assignment 
of his Special Representative and transmitted the second 
report on the contacts made by the Special Represcnta- 
tive with the parties concerned. 

The Special Representative described the consulta- 
tions hz had held with reprrsentatives of the Govern- 
ments of Indonesia and Portugal, as well as of the 
“Provisional Government of East Timor”. He had bten 
unable to arrange a meeting with representatives of 
FRETILIN but had received various communications 
on behalf of the “Government of the Democratic 
Republic of East Timor”. In view of the fact that his 
mandate derived from the resolutions of the Security 
Council, it had been decided that it would not have been 
appropriate for the Special Representative to respond to 
the invitations received from the Government of Indone- 
sia to visit East Timor on 24 June, concurrent with the 
mission to be sent there by the Indonesian Government. 
Under the circumstances outlined in his report, the 
Special Representative concluded that it had not been 
possible to assess accurately the prevailing situation in 
East Timor, particularly with regard to the implemcntn- 
tion of resolutions 384 (1975) and 389 (1976). 

LETTER DATED 12 DECEMBER 1975 FROM THE PERMA- 
NENT REPRFSENTATIVE OF ICELAND TO THE CNITC:D 
NATIONS 

By letter’O1’ dated I2 December 1975 addressed to the 
President of the Security Council the representative of 
Iceland requested an urgent meeting of the Security 
Council in connection with an attack by British vessels 
on an Icelandic coastguard vessel. He stated that this 
attack constituted a flagrant violation of Iceland’s 
sovereignty and endangered peace and security. 

By a previous letter 1010 dated I I December 1975 
addressed to the President of the Security Council the 
representattvc of Iceland charged the United Kingdom 
with deployment of its naval units in Icelandic waters 



for the purpose of coercing the Government of Iceland 
and preventing the people of Iceland from exercising 
their sovereign rights over their marine resources in the 
fisheries zone of the Icelandic coast. The representative 
added that his Government reserved the right to bring, 
at a later stage, the question of the armed aggression by 
British warships in Icelandic waters formally before the 
Security Council. 

By notc”Jzo dated I5 December 1975 the President of 
the Security Council in his capacity as the representa- 
tive of the United Kingdom circulated the reply from 
the Government of the United Kingdom to the letter of 
1 I December (S/11905) from the representative of 
Iceland. The reply stated that on 25 July 1974 the 
lntcrnational Court of Justice had found that the 
Government of Iceland was not entitled unilaterally to 
exclude British fishing vessels from the waters around 
Iceland or to impose restrictions on thtm. It charged 
that between 15 and 25 Novcmbcr 1975, Icelandic 
coa<tguard vessels and aircraft had attacked a number 
of British trawlers and damaged at least seven of them. 
British naval vessels had subsequently been ordered to 
the area to defend them. The United Kingdom had 
made repeated efforts to resolve the question of fishing 
rights around Iceland by negotiation. At present, the 
issue was governed by the decision of the International 
Court of Justice; however, the British Government 
remained ready to resume negotiations. 

The Security Council adopted the agenda’O” and 
considered the item at its 1866th meeting on I6 
December 1975. 

The representative of Iceland was invited at his 
request to participate in the discussion, without vote.‘O” 

At the beginning of the meeting the President, the 
representative of the United Kingdom, stated that since 
the discussion of the issue on’ the agenda involved 
British interests he felt it would bc appropriate to 
exercise the discretion given to the President under rule 
20 of the provisional rules of procedure and to vacate 
the chair while that item was being discussed. Conse- 
quently he invited the representative of the United 
Republic of Cameroon to preside at the mecting.‘O~’ 

During the discussion the representative of Iceland 
recalled that for over 25 years Iceland had been 
gradually implementing its law of 1948 on the scientific 
conservation of the continental shelf fisheries. The latest 
and final step had been taken on I5 October 1975. 
providing for fishery limits of 200 nautical miles off 
Iceland. These regulations were in conformity with the 
consensus which emerged at the Third United Nations 
Conference on the Law of the Sea. 

The Icelandic Government had expressed its willing- 
ness to make temporary agreements with other nations 
which had been engaged in substantial fishing in the 
area. However, negotiations with the United Kingdom 
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had broken down, due to cxcc&c l1rilish dcnl:lrltl~ on 

the allowable catch. 

On I I Deccmbcr, the Icelandic co;istgu;lrd vc~+I 
Thor had come upon three Brltibh ships ;rppru\ir\\;rtclj 
one nautical milt from ~hc Icclitndic short. The ‘/‘hr~ 
had ordered the British ship> to halt w ;IS to inqulrc 
about their activities. This order had been disrep;lrdcd 
by the British ships, whereupon the Thor h;td been 
repeatedly rammed by a British tugboat 31 ;I point I .9 
nautical miles off the coast of Iceland, well within the 
Icelandic territorial waters. The represcntativc said that 
this constituted a violation of Icelandic sovcrcipnty ;lnd 
called upon the United Kingdom to refrain from the uw 
of force in Icelandic watcrs.Iol’ 

The representative of the United Kingdom, in putting 
forward his Government’s account of the incident. 
stated that three unarmed British support vcsrcls had 
entered Icelandic territorial waters during the night of 
IO/l I Dccembcr to seek shelter from severe weather, as 
they had the right to do under customary international 
law. The Icelandic coastguard vessel Thor had ap- 
proached and had ordered the British vessels to stop. A 
series of collisions had followed, caused by the ma- 
nocuvring of the Thor. The Icelandic vessel had Fubse- 
quently fired three shots at one of the British vessels, 
none of which had hit. The central fact about the 
incident was that the Icelandic gunboat had opened fire 
on an unarmed British vessel. 

Incidents such as these occurred because of the 
deliberate policy of Iceland of harassing British ships in 
an area in which, as recently as July 1974, the 
International Court of Justice had ruled that they had 
the right to fish. No further international agreements 
had been reached on this matter since the International 
Court’s ruling; it followed that Iceland’s unilateral 
extension of its fishing limits to 200 miles was unen- 
forceable against British fishermen and that, according- 
ly, the harassment of British trawlers was illegal. 

Since July 1975, when Iceland announced its intcn- 
tion to extend its limits to 200 miles- in advance of 
decisions by the Third United Nations Conference on 
the Law of the Sea-- the United Kingdom’s objective 
had been to reach a negotiated settlement prior to the 
expiration, on 13 November 1975, of the interim United 
Kingdom-Iceland Fisheries Agreement of 1973. 

In the negotiations which had taken place. the United 
Kingdom had made it clear that it was ready to reduce 
its catch considerably because of the need to conserve 
stocks and because of Iceland’s dependence on its 
fishing industry. However. Iceland, in calling for a total 
allowable catch almost identical to its own catch, was, in 
effect, asking the flshermcn of other countries to bear 
the entire burden of conservation and was declining to 
bear any substantial part of the burden itself. 

The representative of the United Kingdom concluded 
by stating that his country wished to resume negotia- 
Cons at any time. at any place, at any Ieve~.lO:’ 

I”:’ Ibd. parer to-?! 
lo:’ /bid. parar !I-Jb 
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In (hc abscncc of any other rcqucst to speak. the 
Prc\idcnt ;\djourncd the deb;ltc. sn)ing th<it the Security 
( (1unc11 would rcm;rin scilcd of the quc\~~on 50 that II 
mlpht rc\umc con~ldcrntion of it :it any appropriate 
llrne.“‘-“‘ 

Decision of 6 I:ebruary 1976 ( IHHXth meeting): rcJcc- 
lion of c-Power draft resolution 
In a telegram’Oz’ dated 28 January 1976, the Head of 

State of the Comoros informed the President of the 
Security Council that the French Govcrnmcnt intended 
TV, organilr a referendum in the island of Mayotte on 8 
I’sbruary 1976. tie pointed out that Muyottc was an 
lntcgral part of Comorian territory under French laws 
and that on I2 November 1975, the linitcd Nations had 
admitted the C‘omorian State consisting of the four 
lhland:, of Anjouan, Mayottc. MohCli and Grande- 
(‘omorc. In view of the flagrant aggression by France. 
hc rcqucstcd an urgent meeting of the Security Council 
to maintain pcacc in the archipc!Jgo and to safeguard 
the intcgrlty of the country. 

ljy IcttcriO!h dated 3 February 1976. the rcprcsentative 
of Guinea-Bissau. on behalf of the African Group, asked 
the President of the Security Council to make the 
necessary arrangements for convening a meeting of the 
Council not later than Wednesday, 4 February 1976. 

By letter loz9 dated 4 February 1976, the representative 
of Uganda transmitted a message from the President of 
the Republic of Uganda, then Chairman of the Organi- 
zation of African Unity (OAU), in which the Comorian 
position was fully endorsed. 

At the 1886th meeting on 4 February 1976, the 
Council included the question in its agenda and consid- 
ered the issue at its 1886th to 1888th meetings between 
4 and 6 February 1976. During its deliberations, the rep- 
resentatives of Algeria, Comoros, Equatorial Guinea, 
Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Kenya, Madagascar, Nigeria, 
Saudi Arabia and Somalia were invited, at their request, to 
participate in the discussion without the right to vot~.‘~‘” 

At the 1886th meeting. the rcprcscntativc of the 
C’omoru\ \;lid that his Govcrnmcnt’\ position was clearly 
cxprc\\cd 111 the tclepram of :!X .I;~nuary’“” ;IIN~ the hc;ld 
01 111s I\C~C~,I~IIU~ wcultl prtbvik ttiu ;~tltlil~on;il Infornr;i- 
11011 ncl.c\\;ir-) OII the ishuc upon hi\ :lrriv;ll I”‘.’ 

-_-.__ - 
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At ths came meeting. the rcprcsentativc of F-rancc 
rcvicucd the background of the matter and stntrd that 
In IIcccmbcr 1974, the l,rcnch Government had organ- 
~/cd a conhuttation of thz Comorian population which 
rcsultcd in a large majority in Favour of indcpendencc. 
Howcvcr. two thirds of the votes in the island of 
klayotte were negative. The French parliament adopted 
on 30 June I975 a law providing for the drafting of a 
constitution prcscrving the political and administrative 
rdentit) of the islands. Although only the French 
parliament could decide to transfer sovereignty, the 
Chamber of Deputies of the Comoros proclaimed the 
independence of the island> on 5 July 1975. 

On 31 Dcccmbcr. the French Government recognired 
the indcpcndcnce of the islands of Grandc-Comore, 
Anjouan. and Mohfli but provided for the pcoplc of 
Mayottc to make a choice between the island remaining 
in the French Republic and being integrated in the new 
Comorian State. 

The question of the referendum thus resulted from 
the scrupulous application of the principle of self-deter- 
nilnation and l.‘rancc h;id the duty to furnish the 
inhabitants of \l%ayottc the means of making an impar- 
ti;rl choice I”” 

The rcprcscntative of Guinea-Bissau, speaking also in 
the name of the OAU, said it was France’s moral duty 
to help the Comorians forge a nation and to preserve the 
groups of the four islands as a united republic. The 
Government of Guinea-Bissau and the OAU always did 
stand for the principle of self-determination and regard- 
ed the case of Mayottc as one of political manipulation 
of local parties by the French Government in order to 
preserve some degree of influence in the arca.‘“)’ 

At the 1887th meeting. the representative of the 
Comoros stated that his Government would never accept 
a division of whatever nature of its new state. The unity 
of the islands was an undeniable fact accepted by the 
French thcmselvcs. tic affirmed that several French 
texts and laws showed the political and administrative 
unity of the archipelago since the time of colonization 
and the l;~w on the basis of which the referendum on 
Indcpcndcncc held in Ijcccmbcr 1974 stipulated that the 
I;\ttcr wwld hc held on ;I global basis and not for each 
~sl~~nd in isolation. France. perplexed by the result of the 
rcfcrcndum, took Mayotte as an excuse for extending 
colonialism and interfering in the internal affairs of the 
C‘omoros by taking administrative, military and other 
measurcs.‘ol’ 

The rcprescntative of Panama stated that the Security 
C’ouncil and the General Assembly had accepted for 
membership the State of the Comoros as comprising the 
four islands. To question the territorial integrity of the 
new State would be contrary to the purposes and 
principles of the Charter and the Declaration of the 
Grnnting of Indcpcndcnce to Colonial Countries and 
Pcople$ “‘lr. 
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At the 1888th meeting, the representative of the 
United Republic of Tanzania introduced a draft resolu- 
tionlo” co-sponsored by Benin, Guyana, the Libyan 
Arab Republic and Panama. He declared that the draft 
resolution avoided any condemnation and asked for the 
respect of the principles of the Charter, which were the 
best safeguard for small countries like the Comoros. ltc 
also stated that since in Article 25 of the Charter 
Member States agreed to bc bound by the decisions of 
the Council, it would bc only fair that the Security 
Council, acting on behalf of the international communi- 
ty, would take into account the views of the Member 
StateS.‘o’” 

At the same meeting the Chinese representative 
recognized the independence of the Comoros as a great 
victdry in the struggle against imperialism and colonial- 
ism and reaffirmed the inalienable right of the new 
State to maintain its unity and territorial integrity.‘*‘p 

The representative of the USSR declared that the 
decision of the United Nations had come to constitute 
the international legal basis for recognition of the 
Comorian State and its territorial integrity and reaf- 
firmed his country’s solidarity with the struggle of the 
colonial people for their freedom and indcpcndence.‘W 

The representative of the United Kingdom stated his 
understanding of both the position of the Comoros. 
according to which its former colonial boundaries should 
have been retained after independence, and of the 
constitutional imperatives with which the French Gov- 
ernment was confronted. The United Kingdom Govern- 
ment hoped that the issue could bc settled by continuing 
negotiations.‘~’ 

The Japanese representative suggested the resumption 
of talks between the two Governments and proposed the 
suspension of the referendum by France, pending the 
outcome of the talks.l”2 . 

At the same meeting the Council proceeded to the 
vote on the draft rcsolution’MJ sponsored by Benin, 
Guyana, Libyan Arab Republic, Panama and the 
United Republic of Tanzania. By its preambular para- 
graphs the resolution would have recalled General 
Assembly resolutions 3291 (XXIX) and 3385 (XXX) 
reaffirming the unity and territorial integrity of the 
Comoro archipelago. By its operative paragraphs the 
resolution would have considered that the holding of the 
referendum by France in Mayottc constituted an inter- 
fcrencc in the internal affairs of the Comoros and called 
upon France to desist from the holding of the referen- 
dum and to refrain from any action which could have 
jeopardized the independence and sovereignty of the 
Comorian State; the resolution would have further 
requested the Government of France to enter into 
immediate negotiations with the Government of the 
Comoros for the purpose of taking appropriate measures 
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to safeguard the unity and territorial integrity of the 
State of the Comoros composed of the islands of 
Anjouan, Grandc-Comoro. Mayottc and MohCli. 

The draft resolution received II votes in f;lvour. I 
against ;\nd 3 abstentions and was not ;\doptcd owillp to 
the negative volt of ;I pcrmrncnt Illcllthrr of IIIC 
Council.‘N’ 

Following the vote, the rcprcscnt;ltivc of l:r;lncc 
stated that his ncgativc VOIC showed that I:r:~ncc W;IS 
confronted with a real problem and did not cxcludc the 
undertaking of negotiations with the Comoros.““’ 

The representative of Benin regretted that the dr;tft 
resolution was not adopted. and wondcrcd whcthsr 
France, as a party to the dispute. W;IS cntitlcd 10 
participate in the vote.““* 

The representative of the Libyan Arab Republic 
expressed its sincere doubts and reservations in conncc- 
tion with the result of the voting. In his view, in 
accordance with Article 27, paragraph 3, of the Char- 
ter, France was not entitled to cast a positive or negative 
vote since France was a party to the dispute.lW’ 

The representative of France, in response to the 
comments made by the Libyan representative. recalled 
that in Panama in March 1973. in a matter which 
brought Panama into direct conflict with the United 
States, no one found it exceptional that Panama, which 
held the presidency. should have voted and that the 
United States also voted and exercised its right of veto. 
He stressed that for 25 years the Council had always 
felt that in a situation like the present, one should not 
prevent States members of the Council or States 
directly or indirectly concerned in the matter from 
casting their vote, as they would undoubtedly exercise 
their vote if this matter was considered in the context of 
Chapter VII of the Charter, under which the right to 
vote was not challenged. He could have provided a list 
of precedents in which, analogous to the case under 
consideration, delegations did not hesitate to use their 
right of veto and where this right was not challenged by 
anyonc.lM8 

The representative of Benin said he was not challcng- 
ing the veto which had been cast, but he was raising a 
question so that members of the Council could give 
some thought to a particular category of cases in the 
future.lWQ 

In response to France’s intervention the representative 
of Panama said the reason for the Council’s visit to his 
country was not to consider a dispute between Panama 
and the United States but to hold a series of special 
meetings on the matters relating to the maintenance and 
strengthening of peace in Latin America. The question 
under consideration was not a similar situation. The 
Council had before it a matter relating to the peaceful 
settlement of disputes and in conformity with paragraph 
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J of Article 27 of the Charter “. . m decision under 
Chapter VI. I a party to a dispute shall abstain 
from voting”. It was thus doubtful whether the repre- 
sentative of France in this case was entitled to cast a 
veto, He invited the Council to carry out a detailed legal 
study on this matter.““” 

The President baid that since before the vote there 
might have been a challenge to the right of France to 
vote, the Secretariat was consulted and a position was 
developed and made available. Had the question of the 
right of France to vote been raised before the vote he 
believed that its right would have been sustained.‘051 

The representative of the Libyan Arab Republic 
stated that his colleagues from Benin and Panama and 
he himself wished to register their reservations and had 
not asked for a ruling or for a statement by the 
President; therefore, they did not consider his last 
statement as a ruling on the problem.105’ 

The President confirmed that his statement was not a 
ruling but a point of information in case Council 
members wanted to know in what way the Secretariat 
advised the presidency in this matter.‘O” 

The rcprescntative of the United Republic of Tanza- 
nia \aid his delegation took a very serious view of the 
observation\ made by Benin. Libya and Panama. The 
issues involved dealt with an extremely importanl facet 
of the Organization’s performance, involving juridical 
consideration. He considered the President’s statement 
as a personal belief of the representative of the United 
States, since the Council did not ask for a ruling and 
believed that the Secretariat could not and should not 
give legal advice unless specifically asked on this matter 
by the Security Council.‘o54 

At the conclusion of the 1888th meeting, the repre- 
sentative of the Comoros expressed deep regret over the 
negative vote cast by France but welcomed the vindica- 
tion by the other members of the Security Council of 
the legitimate demand of his Government for faithful 
respect for the sovereignty, independence and territorial 
lntrgrity of the Comoros. He hoped that the French 
( ;~~I~IIIIIITIII ~~~1~1 heed thr \+ishc\ of the intcrnationul 
r’~wrlll\llrll\ OII IhI\ I’iSI1C.““’ 

( Ohlhlt bl( \I IOhS )RO%t FR.4lW’t’ AND SOMAI.IA 
( OW &RhilV; Illc’ l’d(‘l1WF,‘l’OF 4 kb:L)RtIARY 1976 

I%lIIAL PRo~‘ttl)lN(iS 
In ;I Ictter”“” dated 4 February 1976 addressed to the 

President of the Security Cuuncil, the representative of 
France requehtcd an urgent meeting of the Council to 
consider the serious incident that had occurred on 4 
I cbruary .LL I oyada, a po\t situated on the frontier 

between Somalia and the French Territory of the Af’ars 
and the Issas, in which French forces were flred on by 
heavy weapons from SomalIa and were obliged to react. 

By note W’ dated 5 February 1976 the rcpresentatlve 
of Somalia transmitted a telegram dated 26 January 
1976 and addressed tu the Secretary-General b) the 
President of the Supreme Revolutionary Council of the 
Somali Democratic Republic, drawing attention to the 
critical situation in French Somaliland and its implica- 
tion for the stability and peace of the region. I’he 
President appealed to the Secretary-General to intcr- 
vent in order to assist the people of that territory to 
attain unconditional independence. 

In a further Ietter’O’” dated 5 February addressed to 
the President of the Security Council, the representative 
of Somalia requested an urgent meeting of the Security 
Council to consider France’s attack on 4 February on 
the border town of Loyada in Somalia. 

By letter’o’v dated IO February 1976 addressed to the 
President of the Security Council, the representative of 
Somalia furnished a list of the Somali casualties suf- 
fered in the incident of 4 February. 

In a IetterlM dated 11 February 1976 addressed to 
the President of the Security Council, the representative 
of France rejected Somalia’s allegations and gave a 
detailed account of the incident. 

By Ietter’ql dated I3 February 1976 the representa- 
tive of Somalia requested a postponement of the Securi- 
ty Council’s meeting. 

By Ietterlwl dated I8 February 1976 addressed to the 
President of the Security Council, the representative of 
Somalia requested an urgent meeting of the Securic) 
Council to consider its complaint against France’s 
aggression. 

The Security Council considered the matter at its 
1889th meeting held on I8 February 1976. After the 
adoption of the agenda lob) the representatives of Ethlo- 
pia and Somalia were invited, at their request, to 
participate in the discussion without the right to vote.lW 

The representative of France referred to his previous 
communication containing the request for the Security 
Council mcctinp”D’ and indicated that since the incident 
had not led tu any immediate consequences. and since 
the situation in the arca had returned to normal, he felt 
that it was not necessary for the Council to convene 
immediately. He then rejected the charges of aggression 
and presented a detailed account of the incident. He 
said that France deeply regretted any loss among 
Somali civilians during the brief encounter between 
French forces and the accomplices of the terrorists 
stationed on Somali territory. France wanted relatmns 
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of friendships and g& ncighbourlincss with Somalia 

and was prepared at any time 10 enter into talks with 
the authorities in Mogadiscio.‘Mb 

The representative of Somalia pointed out that his 
Government had requested 10 postpone the Council’s 
mccling'~' because it had been approached by a third- 
party state which offered its good offices with respect to 

the dispute. His Government had welcomed the offer 
and promptly accepted it in principle. But in the absence 
of any encouraging signs of progress within a reasonable 
time-limit and also taking into account the increasing 
tension in the area of the dispute, it had finally decided 
10 renew the request for an urgent meeting of the 
Council. He also informed the Council thnt his Govcrn- 
mcnt was ready 10 agree to any initiatives towards 
serious and meaningful negotiations. He then charged 
that on 4 February French troops supported by ar- 
mourcd cars, positioned along the border of French 
Somaliland and the Somali Democratic Republic, 
launched an unprovoked attack on the Somali customs 
post and village of Loyada, resulting in the death of one 
child and several other casualties. 

The Somali representative added that throughout the 
years, France had resisted demands by the General 
Assembly for the dispatch of observers to French 
Somaliland. In view of the threatening situation which 
existed there and in view of the conflicting descriptions 
of the Loyada incident. the Security Council should 
arrange for the dispatch of a fact-finding mission to the 
area to ascertain the truth and assess the extent of the 
damage to life and property at Loyada to determine the 
compensation to be paid by France. 

He also requested the Security Council to take 
particular note of the Assembly’s finding that the 
situation in French Somaliland had become a threat to 
the peace and stability of the region and could have 
adverse effects on international peace and securily.‘W 

In the course of the meeting the representative of 
France spoke several times on a point of order rquest- 
ing the representative of Somalia to confine himself to 
the subject on the agenda and not to enter into 
consideration of France’s policies pertaining to the 
Territory of the Afars and the Issas.‘M9 

The President assured the French representative that 
the Council had taken note of his objections. Stating 
that there was a certain latitude in Council debate, he 
suggested however that the representative of Somalia 
spoke without prejudice to the agreed agcnda.lO’O 

The representative of France read parts of a statc- 
men1 of the French Government dated 31 December 
1975 confirming that the French Territory of the Afars 
and the Jssas was destined for independence and stipu- 
lating the ways and means of obtaining that end.‘“” 
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REQUEST BY M0%4MBl l;E tINL)t:R AR’I‘I(‘I.E 50 OF ‘l’ttt: 
CHARTER IN 8 RF.l.ATI 3 TO Ttlt: SlllIATION WIll<‘ti 
HAS ARISEN AS A RF3tIt.T Of ITS I)t:<‘IStON TO IMPOSE 
SANCTIONS AGAINSTSOUTtIERB RtiODFSIA 

INITIAL PROCFFDINGS 

By telegram ‘o’z dated IO March I976 addressed 10 t hc 
President of the Security Council, the Mtnistcr for 
Foreign Affairs of Mozambique requested an urgent 
meeting of the Security Council under Article 50 of the 
Charter to consider the situation which had arisen as a 
result of Mozambique’s decision IO impost sanctions 
against Southern Rhodesia in full implrmcntation of the 
relevant decisions of the Llnitcd Nations. Ilc ;tlso drew 
ullcnlion 10 acts 0l’ ilppression cc~~lrt~iilli~tl Ibv 111~ r;~c~\l 

minority reginic which c~i*tilulctl :I thrc:tt It) pc:~k’c ,111tl 
security in Mozambtquc. in Africa and in the world. tic 
appealed to the Security Council to take the necessary 
steps to help Mozambique to defend itself. 

By notes dated 8 March l976’O’) and IS March 
1976,r”” the Secretary-General informed the Security 
Council that he had received information concerning the 
situation which had arisen as a result of the decision of 
Mozambique 10 impose sanctions against Southern 
Rhodesia. 

By letter dated 8 March 1976’O” addressed to the 
Secretary-General, the Foreign Minister of Mozam- 
bique transmitted a statement made on 3 March by the 
President of Mozambique proclaiming the imposition of 
sanctions against Southern Rhodesia. 

At the 1890th meeting on 16 March 1976 the 
Security Council adopted the agendalo” and considered 
the item at its 1890th, 1891~1 and I892nd meetings held 
on I6 and I7 March 1976. The representatives of Egypt, 
Jamaica, Kenya, Mozambique and Zambia were in- 
vited, at their request, to participate in the discussion 
without the right to v01c.‘~” 

Decision of I7 March 1976 (1892nd meeting): resolu- 
tion 386 (1976) 

At the 1890th meeting the representative of Mozam- 
bique said that the decision by his Government to apply 
the sanctions fully was not, as claimed in some quarters, 
a result of aggressions of which Mozambique had been a 
victim but was in line with his Government’s determina- 
lion to fulfil its international obligations. The applica- 
tion of economic sanctions against the illegal rCgime in 
Southern Rhodesia, the closure of the borders and the 
suspension of all forms of communication with that 
country had heavy effects on some fundamental sectors 
of the economy of Mozambique. He went on to say that 
Mozambique’s manpower had been exported to labours. 
under degrading conditions, in the mines and on the 
farms of South Africa and Southern Rhodesia constitut- 
ing one of the main sources of foreign exchange 
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earnings for Mozambique. The overall effects of the 
sanctions on the economy of Mozambique would be 
great, he stressed, and it needed material support to 
convert its economy within the general plan of national 
reconstruction. 

Mo/ambique. hc continued, was asking the Security 
Council to give the Secretary-General the necessary 
authority to study with Mozambique the technical and 
financial means of implementing projects that would 
create new structures and new employment.‘O’l 

The representative of Jamaica pointed 3ut that the 
I975 meeting of Commonwealth Heads of Government 
at Kingston among other things had emphasized the 
importance of taking immediate practical steps to assist 
Mozambique on its attainment of independence in 
applying sanctions against Southern Rhodesia in terms 
of Articles 49 and 50 of the Charter of the United 
Nations. He welcomed the decision of the Government 
of Mozambique and said that it was the duty of the 
entire international community to render assistance to 
Mozambique.r”” 

The representative of Kenya, speaking as current 
Chairman of the African Group of States, said that the 
sanctions against Southern Rhodesia had never been 
effective because many Members of the United Nations, 
through one pretext or another, had never applied them. 
Because of this the Southern Rhodesian regime had 
grown more defiant and the pain of applying sanctions 
hurt only a few Members, notably Zambia and Mozam- 
bique. Since the sanctions were openly ignored. particu- 
larly by Southern Rhodesia’s immediate neighbours. the 
African states called for widening the sanctions IO 

include those who defied the United Nations. He 
appealed to the United Nations to mobilize all its 
agencies. in particular, the Economic and Social Coun- 
cil, the United Nations Development Programme, the 
World Bank, all other specialized agencies and individu- 
al Member States and organizations to assist Mozam- 
bique in its present economic difficulties.imo 

The representative of Zambia, citing what he called 
an inadequate response to Zambia’s own earlier request 
for assistance in similar circumstances, expressed the 
1101~ 111.1t ~‘OIIL’I ctc and cffcctivc me;i\urcs of assistance 
III Mo/;ttt\biquc WUI~ be spelt WI.“‘” 

At the same meeting the representative of the llnited 
Republic of I‘;ttl/;ttti;t emphasized that the Council was 
not called upon to pivc charity or disinterested assist- 
;IIIC‘C’ to Mo/;imbique but to fulfil the obligations under 
Articles 49 ;II~ 50 of the (‘h.irtrr. t Ic then introduced 
the dr.ift rr\cilution s~insorcd by Benin, Guyana, Italy, 
I:I\LIII, ~hc I ibyiiri Ar;tb Republic. Pakistan. Panama. 
Komani:i. Swcdcn. the Ilnitcd Kingdont and the United 
Kcpublic of ‘l’.tn/;tni;i.‘“*! 

l‘hc rcprcscntatrvc of the llnited Kingdom said that 
his (iovcrnmcnt was committed to giving assistance to 

----_ 

Mozambique. in conformity with the decisions taken at 
the Commonwealth Conference at Kingston.io*J 

The representative of Egypt noted that any assistance 
to Mozambique should not be viewed as support to 
Mozambique, but rather as mutual assistance in carry- 
ing out measures decided upon by the Security Council 
in accordance with Articles 25 and 49 of the Charter, 
He called on the Council to condemn all acts of 
aggression by the Southern Rhodesian regime against 
Mozambique and to request the Secretary-General to 
appoint a co-ordinator of the United Nations assistance 
in Mozambique.i”’ 

At the 1891~1 meeting on I7 March 1976 the 
representative of Sweden praised the decision of the 
Government of Mozambique and emphasized that the 
Charter did in that context impose clear obligations on 
the Members of the United Nations. Just as all Mem- 
bers under Articles 24 and 25 of the Charter had 
accepted the obligation to accept and carry out the 
decision of the Security Council to apply the system of 
sanctions against Southern Rhodesia, the Members were 
called upon under Articles 49 and 50 to provide mutual 
assistance in carrying out the measures decided upon by 
the Council.‘“” 

At the same meeting the representative of China said 
that his Government and people sympathized and firmly 
supported the Mozambican people in their just struggle 
and strongly condemned the Smith regime’s aggression 
against Mozambique. The United Nations should give 
assistance to the Mozambican people in their just 
struggle, solemnly condemn the Southern Rhodesian 
white racist regime for its aggression against Mozam- 
bique, expand and strengthen the sanctions against 
Southern Rhodesia, and take all measures to guarantee 
the implementation of the United Nations resolution on 
sanctions against Southern Rhodesia.iY6 

At the I892nd meeting on I7 March 1976. the 
representative of France assured Mozambique of 
France’s total support in its efforts to render more 
effective the decisions of the United Nations. He 
emphasized that the problem with which the Council 
was confronted was political. It concerned the authority 
of the international community and the dignity of 
Africa.rM 

The representative of the USSR stressed that a 
number of representatives. primarily those of African 
countries, had convincingly demonstrated that the racist 
regime of Ian Smith was perpetrating armed aggression 
against a member of the Organization of African Unity 
and a Member of the United Nations. The draft 
resolution before the Council quite properly pointed out 
that the Security Council was gravely concerned at the 
situation created by the provocative and aggressive acts 

committed by the illegal minority regime in Southern 
Rhodesia against the securit> and territorial integrity of 
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hlozamblque. The draft appealed to all States lo 

provide immediate assistance 10 Mozdmbiquc SO that it 
could carry out its economic development programmc at 
the normal pace, He stated that the Soviet Union 
rendered already the necessary substantial material 
assistance to Mozambique. The burden of compensation 
for damage caused, however, should be borne by those 
States that were, in fact, politically responsible for 
maintaining the rCgimc in Southern Rhodesia, as well as 
those States that continued to maintain close economic 
and other contacts with the territory.lMa 

The representative of the United States expressed his 
disappointment that the draft resolution contained a 
number of elements which did not bear on its main 
objectives. The charges of aggression deserved careful 
attention. His Government wished to make clear that it 
did not regard them as related to the appeal which the 
Council was making on behalf of Mozambique under 
Article 50. tie viewed that appeal as premised solely on 
Morambique’s compliance with resolutions 232 (I 966) 
and 253 (1968) and the costs which ensued from that 
compliance. The United States would normally have 
abstained from voting on that draft because of the 
insertion of those references. However it would vote in 
favour, in order to leave no doubt that it supported the 
principal purpose of the draft resolution.‘Wp 

At the same meeting the draft resolution was adopted 
unanimously.‘m 

The resolution reads as follows: 

Thr Serurrr~~ Council. 

Taking nofr of the statement made by the Prcsldent of 1hc People’s 
Republic of Mozambique on 3 March 1976. 

Hovrng hrord the sldtcrnenl of the Minislcr for Foreign Affairs of 
the People’s Rcpubllc of Mozambique. 

C~4vd.1~ ronwnrd at rhc si1ua1lon created by the provocative and 
agercssive acts commitled by the illcpal minority rCglmc in Southern 
Rhodesia agatnrl the sccurlly and tcrrilorial Inrcgrity of the People’s 
Rcpubhc of Mozamb,quc. 

RroffirminR the inalienable rleh1 of the people of Southern 
Rhodesia (Zimbabwe) to self-dc1ermlnation and independence. m 
accordance with Gcncral As\cmbl) rcbolullon 1314 (XV) of 14 
December 1960. and the leglrlmrc) of their struggle IO secure the 
cnJo)mcnt of such rlgh1r. in arcordancc wl!h 1hc Char1cr of the 
L ni1cd ha1ions. 

Rrcall/nf it\ resolution 253 (1908) of 29 May 1968 Imposing 
sancrlons a&Ilnsl Soulhcrn RhodcllJ. 

Rrtollmg/urrhrr i1s rerolu~~onr 277 (1970) of II March 1970 and 
318 (1972) Or 211 July 1972. 

horIng wlrh opprtcrorron 1hc dcclslon of 1hc Government of 
Molambiquc lo scvcr Irnrncdlalcl) all trade and communication hnks 
with Soulhcrn Rhodcsla in accordance with the decision of the 
Council and In IlriCl observance of cconomlc sancclons. 

C‘onstdcrrnR that this deoston CO~S~IIUIC~ an Important contribution 
to the rcalllallon of the Umled Nalions obJcctIvcs In Sou1hern 
Rhodcsla m accordance ulrh tht prmclplcs and purpcxc\ of the 
ChJrler. 

Rrvm~w thJ1 Ihe actnon of rhc Govcrnmcnr of hlo?amblquc IS 
In accordance wllh rerolutlon 25.1 (lot+,). 

Beorfn# rn mrnd the provisoon, of ,%~IICIC, 49 and CO of the 
<. hdrlcr. 

‘CJ” 1892nd Meg . paras. 13.24 
Ioap Ibid, parac 44.51 
loo0 IhId. par.1 80. adopted ar rc\~,lul,~~n 1x6 ( IVT~,~ 

1, (~mmrndr the Ciovcrt~mcnt 111 hlwanlhn~uc 1111 II\ IIC~.I~I,III IO 

\cvcr illI cconnmtc and tr.tdc ~C!.IIH>II\ ullh 5a,ulhcrn HIIINIC~LI. 

2 (‘fmdrnmt 811 pr0v~Kclllvc .Irld .I)cllrc\\~vc .II I\. III, III~III~ 
military Incursions. a@amsl the Pc~+c’~ HcFubllc L~I ~~~IIJIII~>I~IIC IQ 
the illegal rntinorlly rCglmc of Soulhcrn Hhtrlc\l.l. 

3 T’okr.1 nofr or 1hc ur8cn1 and \pc~,l.\l TZII~~~~>IL IK,YI\ ,~I 
Morambtquc arisIng from II\ ~mplcrncn~~~~~rn nf rc\~~l1111~~11 ,‘\ I 

(1968). as indicated m the ztalcmcni by II\ Mlnl\~rr 11~ I OICI~II 

Affairs; 

4. ~ppeol5 IO all S~a~cs to provide immcdlalc Iln.lncl.ll. tcchnlc.ll 
and material assistance IO Molambiquc. ho that Mor.lmhl~uu c.ln 
carry out ilr economic dcvclopmcn1 programmc norm.~ll) .~nd enh,lrlLr 
i1s capaci1y to implement fully the ay~lcrn of *anctlon\. 

5. Rrqursfs 1he United Nllllonx ;Ind Ihc ~>rp.lncr;~llon\ ilncl 
programmes concerned. m particul.lr 1hc I~c~~non~~c .II\LI S<~KII t’uu11 
cll. the Umrcd Natlonr I)cvch~pmcnt I’r~~~rommc.. the H 01 hl I ,I,~I 
Programme. the World H.\nL.. 1hc II~C~II.III~III.\~ \~,QKI.~I\ I IIII,\ .hn,t 
a11 Unlted N~lion\ spc~~~l~rcti a(lcnc~c\. 10 .I\\~\I M~/.IIII~III(LIC II\ 111,. 
present rconornlc s\tual\on and to con\ldcr pcr~od~call) ihc quc\lmn 01 
economic asslslancc IO Mozambique a\ cnvl\agcd In the prcrcn, 
resolution. 

6 Rryurs/r the Secretary-Gcncral. In collaborallon ullh the 
nppropriate organizations of the United N;a(lon\ \y\tcm. II, urpanl,c, 
with immediate effect. all forms of financial. 1cchntcal ;Ind matcr~a~ 
nr\irtance IO MorAmbiquc IO enable II 111 ovcrcomc the ccr,nr,mtir 
d~fficuliics artring from 11s apphca1lon of cconomlc \ancltil,n\ ngaln\l 
the racist @me in Southern Rhodccla 

The Secretary-General, in a statement following the 
adoption of the resolution. said he hoped there would be 
a prompt and favourable response from all Member 
States to the Council’s appeal for assistance to Mozam- 
bique. It was his intention, he said, to send a mission to 
hiaputo, Mozambique, without delay for detailed dis- 
cussions with the Government on an effective pro- 
gramme of assistance geared to the immediate and 
long-term needs of the country.lm’ 

The representative of Mozambique said that he felt 
confident that the international community would not 
fail to pool its efforts to help Mozambique in solving 
many problems, the quantification of which had not yet 
been possible.‘mz 

COMPLAINT BY KENYA. ON BEHALF OF THE AFRICAN 
GROUP, CONCERNING THE ACT OF AC<;RF‘SSION COM- 
MIlTED BY SOUTH AFRICA AGAINST THE PFOPLE’S RF- 
PUBLIC OF ANGOLA 

INITIAL PROCEEDINGS 

By letterloP dated IO March 1976 addressed to the 
President of the Security Council, the representative of 
Kenya, on behalf of the African Group, requested ;I 

Council meeting to consider the act of aggression 
committed by South Africa against Angola. 

By IetteF’ dated 21 March 1976 addressed to the 
Secretary-General, the representative of South Africa 
transmitted the texts of statements made by the Prime 
Minister of Dcfence concerning the withdrawal of South 
African troops from Angola. The Prime Minister. in his 
statement, said that his Government was considering 
assurances received through a third party. I f  it found 
them acceptable, it would withdraw its forces from the 
area not later than 27 March. 

IDo’ lbrd. paras 82.88 
‘OS! Ihrrl , parar 9 I-99 
‘Op’S/ 12007. OR. Jlrr , I. SIC/-@ Jc r Jon . Hor,.h 1970. p I I7 
lop Sf I?01 9. rbrd pp 126. I?’ 



By letter w dated 23 March 1976 addressed tu the 
Secretary-General, the representative of Portugal denied 
the South African assertion that Portugal had advance 
information about South Africa occupying the Calueguc 
Dam site in Angola. 

By letter’096 dated 25 March 1976 addressed to the 
Secretary-General, the representative of South Africa 
set out excerpts from a statement of that date by the 
Minister of Defence that the Government of South 
Africa had decided to withdraw all its forces from 
Angola by 27 March. 

By lettcrlOp’ dated 28 March 1976 addressed to the 
Secretary-General, the representative of South Africa 
confirmed that the withdrawal of South African troops 
from Angola had been completed by 27 March. 

By Icttcr’Opa dated 31 March 1976 addressed to the 
President of the Security Council, the representative of 
South Africa drew attention to some differences of 
interpretation and several omissions in the statement of 
Portugal at the 1905th meeting of the Security Council. 

The Security Council included the item in its agen- 
dalDPP and considered it at its 1900th to 1906th meetings 
from 29 March to 31 March 1976. 

In the course of its deliberations the Council invited 
the representative of Angola to participate in the debate 
in accordance with article 32 of the Charter.“@’ The 
Council also invited the representatives of Bulgaria, the 
Congo, Cuba, Egypt, the German Democratic Republic, 
Guinea,r’o’ Guinea-Bissau, India, Kenya, Madagascar, 
Mali, Mozambique, Nigeria. Poland, Portugal, Saudi 
Arabia, Sierra Leone, Somalia, South Africa, the Syri- 
an Arab Republic, Uganda, the United Republic of 
Cameroon, Yugoslavia and Zambia, at their request, to 
participate without vote, in the discussion of the item.rrO* 

Decision of 3 I March 1976 ( 1906th meeting): resolution 
387 (1976) 
At the 1900th meeting the representative of Angola 

said that his country, while still under the so-called 
government of transition had been the victim of an 
unjustified invasion: imperialism had sent into Angola 
not crnly nrcrccnarics of divcrsc nationalities but also the 
regular South African army. The purpose of the inva- 
sion was to offset the failures of the internal agents of 
imperialism, to cut off the vanguard of the Angolan 
people and to prevent the declaration of independence of 
Angola. Not only was its sovereignty being violated but 
there were violations of principles universally recognized 
by the international community. Certain circles in 
international politics had been concerned about Soviet 
and Cuban support for Angola, but when the South 
African invasion had apparently succeeded, those same 

voices remained silent. Only later, after independence. 
WAS Angola accused of using the assistance of friendly 
countries to drive out the invader. In reality, Angola was 
exercising its sovereignty by asking for assistance from 
those that from the beginning had a clear understanding 
of the Angolan struggle. It was Angola’s right to appeal 
to any country for help when necessary; any concern of 
that kind about Angola was unquestionably an unjusti- 
fied interference in its internal affairs. He said that 
Angola demanded the unconditional withdrawal of the 
forces of the South African army and it hoped that the 
Council would take a decision so that the withdrawal 
might take place immediately. Angola also hoped that 
the Council would take action to set to it that South 
Africa guaranteed respect for the independence and 
territorial integrity of Angola, that it stopped using the 
territory of Namibia as a base for acts of aggression 
against Angola and that it returned material property 
and compensated Angola for the injury done to its 
economy and people.rrOr 

The representative of Kenya, speaking as the Chair- 
man of the African Group of States, said that South 
Africa had no common border with Angola. South 
Africa moved many hundreds of miles from its borders 
through Namibia, which it occupied illegally before 
reaching Angolan territory. For a long time African 
States had been saying that South Africa’s illegal 
presence in Namibia constituted a threat to internation- 
al peace and security. South Africa had no business to 
be in Namibia and, as though that was not bad enough. 
it had moved beyond to commit acts of aggression and 
destruction in Angola. He said that the African group 
could do no less than ask the Security Council to 
condemn the racist regime of South Africa for using 
Namibia for aggressive purposes against the People’s 
Republic of Angola and to demand that South Africa 
compensate Angola for the destruction it had inflicted 
there. The Council also had to call once more on South 
Africa to vacate Namibia as stxm as possible.rr” 

The representative of China stated that the South 
African racist regime had openly carried out armed 
aggression against Angola and directly interfered in its 
internal affairs under the pretext of protecting its 
so-called interests in Angola. He also charged that the 
Soviet Union was involved in Angola.110’ 

Following the statement of the representative of 
China, the President, speaking on a point of order, 
expressed the desire that statements by the members of 
the Council be limited to the item on the agenda.“” 

The representative of the United Republic of Tana+ 
nia referred to the statement of the representative of 
China and noted that he would never accept the thesis 
that the South African aggression in Angola had been 
caused by Soviet support, Cuban support or any other 
support for the liberation movement in Angola.“” 
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At the 19Olst meeting on 29 &larch 1976. the 
representative of Guinea who also spoke in her capacity 
as Chairman of the Special Committee against Apurl- 
hpid said that to avert further acts Of South African 
aggression against Angola it was imperative for the 
Council to take appropriate measures, as it had been 
requested to do by the General Assembly, to ensure the 
full application of the arms embargo against South 
Africa, without any exceptions or reservations and the 
cessation of all military co-opcratmn with that rtigimc. 
It had become essential for the Intcrnatlonal community 
to take preventive measures by pr~‘viding all necessary 
assistance to the Governments and peoples of the 
countries bordering on South Africa to help thsnr 
consolidate their indepcndencc and resist South AI’ri<;ln 
aggression and pressure.““” 

The representative of Zambia, speaking as President 
of ~hc United Sntilsns Council for Namibia, said the 
aggression committed against Angola by the racist 
rCgime of South Africa had been launched from Namib- 
ia, a Territory under the direct responsibility of the 
United Nations. The illegal character of the presence of 
South Africa in Namibia had been stated by the 
International Court of Justice and repeatedly reaffirmed 
by the Security Council and the General Assembly. The 
legal authority with respect to Namibia rested with the 
United Nations Council for Namibia, he stated.“w 

The representative of Egypt said that Egypt as an 
African country considered the aggression against An- 
gola by South Africa as directed against Egypt and. in 
accordance with the resolution on Angola taken by the 
OAU at its 26th meeting in Addis Ababa. Egypt held 
that it was its duty to contribute cl’fectivcly to the 
defence of the national independence, territorial intcgri- 
ty and sovereignty of Angola.t”o , 

At the 1902nd meeting on 19 March 1976, the 
representative of Poland stated that Poland shared the 
prevailing view that South Africa’s action against 
independent Angola represented a threat IO internation- 
al peace and security. He also stated that the fact that 
South Africa had been compelled to take steps to 
withdraw from Angola was an illustration of a certain 
effectiveness in the efforts of the United Nations, and 
that it should do its utmost to consolidate the indepen- 
dence. sovereignty and territorial integrity of the young 
Republic of Angola.lll’ 

The representative of Cuba stated that South Africa 
had launched its aggression againct Angola in an 
attempt to wrest complete victory from 4tPl.A and 
frustrate genuine independence. Ll;lrl> in August 1975. 
South African armed forces had crossed the border of 
Namibia. occupied large parts of the southern part of 
Angola and. in conjunction with bands of Angola 
traitors, had begun its armed intervention in Mhat was 
then still a territory under Portuguese administration. 
The Portuguese Government had protested against that 
invasion. No other foretpn milltar\ force had been in 

Angola at that time. Hctween August and October 
1975. the imperialist lntcrference continued, it> purpose 
being to seize the capital. and control the vital ccntrch (~I 
the country before indcpendcnce was dcclarcd on I I 
November. The agents of the United State> (‘cntral 
Intelligence Agency. white mcrccnurics and puppc’t 
troops had intervened at the side ol’ the South Africans 
It was not until October that C‘ub,\ krtl XIII IIS I’irst 
Instructors to Ang01.1 t’ollouing ;I III;ISSIVC IIIV,I~IOII by 
South African troop> C’uh h.~d dc~ldcd on 5 I\iovclllbcr. 
at the rcqucst of Ml’l A. t 0 xwl lllc l’irhl nltIrt;IIv un11 
IO Angola. t is also c;rtcgoriz.rlly rsjccrcci ~Irc .\WI II~I~ 

bv the rcprcscntativc ol’ (‘hina that it W;I\ IIOI IIIC 
I’c~~pls’s Hcp\~lic of :\ngc&~ H hich I~;IS I~I~IIIIII~ .1p11h1 
South Al’rican apgrc.*alon but IIICIC‘TI~JI KS, IIKJIIIII~ 
C‘ubanh and nationals ol’ other countrlca. Ilc urged the 
Security Council to condemn South African aggression, 
withdraw all its troops from Angola and scrupulousl) 
respect the independence, sovereignty and integrity of 
that Country.“‘* 

At the 1903rd meeting on 30 March 1976, the 
President of the United Nations Council for Namibia 
said that South Africa’s aggression against Angola was 
launched from Namibia, a territory under the direct 
responsibility of the United Nations. Therefore South 
Africa had committed a double offence in international 
law. South Africa had to be branded as an aggressor 
Stare which used its illegal presence in Namibia to 
launch an armed invasion upon a ncighbouring country. 
The withdrawal of its troops from Angola was not 
sufficient to reduce the threat to international peace and 
security in southern Africa. The Security Council had to 
condemn the South African withdrawal back to Namib- 
ia as an attempt to mislead world opinion.l”’ 

At the 1904th meeting on 30 March 1976, the 
representative of the USSR stated that when the 
question of aid to Angola had arisen it had been in very 
complicated circumstances. There had been the matter 
of the proclamation of independence. At that time 
South African forces helped by mercenaries had been 
advancing from the south to Luanda. So the question 
had been whether Angola would be free and independ- 
ent or once again become a colony. Like all socialist 
countries, the USSR could not remain indifferent to the 
fate of the Angolan people and had decided to help 
them, but not because it had any interests in Angola. He 
condemned the South African racists for their aggres- 
sion against Angola and for their use of Namibia as a 
base for that aggression. Resolutely condemning the 
South African aggression and dcm.lnding its immcdiatc 
withdrawal and respect for the territorial integrity and 
sovereignty of the people of Angola, in addition to 
material compensation for the harm done bj the South 
African rCgime, he felt that peace In that area could be 
achieved only if there was no intervention and no 
aggression against Angola nor any other African people 
struggling against racism and aporrhid."" 
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The rcpresentativc of the Libyan Arab Republic said 
the Council should adopt a resolution covering the 
following points: condemnation of the aggression com- 
mitted by the racist rCgimc of South Africa and the 
violation of Angola’s sovereignty and territorial intcgri- 
ty; condemnation of the utilization by South Africa of 
the international territory of Namibia to commit that 
aggression; a demand that South Africa respect the 
independence, sovereignty and territorial integrity of 
Angola; a demand that South Africa refrain from the 
utilization of Namibia to initiate acts of aggression 
against Angola; and a demand that South Africa pay 
full compensation for the damage inflicted on Angola as 
a result of the aggression and restore immediately to the 
people of Angola the equipment and material seized and 
looted by the invading forces.“” 

The representative of South Africa claimed that as he 
spoke South Africa had no forces on Angolan territory 
and he wondered what justification there was for the 
current Council meeting. He went on to say that South 
Africa had played a very limited role in the recent 
events, motivated by essentially protective and humani- 
tarian considerations. It sought to protect a hydro- 
electric project which was constructed at great cost for 
purely peaceful purposes and to care for thousands of 
displaced persons. Any involvement of South Africa 
beyond that was the result of the presence of the USSR 
and Cuba in Angola. He also asserted that the Portu- 
guese authorities had asked South Africa to keep its 
troops in Angola until a take-over by the new Govern- 
ment of that country.11’b 

At the 1905th meeting on 31 March 1976 the 
representative of Pakistan said that the representative of 
Angola was within his rights in suggesting that Angola, 
as a sovereign and independent country, might choose to 

seek help where it wished, even to invite and retain 
within its borders the military forces of foreign countries 
that it considered friendly, to its cause and whose 
assistance it felt it needed.1117 

The representative of Italy stated that his delegation 
would look favourably on any proposal based on the 
following pcunt\’ ( I ) the interests of the Angolan people; 
(!I thr I.ICL 01 tu\Iiflculion for the violation by South 
AI t lc;i 01’ I hc hcwc‘rclpllty rind tcrrltoriill integrity Of 
AII~I~,I ;IIKI ~hc ~~~~l~/;lti~>r~ of the Intcrnatlon:~l Territory 
I)I N;lrttlbi;l IO I)IC <,;IIW effect; (3) Ihe rcsponsibillty of 
the Sccurlo ~‘ounc~l, which transcended rhc interests of 
c3c.h of 115 Il\cmbcrs; (4) the cndlng of any outside 
Intcrfcrcncc In Angola which would increase the present 
danger of poker plitics and negatively affect any 
prospect for a peaceful and positive solution of the 
whole complex situation in the southern part of Afri- 
ca II,” 

The rcprcsentative of Portugal rejected the claims of 
the South African representative that South African 
troops had penetrated Angolan territory with the know- 

_--- - 

ledge and prior agreement of the Portuguese Govern- 
ment.l’lp 

At the 1906th mectmg on 3 I March 1976 rhc 
representative of Japan stated that as the South African 
forcea had been withdrawn from Angola, the main 
objectives for which the Council was meeting had been 
achieved. Therefore Japan urged the Council to follow a 
realistic and constructive course which would win wide 
support in the Council.“‘o 

At the same meeting the representative of the United 
Republic of Tanzania introduced a draft resolution”*’ 
sponsored by Benin, Guyana. the Libyan Arab Repub- 
lic. Panama, Romania and the United Republic of 
Tanzania. 

The representative of the United States indicated that 
from the beginning of the struggle in Angola his 
Government sought three principal goals: an end to 
bloodshed; the opportunity for all competing factions 
through their own efforts to be represented in the 
Government of an independent Angola; and the cessa- 
tion of all foreign military involvement. The continued 
presence of combat forces in Africa risked establishing a 
pattern of action and competition for foreign sponsor- 
ship which could fundamentally undermine what had 
been achieved in Africa over the past 20 years. He 
supported the motivation for African independence 
inherent in the draft resolution but said that he would 
abstain in the vote because the draft failed to apply to 
other continuing foreign interventions.“‘* 

The representative of France stated that it was for 
Africans to define their destiny without any interference 
in the exercise of their sovereignty. Angola’s civil war 
was no excuse for intervention by the Pretoria authori- 
ties or others.“” 

The President accepted the wish of the sponsors of the 
draft resolution and suspended the meeting in accord- 
ance with the provisions of rule 33 of the provisional 
rules of procedure.“14 

After the resumption of the meeting and before the 
vote, the representative of Sweden stated that military 
attacks of such magnitude and duration as were made 
by South African forces against Angola’s territory had 
&;\rl! to bc characterized as aggression.“:’ 

The Presldcnt then put to the vote the six-Power draft 
resolution (S/ 12030) which was adopted by 9 votes to 

none. with 5 abstentions as resolution 387 (1976). One 
member did not participate in the vote.“*” 

The resolution reads as follows: 
Thr Srrurrr, Councrl. 

}/o,.I~R c-onstdrwd Ihc lct~rr of the Permanent Reprcscnlativc of 
hcnja on behalf of the Afrxan Group of Stales al the Unllcd 
~JlIml\. 

t{,~,,ng heard the slalemcnt ol the representalive of the Pc~P~c’\ 

Rcpubllc or Angola. 

‘I’” /h,d nar.,r WI00 
‘I:” 1904 mcg. paras 613.76 
I’: lh,d n.iras 120.I45 S 12030. adopted wlthour change as 

rcsoIul;o” Iii I 1976) 
I’:’ /hrd, para, 155.166 
“:‘Ih,d.prr.t> 167-174 
I’!’ /h,d par.1 !  I8 
‘1:’ /h,d. p.~r~\ 220.!?7 
“zn lhld pt1.l 240 



~~~~~~~~~ the principle that no State or group of Slalcs has the 
rlRh[ 10 iilcrucnc, directly or indrrcctly. for any rcawn whatcvcr. in 
the rnrcrnal or external affarrs of any other State. 

Rrco//ing o/ro the inherent and lawful right of every State. in the 
ckcrcrsc of its sovereignty. IO rcqucst assistance from any other State 

or group of Stales. 

~co,,ng in mrnd that all Mcmbcr States must refrain in their 
international rclatrons from the thrcar or use of force against the 
tcrritoria) integrity or politrcal independence of any State. or in any 

other manner inconsrstcnt with the purposes of the United Nations. 

GIUV~/Y roncrrnrd at the acts of aggression committed by South 
Africa against the People’s Republic of Angola and the violation of 11s 
sovcrcignty and territorial integrity. 

Condrmning the utilrzation by South Africa of the international 
Territory of h’amibra IO mount that agprcssion. 

(;raw/,r concrmrd o/so at the damage and destruction done by the 
South African n-wading forces in Angola and by their scirurc of 
Angolan cqurpmcnt and matcrral~. 

~Vorrng the letter of the Pcrmancnt Rcprcwntativc of South Afrrcu 

regarding the withdrawal of South African troops. 

I Condrmns South hfrrca’s aggression against the Pcoplc’s 
Rcpublrc of Angola; 

2 Drmundl that South Africa ssrupulourly rcspcct the indcpcn- 
dcncc, sovcrcignty and territorial integrity of the Pcoplc’s Republic of 
Angola; 

3. Drmonds o/so that South Africa desist from the utilization of 
the international Territory of Namibra IO mount provocative or 
aggressive acts against the People’s Republic of Angola or any other 
ncighbouring African State: 

4. Calls upon the Government of South Africa to meet the just 
claims of the People’s Rcpubhc of Angola for a full compensation for 
the damage and destruction inflicted on its State and for the 
restoration of the equipment and materials which its invading forces 
seized; 

5 Rrpurrrl the Secretary-Gcncral IO follow the implcmcntation 
of the present resolution 

Explaining the reason why he had abstained in the 
vote the representative of the United Kingdom said that 
his Government had consistently opposed all forms of 
external intervention. South African intervention was 
rightly condemned in the draft resolution. But in his 
view all foreign intervention in Angola was wrong and 
should be condemned. Therefore, he found the draft 
unbalanced. He also had reservations concerning the use 
of the term “aggression” since, with the withdrawal of 
South African troops from Angola, it applied to a 
situation in the past. As to the questions of restitution 
and compensation for damages the Security Council was 
not the appropriate forum for such consideration.“” 

Similar views were expressed by the representative of 
France.ll?’ 

At the end of the meeting a procedural discussion 
concerning the presidency over the Security Council 
tooh place, since the meeting continued beyond mid- 
night ending on I April 1976 at 12.15 a.m.11~9 

THE SITL’ATlO;hi IN SOCTHERN RHOUESlA 

Dccisioi of 6 April 1976 (1907th meeting): resolution 
388 (1976) 

‘I:’ 1906th mrg.. paras. 245.252 
I’)” /bid, paras 2S3-254 
“?’ For dctarl\. see chapter I 

On 15 December I Y75 the Security C’ouncil (‘otnrr~it 
tee established in pursuance of rcsoluticbn !$ I ( I’)(rX) 

concerning the question of Southern Rhodcsi;r suhrnil- 
ted to the Security Council a spcci;r) rcpclrt (S/l IYI !) 
containing a recommendation for the expnnsion of 
sanctions against the illegal regime in Southern Rhtdc- 
sia. The report stated that the Committee had consid- 
ered a wide range of proposals IO that end, but had 
managed to reach agreement, subject to rescrvntions 
entered by certain delegations, on the rccommend;rtion 
that insurance, trade names and franchises should bc 
included within the scope of mandatory sanctions 
against Southern Rhodesia.“‘” 

At the 1907th meeting on 6 April 1976. IIIC Scctrrity 

Council decided to include the (‘ornmittcc.‘\ ~~CCI.I\ 
report in its agend;t. which was adop~cd without objcc- 
lion.ll” 

At the same meeting the President of the Security 
Council announced that, as a result of intensive consul- 
tations on certain recommendations contained in the 
special report, agreement had been reached on the text 
of a draft resolution (S/12037). which had been spon- 
sored and submitted by all I5 members of the Security 
Council. The draft resolution was adopted unanimously 
at that meeting as resolution 388 (1976). The text of the 
resolution reads as follows: 

Thr Srcuriry Council, 

RruJTrming its resolutions 216 (1965) of I2 November and 217 
(1965) of 20 November 1965. 221 (1966) of 9 April and 232 (1966) 
of 16 December 1966. 253 (1968) of 29 May 1968 and 277 (1970) of 
18 March 1970. 

Rra/firmi& that the measures provided for in those resolutions. as 
well as the measures initiated by Mcmbcr States in pursuance thereof. 
shall continue in effect. 

Tu&ing in/o uccoun/ the rccommcndatrons made by the Sccurrty 
Council Committee established in pursuance of rcsolutwn 253 ( 1961) 
concerning the quc*tion of Southern Rhodccra rn its \pcct~l report of 
15 Dcccmbcr 1975 (S/I 1913). 

Rrcrl;lirnring that the present wtuarron rn Southern Rhodcw 
co,n<titutc\ ;I threat IO rnrcrrurtronal pcacc and rccurlly. 

.Icring under Chapter VII of the Charter of the United N;IIIo~\. 

I. DrridrJ that all Member SI~ICS shall take approprratc mea- 
sures IO ensure that thcrr n~~wnah and persons rn thcrr tcrrrtorrcs do 
not Insure: 

((1) Any commoditrcs or products cxporrcd from Southern Rho- 
dcsra after the date of the prcscnt rcsolutwn in contravcnrron of 
Security Council rcsolutron 253 (1968) which they know or have 
rcasonablc cause IO bclicvc IO have been so exported; 

(b) Any commodities or products whrch they know or have 
rcasonablc cause IO bclicvc arc dcstrncd or mtcndcd for rmportatron 
into Southern Rhodcsra after the date of the prcscnt rcsolutwn rn 
contravention of rcsolutron 253 (1968): 

fc) Commodrtics. products or other property in Southern Rhodc- 
sra of any commcrcral. rndustrral or publrc u1111ty undertaking In 
Southern Rhodcsra. rn contravention of rcsolutron 253 (l96H). 

2 Drridrs that all Member States shall take approprlatc mca- 
surcs IO prevent thcrr wrtonals and persons in thcrr Tcrrrrorrcs from 
grdntrng IO any commcrcral. indusrrurl or publrc utrlity undcrtakrng rn 
Southern Rhodcsra the rrght to USC any rradc name or from cntcrrng 
inlo any franchrsrng agreement rnvolvrng rhc USC of any trade name. 

“‘O For the nalurc Jnd full cxrcnt of rhc ranctron, cnvrwgcd under 
those Items. see the rclcbant opcrarwc pdrrgraphs of rcsolutron 3x8 
(1976) subscgucntl) adopted by rhc Sccurrry C‘ouncll on rhc subject 
and rcproduccd bclou 

“‘I 1907th mtg . prcccdlng pdr.r 2 
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,ndc mark u, rcp,slcred dcwgn ,n connc~~on \*llh the UIC or 
dls,,,bu,,on o[ an) prduc~\. comn’d~l~~\ or \crb,cc\ Of such .t” 

undcrrakmg: 

3 L!,R~J, having regard IO the prlrwplc ,ta[cd I” Artlclc 2 of the 
un,tcd kalions Charler. Star-z\ nol Mcmbcrr of the lJnl\cd Na~~onr IO 

acl I” accc)&ncc with the provisions of the prc\cnl resolution 

Following the vote the representative of the United 
Republic of Tanzania expressed his delegation’s satis- 
faction at the unanimous sponsorship and adoption of 
the draft resolution by the Council, which he believed 
was a precedent. Nevertheless, he observed that while 
the agreed recommendation from the Committee was a 
step in the right direction. it did not go far enough; the 
provisions of Article 41 of the Charter had not yet been 
exhausted. and his delegation maintained that the 
sanctions would never achieve the desired purpose of 
toppling the illegal rCgimc in Southern Rhodesia unless 
they were made fully comprehensive and effectively 
supervised, and were also extended to South Africa. He 
recalled that the heads of Commonwealth countries at 
theit-summit meeting in Kingston, Jamaica, in 1975 had 
agreed to recommend the expansion of the scope of 
sanctions and that the United Nations General Asscm- 
bly and the Special Committee on the Situation with 
regard to the Implementation of the Declaration on the 
Granting of Independence to Colonial Countries and 
Peoples had repeatedly taken the same position. Still, he 
urged strongly that all States should scrupulously cn- 
force the sanctions already decided upon by the Security 
Council.~~” 

The representative of Pakistan, Chairman of the 
Security Council Committee established in pursuance of 
resolution 253 (1968) concerning the question of South- 
ern Rhodesia for the year 1976, said that if recourse to 
force and violence were to be avoided in Zimbabwe, the 
sanctions against the illegal rtgimc in Southern Rhodc- 
sia must be made more effective. He concurred with the 
representative of the United Republic of Tanzania that 
all States should apply the sanctions faithfully; in 
particular. he appealed to the Security Council to 
impress upon South Africa the responsibility of that 
Government under the Charter.“” 

I’hr rcprcscnt.ttivc of the I II\IIC~ K;lngdom wclcomcd 
the i:u th;rt ilrc ;rprccmcnt on the rccommcndation had 
been rci\chctl ununimously 111 the C’ummittcc ;rnd th.lt 
the dr;\f~ rcholution givlnp cffcc~ IO that rccommcnda- 
lion had also been adopted unanimously in the Council. 
Iic rcvicwcd the recent developments in Southern 
Rhodesia with particular regard to the measures undcr- 
taken to find a political solution to the impasse on the 
Southern Rhodcsian situation, IO all of which, he said, 
the Icadcr of the illegal rCgimc had not been receptive. 
After explaining the scope of the ncu sanctions just 
adopted by the Council, as undcrslood by his delegation, 
the representative of the United Kingdom reaffirmed his 
dclcgatlon’s view that the exlstlnp sanctions. even with- 
out the need to expand them. uould bc sufficient to 

crumble the economy of the illegal rlgime if only they 
had been more efficiently and universally applicd.“J 

The representative of the United States said that his 
country had always scrupulously enforced the sanctions 
against Southern Rhodesia with the exception of the 
importation of certain minerals from that territory 
under United States domestic law. He stated, however, 
that the United States Government of the day was 
committed to repealing that piece of enabling lcgisla- 
tion. which should increase economic pressure against 
the illegal rCgimc and restore the position of the United 
States vis-8-vis its international obligations.“)> 

The representative of the USSR expressed regret that 
despite the binding nature of the sanctions imposed by 
the Security Council they had not been fully complied 
with by certain countries. some of which were violating 
them overtly. It was the duty of the Security Council to 
put an end to such violations and to intensify the 
sanctions against the illegal rtgimc in Southern Rhode- 
sia. Unfortunately. he said, the Council had on several 
occasions been frustrated in its efforts to that end by the 
use of the veto by certain Western Powers. His dclega- 
tion believed that the situation in Southern Rhodesia 
justified the application of the full measures stipulated 
in Article 41 of the Charter. and had voted for the 
present resolution on the basis that it was an interim 
measure pending the adoption soon of more far-reaching 
mcasurcs.l’” 

The representatives of Benin, Guyana and Romania 
felt that the current level of sanctions had failed to 
bring about the desired result; they therefore supported 
and strongly urged the expansion of the mandatory 
sanctions to include all the mcasurea provided for in 
Article 41 of the Charter.“” 

The representative of France said that as one of the 
permanent members of the Committee since its inccp- 
tion, his delegation was quite aware of the imperfections 
of the sanctions already in force and had on many 
occasions supported initiatives to increase the cffcctivc- 
ncss of the Committee. Accordingly, he declared, his 
delegation had no difficulty in supporting the new 
recommendation and in co-sponsoring the draft rcsolu- 
tion just adopted.“” 

I’hc rcprsscntativc of Italy said that his delegation 
W;IS h;lppy to support the Committee’s recommendation 
and to co-sponsor the subsequent draft resolution just 
adopted. Hc promised that if, in effecting the implcmcn- 
tution of the new sanctions, further legislation was 
technically necessary, his Government would not fail to 
submit immediately the necessary proposals to the 
Italian Parliament for approval.“‘p 

The representative of Japan said that his delegation 
WAS pleased to be associated with the recommendation 
from the Committee, bearing in mind the necessity to 
increase polItical and economic pressure upon the iIIcgaI 
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rtgime in Southern Rhodesia. Although the rccommcn- 
dation did not go as far as some Member States would 
have liked, he said, his delegation considcrcd it a 
practical and useful step in the right direction. and 
hoped that it would compel the illegal rdgimc to turn 
away from its rebellion.“W 

The representative of Sweden said that while his 
delegation welcomed the recommendation from the 
Committee as a measure for further tightening the 
pressure upon the illegal minority regime. it also 
proposed that the search for agreement on still further 
extensions of the sanctions should continue in the 
Committee, and his delegation was prepared to contrib- 
ute actively in that search:“” 

The President of the Council, speaking as the repre- 
sentative of China, pointed out that despite the existence 
of sanctions the preliminary trade figure compiled by 
the Committee for the year 1973 indicated that the 
value oTSouthern Rhodesia’s trade had increased by 
more than SUS 160 million. Attention should therefore 
be paid to the violations of those sanctions. But sanc- 
tions apart, he said, his delegation was of the view that 
the fundamental solution to the question of Southern 
Rhodesia lay in the struggle by the people of Zimbabwe 
themselves, who for that reason deserved every political 
and material assistance.1’41 

Decision of 27 May 1977 (201 Ith meeting): resolution 
409 (1977) 
On 31 December 1976 the Security Council Commit- 

tee established in pursuance of resolution 253 (1968) 
concerning the question of Southern Rhodesia submit- 
ted to the Council a second special reportll41 on the 
expansion of sanctions against the illegal rCgime in 
Southern Rhodesia. The report listed a number of 
proposals which, it said, had be,en considered by the 
Committee in the course of the year as areas in which 
the sanctions could be further expanded. No agreement 
had been reached on all the proposals except one, 
namely: that the flow of capital from Southern Rhode- 
sia for certain purposes should be included in the scope 
of sanctions against Southern Rhodesia.“u Agreement 
on that recommendation had. been reached subject to 
resecvations by certain delegations, which were summa- 
rized and annexed to the report. 

At the 201 Ith meeting on 27 May 1977 the Security 
Council decided to include the Committee’s second 
special report in its agenda, which was adopted without 
objection. ‘I” The President drew the Council’s attention 
to the report as well as to the draft resolution 
(S/l 2339). sponsored by all members of the Council.1’46 

The draft resolution was introduced by the rcprcscn- 
tative of Mauritius, who said that the purpose or the 
rccommcndation submitted by the Committee w:~s to 
suppress the propaganda. promotional and sitnklr activ- 
ities being performed abroad by the various olficcs :Ind 
agencies of the illegal r&gimc utilizing funds tr:lnamittcd 
to them for that purpose by the rtgimc. Although the 
draft resolution did not go far enough, his delegation 
felt that it was a further step in the right direction. for. 
contrary to expectations voiced so often. he said, the 
current level of sanctions had failed to dislodge the 
illegal rtgime. He cited loopholes in the Council’s most 
recent resolution on the question”” and in the present 
draft resolution, which he blamed for the continuing 
existence of the illegal rCpime. In ildditicvn. hc rrl’rrrrd 
to information received by the Committee from I~W- 
governmental sources indicating that sanctions against 
the illegal rCgime were being violated through the 
supply of oil and oil products to the rtgime bv certain 
international oil companies using their subsidiaries in 
South Africa. In view of those considerations, he said, 
the draft resolution contained a tactical requirement for 
the Council to meet before I I November l977U14a to 
consider further measures to be taken under Articlc 41 
of the Charter upon the recommendations of the 
Commitlce.~~4P 

The representative of Pakistan commented on the 
unanimity with which the Council members had co- 
sponsored the draft resolution before the Council, but 
expressed his delegation’s regret that differences contin- 
ued to persist regarding the extension of full sanctions 
against Southern Rhodesia. Noting that it was far 
preferable to have the question of Southern Rhodesia 
solved by peaceful means, he appealed to those countries 
with influence upon the illegal rCgime to renew their 
efforts so as to promote the achievement of that desired 
end.“w 

The representative of the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 
said that in view of the deteriorating situation in 
Southern Rhodesia, it was incumbent on the Security 
Council to adopt concrete measures that would put an 
end to the illegal regime. He referred to the programme 
of action adopted by the international Conference in 
Maputo concerning the liberation of Zimbabwe and 
Angolal”l in which a number of concrete and effective 
measures against the illegal rCgime were called for; it 
was up to the Council to meet the challenge by adopting 
those measures. In addition, he urged that in view of the 
defiant and open role of South Africa in shoring up the 
illegal rkgime. the mandatory sanctions should bc wid- 
ened to include that country.U”z 

“AU 1907th mcg.. paras. 96.100 
“‘I Ibrd.. pans. 104-107 
“‘J Ibid.. paras. 121-125 
““S/l 22%. OR. 12nd y, . SuppI /or Jun - .\ltirch 1977, pp. 13. I7 
‘la For Ihe nature and full CXIC~I of rhc UK~WIS cnvlcagcd under 

that recommcndallon. see pdragrJph I of ~C\OI~I~O” 409 (1977) 

::ka 
ue”‘ly Jdoptcd by the Sccur~t> ( ounc~l ~,n the rubjecl And 
uccd below. 

‘Il’i 201 I Ih mlg . prcced~ng para I 
‘IH ldrm 

‘I” Rcsolu~~on 381 (1976) 
“‘“See para 3 of rhc drall rcsoluLmn in dwumcnt 
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The representative of the USSR referred to the 
weakness of the draft resolution before the Council. 
based as it was on a recommendation adopted by the 
Committee on the initiative of the United Kingdom, 
which he said reflected attempts IO depoliticize the 
Committee and turn it into a purely technical organ. 
His delegation was convinced that time was already 
overdue for the imposition of all the measures under 
Article 41 against the illegal regime. For that reason he 
also recalled the programme of action adopted by the 
international conference in Maputo in which a similar 
proposal had been made.‘“’ 

The representative of Romania said that the ineffec- 
tiveness of the sanctions so far in force, aided by the 
accommodation provided to the illegal regime by South 
Africa. demanded not only a closing of the existing 
loophole> but also an extension of those sanclions to 
South Africa itself. His delegation advocated such a 
course, bearing in mind that the credibility of the 
llnitcd Nations would be damaged if the measures 
taken against Southern Rhodesia should fail.“” 

The representative of China reviewed the causes of 
the ineffectiveness of the sanctions and declared that the 
Security Council should seriously consider expanding 
the sanctions to cover South Africa. He also urged that 
all States Members of the United Nations, particularly 
the permanent members of the Council, should strictly 
implement the sanctions in force. He said that the new 
measures contained in the draft resolution before the 
Council were inadequate. and reiterated that the funda- 
mental solution to Southern Rhodesia’s problem lay in 
the struggle of the Zimbabwe people themselves.1r’5 

The representative of the United Kingdom referred to 
operative paragraph 3 of the draft resolution and 
remarked that, although some elements of Article 41 
posed difficulties for some members of the Council, 
there were other provisions, under that Article on the 
basis of which the application of sanctions could be 
improved. tie welcomed the unanimous sponsorship of 
the draft resolution, which he believed would send a 
proper message IO the illegal rCgime.1”b 

l‘lrc rcpr.cscnt.jtivc of the \lnited States expressed his 
tlclcp;~t~rrn’\ s;ttisf;rction at the achievement of unnnimi- 
ty on the dr;rl’t resolution before the Council. The timing 
w ;I s appropriate for a number of reasons, he said, 

tncludinp the f;lct that the United States Government 
had just rspcalcd the legislation that had previously 
pzrmitted violation of the sanctions.““ 

The representative of Venezuela said that although 
there were ncgotialions currently In progress for a 
solution lo the Southern Rhodcstan problem, their 
outcome was not very promistng; 11 was therefore 
necessary to exert Increased pressure against the illegal 

regime, and the measures contained in the present draft 
were a significant step in the right direction,l~J~ 

The representative of India said that his delegation 
shared the view that the measures under consideration, 
though clearly a step forward, constituted only a 

tentative and halting step; they were inadequate and 
came too late. He urged the Council to discharge its 
responsibility as provided for in the Charter in order to 
terminate the illegal regime in Southern Rhodesia.“” 

The President of the Council, speaking as the repre- 
sentative of Benin. addressed himself to those Western 
countries which he said were pursuing neocolonialist 
policies and protecting the illegal rtgime. If  such 
countries were sincere, he declared, they would accept 
the expansion of the sanctions as provided for in Article 
41 of the Charter.“bo 

Thereafter, the draft resolution in document S/l2339 
was adopted unanimously without vote as resolution 409 
( I977).“*’ 

The resolution reads zs follows: 

~roj/irm~ng IIP rc4utions 216 (1965) of I2 November and 2’7 
(1965) of 20 Xovcmbcr 1965. 221 (1966) of 9 April and 232 (1966) 
of 16 Ikccmbcr 1966. 253 (1968) of 29 May 1968, 277 (1970) of 18 
March 1970 and 388 (1976) of 6 April 1976. 

Nra/jirmrng that the mearura provided for in those rcrolutiom. as 
well as Ihe measures initialed by Member Stales in pursuance thereof. 
shall continue in effect. 

Taking info acrounr the recommendations made by the Security 
Council Commr11ee wablishcd in pursuance of resolution 253 (1968) 
concerning the question of Sourhcrn Rhodesia in its second special 
repor of 31 December 1976 on the expansion of sanctions againsl 
Southern Rhodesia. 

Rrafjbmtng that the prcscn1 situation in Southern Rhodesia 
CO~S~IIUICS a Ihrcat IO international peace and securiry. 

Actrng under Chapter VII of the Charter of the Unired Nattom. 

I. Drrtdrr 1ha1 all Member States shall prohlbi1 the WC or 
rransfcr of an) funds in their wrl1orlcs by 1hc illegal rCgimc in 
Southern Rhodwa. including an, offlcc or agent thereof. or b) other 
persons or bodlcs within Southern Rhodesia. for the purposes of .I”: 
off~cc or agency of the lllcgal rCgtme that is established within their 
tcrritorlcr o1hcr than an off~cc or agency so er1ablishcd cxclus~vcl) for 
pcn\kms purpcs: 

!  (‘rpcc. havmg regard IO 1hc principle staled m Arttclc 2. 
p.tr.lpr.tph h of 1hc C‘hartcr of 1hr Umicd Nations. Staler not 
h!cmbcr\ of the Lnltcd Natwns IO act in accordance with the 
provlswnr of 1hc prcwn1 rcsolutlon. 

3 Dr~~drr 10 meet no1 la1cr 1han I I November 1977 10 consldcr 
ihc nppl~carwn of furlher mcasurcs under Artlclc 41 of the ChJrw. 
.~nd mcanuhllc requcr~s 1hc Sccur11) Council Committee cstabhbhcd 
I” pur\uancc ef rcsolutlon 253 (1968) concerning the qucwon of 
Soulhcrn Rhudwa IO cxamlnc. tn addIllon IO IIS o1hcr funcllonb. 1hc 
~ppl~at~on <!I further measurer under Arth 41 and lo repor lo Ihe 
Council rhcrcun .H uon ah powblc 

Subsequent to the meeting of the Council. the reprc- 
sentative of Australia. in a letter dated 2 June 1977.“b’ 
set out the position of his Government concerning 
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Security Council resolution 409 (1977). The letter 
stated that Australia fully supported the application of 
sanctions against Southern Rhodesia for which purpose 
the Government proposed to introduce legislation, when 
Parliament reassembled in August 1977. which would 
give effect to the Council’s new resolution.‘16’ The letter 
promised that the Secretary-General of the United 
Nations would be kept informed of the progress of the 
proposed legislation. 

In a letter dated I September 1977 addressed to the 
President of the Security Council”” the representative 
of the United Kingdom transmitted certain proposals 
for the restoration of legality in Southern Rhodesia and 
the settlement of the Southern Rhodesia problem drawn 
up by the Government of the United Kingdom with full 
agreement of the Government of the United States and 
after consultation with all the parties concerned. In a 
further letter dated 8 September 1977’16’ the representa- 
tive of the United Kingdom transmitted the text of a 
statement issued in Salisbury by the United Kingdom 
Secretary of State for Foreign and Commonwealth 
Affairs concerning the proposals for a settlement in 
Southern Rhodesia. 

Dccidoa of 29 September 1977 (2034th meeting): 
resolution 415 (I 977) 
By a letter dated 23 September 19771r” the rcpresen- 

tativc of the United Kingdom requested a meeting of 
the Security Council in order to consider the invitation 
by the United Kingdom Government to the Sccrctary- 
General, through the Council and pursuant to the 
Government’s proposals for a settlement of the Southern 
Rhodesia problem, ‘I*’ to appoint a representative who 
would enter into discussions before the transition period 
with the British Resident Commissioner-designate in the 
territory. 

At the 2033rd meeting on 28 September 1977 the 
Council decided to include the United Kingdom letter of 
23 September 1977 in its agenda, which was adopted 
without objcction.“u The matter was considered by the 
Council at the 2033rd and 2034th meetings, held on 28 
and 29 September 1977, respectively. 

In the course of those meetings, the President, with 
the consent of the Council, invited the representatives of 
Gabon and Kenya, at their request, to participate in the 
discussion without the right to vote. Also, in accordance 

““ In its nmth re uiar re rt covcrmg the period 16 Dec. 1975 IO 
I S Dec. 1976 (SII If65 01$32nd yr Spwiol Suppl No 2) the 

Security Council Committee ‘established in pursuance of resolution 
253 (1968) concerning the uwtion of Southern Rhodesia had 
mcntroned Australia as one of I 1 c countries where officer representing 
Southern Rhodesia’s imcrats stall operated The Commlttcc had 
quoted Australia as reporting that the Government had effected 
cancellalron In 1974 of the rc@ration of an office there operating 
under the name of the Rhaics(an Information Cemre. as a resul( of 
which the actiwticr performed by that office would not be contlnucd 
under tha( name. 

‘lb( S/l 2393, OR. Jhd yr , Suppl /or /II/, -Stpf 1977. p 69 
“0 S/12395. ibid.. 9. 78. 
‘IH S/l 2402. ibid.. p. 82 
‘ia’Sce footnotes I I64 and II65 
“U 2033rd mrg . preceding para I 

with requests from the representatives of Rcrlin. the 
Libyan Arab Jamahiriya and Mauritius and In the 
absence of objection, the President extended invitations 
under rule 39 to Mr. Joshua Nkomo and IO Mr. 
Callistus Ndlovu.‘i6P 

The President drew the attention of the members of 
the Council to the documents before them relevant to 
the imminent debate, namely: the two letters from the 
United Kingdom dated I and 8 September 1977.“‘O and 
the text of a draft resolution”” sponsored by the tlnitcd 
Kingdom.l”r 

Introducing the draft resolution. the United Kingdom 
Secretary of State for Foreign and Commonwealth 
Affairs explained some aspects of the acttlcmcnt propo- 
sals and elaborated on the objcctivcs of 111~ princtpltl 
provisions of the draft resolution. He said that the 
proposals sought to restore the territory of Southern 
Rhodesia to legality, after which it was intended to 
bring together the various interested parties in order to 
arrange a cease-fire, which would then lead into the 
transition period. In that connection the United King- 
dom requested the appointment of a representative of 
the Secretary-General to enter into negotiations con- 
cerning the military and related arrangements necessary 
to effect the transition to majority rule. Describing the 
draft resolution as a modest step for the time being, 
which did not seek to treat fully the substance of the 
proposals themselves, he urged the Council to adopt it, 
as his Government believed it to offer the quickest way 
of resolving the conflict in Southern Rhodesia.“‘] 

Mr. Nkomo, speaking as co-leader of the Patriotic 
Front of Zimbabwe, reviewed the situation in Southern 
Rhodesia and said that the balance had now shifted in 
favour of the forces for majority rule in the territory and 
that the change in the situation had been caused by the 
armed people of Zimbabwe in view of the inability of 
the United Kingdom and the minority regime to heed 
the people’s peaceful demand for self-determination. It 
was therefore necessary to recognize that any formula 
for resolving the crisis in Southern Rhodesia must take 
into account the reality of the war being waged by the 
Patriotic Front and must identify the United Kingdom 
on the one hand and the Patriotic Front on the other as 
the relevant parties in the conflict. 

Turning to the United Kingdom request for the 
Secretary-General to appoint a special representative, 
Mr. Nkomo said that the people of Zimbabwe would 
welcome such a person provided that his role facilitated 
the complete decolonization of the country rather than 
join with the United Kingdom in the furtherance of 
colonization. To ensure a positive role, therefore, he 
said, the Patriotic Front proposed that the individual in 

“bp For detallr concernlnp (here inwtatlons. see chapter Ill. 
1t’o See lwlnolcs I I64 and I I65 
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question should be appointed in consultation with the 
Security Council members and with the parties to the 
conflict and that his duties, powers and functions should 
be similarly determined. With a view to facilitating the 
work of the Security Council, Mr. Nkomo presented to 
the Council a document”” prepared by the Patriotic 
Front and containing the statement by the Front on the 
United Kingdom proposals for a settlement in Southern 
Rhodesia.“” 

The representative of Benin welcomed the United 
Kingdom proposals, which his delegation regarded as a 
manifestation that the United Kingdom Government 
was at last facing up to its responsibilities. The propo- 
sals contained elements which could serve as a basis for 
meaningful negotiations with the Patriotic Front for a 
peaceful settlement. However. his delegation did not 
regard the proposals as a substitute for the armed 
struggle in progress, and warned that they could only be 
supported if they genuinely offered a clear and unfet- 
tered path to the complete independence of Zimbabwe. 
On the appointment of a representative of the Sccre- 
tary-General, his delegation felt that the proposed 
individual’s mandate should be defined in such a way as 
to enable the negotiations with the Patriotic Front to 
proceed smoothly.l”6 

The representative of the United States said that his 
Government supported the United Kingdom settlement 
proposals with which the United States Government had 
got involved at the insistence of African States. In doing 
so the United States believed that it was participating in 
the opening of a new era of international co-operation 
towards putting an end to colonialism, racism and 
imperialist domination. He therefore urged support for 
the appointment of the representative of the Sccretary- 
General, giving assurance that there need not be any 
fear of the involvement of the United Nations in Africa. 
The situation had changed vastly in Africa since the 
early sixties, he explained. With the creation of the 
Organization of African Unity and the emergence of the 
organization of front-line States, African affairs were 
now being conducted in such an atmosphere that 
African countries themselves were playing an influential 
and determinant role.“” 

The representative of India said that his delegation 
regarded the appointment of a representative of the 
Secretary-General as a necessary form of association of 
the United Nations in the process of decolonization in 
Southern Rhodesia; his delegation would therefore sup- 
port the draft resolution before the Council. He pointed 
out that subsequent developments In Southern Rhodesia 
required an end to the rebellion and a restoration of 
legality in the territory. That process must be pursued 
on the basis that the interests of the people of Zimba- 

bwe were paramount, and on the principle of majority 
rule leading to the independence of the territory.“‘” 

The Minister for Foreign Affairs of Romania said 
that the international community welcomed the initia- 
tives contained in the United Kingdom proposals, bear- 
ing in mind the grave situation prevailing in Southern 
Rhodesia. Although the appointment of a representative 
of the Secretary-General was only a limited step, he 
said, his delegation would support it; but he warned that 
such support should not be regarded as a pretext for 
relaxing the United Nations decisions currently in force 
against Southern Rhodesia or for putting off a scttle- 
ment of the serious situation in the ttrritory.l”p 

The representative of France said that, after hearing 
the statements of the African delegations, as well as 
that of Nr. Nkomo himself, his delegation considered it 
appropriate for a representative to go to the area and 
make an assessment on the basis of which the Council 
might pursue and, in particular, determine whether it 
was profitable to go ahead with the implementation of 
the United Kingdom proposals as a whole.llM 

Before the conclusion of the 2033rd meeting, the 
President, bearing in mind the request by the United 
Kingdom for an early decision on the draft resolution, if 
possible that day, announced a short suspension of the 
meeting in order to enable the members to decide in 
private consultation how to proceed. When the meeting 
resumed, it was adjourned without further debate.“” 

At the 2034th meeting on 29 September 1977, the 
representative of the USSR said that his delegation 
objected to the involvement of the United Nations in 
measures that might be prejudicial to the national 
liberation struggle of the people of Zimbabwe. The 
Soviet Union therefore had serious doubts about the 
proposal to appoint a representative of the Sccretary- 
General, which it suspected to be a back-door manoeu- 
vrc to secure approval of the proposals as a whole. 
However, on the basis of the assurance of the United 
Kingdom Secretary of State that acceptance of the draft 
resolution in no way meant approval of the United 
Kingdom proposals, and bearing in mind the Position of 
Mr. Nkomo himself and of the various African coun- 
tries on the matter, he said that his delegation would not 
impede the adoption of the draft resolution before the 
Council.ll” 

The representative of China, after affirming that, 
historically. revolutionary forces for national liberation 
could not be stopped by reactionary forces. made a 
preliminary observation that the United Kingdom pro 
posals were not conducive to the furtherance of the 
Zimbabwe people’s struggle for liberation and indepcn- 
dence. He wondered why, if those proposals. drawn UP 
by only one party to the conflict, were still subject to 
negotiations by all the parties concerned, the United 
Kingdom should request the Security Council to con- 
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firm one of them, His delegation regarded that proce- 
dure as rather abnormal. China would therefore not 
support the draft resolution before the Council; in view 
of the position of the African countries concerned, 
China would only not participate in the voling.l”’ 

The Secretary for Foreign Affairs of the Libyan Arab 
Jamahiriya stated that his delegation considered as a 
fundamental point the United Kingdom assurance that 
the appointment of a representative of the Secretary- 
General did not entail acceptance of the settlement 
proposals, and that the Security Council was not 
currently engaged in discussion of the substance of those 
proposals. His delegation, however, regarded the draft 
resolution as rather too general and vague with particu- 
lar regard to the mandate of the proposed representa- 
tive, and warned that the representative should not be 
committed in his discussions to the acceptance of the 
substance of the settlement proposals. Otherwise, he 
said, his delegation had no objection in principle to the 
draft resolution.1”4 

ancc of his Government’s support for the rcprescnta- 
live’s efforts in every w8y.l’” 

The representative of the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, on 
behalf of the three African members of the Council, 
submitted two amendments to the draft resolution 
before the Council, which were accepted by the United 
Kingdom and were incorporated into the full text. The 
first amendment proposed the addition of a new prcam- 
bular paragraph reading as follows: 

Having hrard the statement by Mr. Joshua Nkomo, co-leader of 
the Pa~rio1ic Front of Zimbabwe; 

the second amendment referred to paragraph I, in 
which the words “in consultation with the members of 
the Sccuriti Council” would be added with reference to 
the appointment of the Secretary-General’s rcpresenta- 
tive.1’a8 

The Minister for Foreign Affairs of Kenya said that 
his Government supported the United Kingdom request 
for the appointment of a representative of the Secretary- 
General, but, recalling the reservations stated at the 
previous meeting by Mr. Nkomo, he reiterated that 
nothing should be done to shift the responsibility from 
the United Kingdom as the administering Power to the 
United Nations. His Government was of the view that, 
as a necessary condition for the involvement of the 
United Nations, the rebel regime in Southern Rhodesia 
should step down and the territory restored to legality; 
otherwise it would be unrealistic to ask the proposed 
representative to participate in arranging a cease-fire, or 
to expect the national freedom fighters to lay down their 
arms.llB’ 

The Council then proceeded to vote on the draft 
resolution, as revised, which was adopted as resolution 
415 (1977) by I3 votes to none with I abstention 
(USSR). One member (China) did not participate in 
the voting.1’19 

The text of the resolution reads as follows: 
Thr Srruriry Council. 

Taking nofc of the Iclters dated I September 6112393) and 8 
Scp1embcr 1977 (S/12395) from the Pcrmanen1 Representative of the 
United Kingdom of Great Brilain and Northern Ireland IO the 
President of the Security Council, 

/Vofinl U/JO the invitation IO the Secretary-General. in the letter 
dated 23 Sep1cmbcr 1977 (S/12402) from the Permanent Rcprcsenta- 
tivc of 1hc United Kingdom to the President of 1he Security Council, 
to appoinl a teprescntalive. 

Having heard the statemen of Mr. Joshua Nkomo. Co-leader of 
the Patriotic From of Zimbabwe. 

The representative of Gabon,‘speaking on behalf of 
the Chairman of the Organization of African Unity 
(OAU), said that the free and independent countries of 
Africa did not support all aspects of the United 
Kingdom settlement proposals, and that his participa- 
tion in the discussion should not be taken as endorse- 
ment of those proposals. Nevertheless, he said, the OAU 
supported the appointment of a representative of the 
Secretary-General, although such a procedure should 
not be exploited by the illegal rtgime as a delaying 
tactic for the progress of the people of Zimbabwe to 
freedom and independence.l~‘6 

The President, speaking in his capacity as the rcpre- 
sentativc of the Federal Republic of Germany, said that 
his delegation welcomed the prospects for a peaceful 
settlement of the Southern Rhodesian question in which 
the United Nations was being asked to take part. He 
therefore welcomed the request for the appointment of a 
representative of the Secretary-General, and gave assur- 

I. Rrqur~ls the Secretary-General IO appoint, in consultation 
with rhc members of the Security Council, a rcptucntative 10 enter 
inlo discussions with 1he British Resident Commissioner designate and 
with all the parties concerning the military and associated arrangc- 
mcnts tha1 ate considered necessary to effect 1he transition IO majority 
rule in Southern Rhodesia; 

2. Furfhrr rrqur~~s the Secretary-General IO 1ransmit a report on 
the results of these discussions to the Sccuricy Council as soon as 
possible; 

3. Cu//s upon nil parries IO co-operate with the representative of 
the Secretary-General in the conduc1 of the discussions referred IO in 
paragruph I of the present rcsolulion. 

Following the vote, the Secretary-General made a 
statement in which he said that he would soon inform 
the members of the Council, after appropriate consulta- 
tions, of the name of his representative, and gave 
assurance that he and his representative would do 
everything possible to achieve results.“m 

Mr. Ndlovu, speaking as representative of the Patriot- 
ic Front of Zimbabwe, made a statement in which he 
reiterated the reservations made by Mr. Nkomo at the 
previous meeting and in particular emphasized that the 
procedure just adopted did not prejudice the position of 
the Patriotic Front on the United Kingdom proposals as 
a whole, that in the view of the Patriotic Front reference 
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to the “parties concerned” meant the United Kingdom 
and the Patriotic Front, and that the mandate of the 
Secretary-General’s representative would be specifically 
defined in terms intended 10 advance the objective of 
decolonization.“q’ 

On 4 October 1977, the President of the Security 
Council issued a note”p* advising members of the 
Council that he had been informed by the Secretary- 
General of his intention to appoint Lieutenant-General 
Prem Chand as his representative pursuant to resolution 
415 (1977). After due consultations with all the mem- 
bers, the note said, the President had informed the 
Secretary-General that the proposed appointment was 
acceptable to I4 members of the Council; and that 
China had dissociated itself from the matter. In a 
further communication to the President on the same 
day, the Secretary-General had announced the appoint- 
ment of Lieutenant-General Prem Chand as his repre- 
sentative. 

Decision of 14 March 1978 (2067th meeting): resolution 
423 (1978) 
By a letter dated I March 1978.“9J the representative 

of the Upper Volta, in his capacity as the Chairman of 
the African Group for the month of March, requested 
the President of the Security Council to convene a 
meeting of the Council as soon as possible to discuss the 
deterioration of the situation in Southern Rhodesia 
following the manoeuvres of the illegal rtgime aimed at 
concluding a s&called internal settlement in Southern 
Rhodesia.1194 

At the 2061~1 meeting on 6 March 1978, the Security 
Council included in its agenda, which was adopted 
without objection,“p’ the letter of I March 1978 from 
the representative of Upper Volta and considered the 
matter at 7 meetings held from 6 to IO and 13 and 14 
March 1978.“” In the course of those meetings the 
President, with the consent of the Council, invited the 
representatives of Angola, Benin, Botswana. Kenya, 
Liberia, Mozambique, Saudi Arabia, Sierra Leone, Sri 
Lanka, Sudan, the United Republic of Tanzania, Upper 
Volta. Yugoslavia and Zambia, at their request, to 
-- 

“9’sII ?.!I I, OH. .t.w prr, Sup/d j<M O,I .Ih 1977, 9 
““’ S/12571. OH. jjrd ,‘CLII. Sup/d jar Jon -Aforch /V7 1 p 46. 
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(WC 912576. 9125B3. SllZS99 and S/12590. OH. JZnd wur. SuppI 
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‘le’ 2061~1 mlg prcccdlng para 2 

participate in the discussion without the right to vote. 
Also, in accordance with requests from the representa- 
tives of Gabon. Mauritius and Nigeria and in the 
absence of objection, the President extended invitations 
under rule 39 to Canon Burgess Carr, Mr. Robert 
Mugabe and Mr. Joshua Nkomo.‘197 

The representative of Upper Volta, speaking on 
behalf of the African Group of States at the United 
Nations. said the meeting of the Council had been 
requested in order to consider the threat to international 
peace and security in southern Africa, particularly in 
Southern Rhdesia, arising from the manoeuvres of the 
illegal rCgime to institute a so-called internal settlement 
of the Rhodesian question. Such a scheme could not be 
the framework of a genuine sertlement of the problem. 
He declared that the proper procedure consisted of 
direct negotiations between the Administering Power 
and the liberation movements of Zimbabwe, and that 
the United Kingdom proposals, despite some gaps and 
weaknesses, offered prospects for a start in that direc- 
tion.“9a 

The representative of the United Republic of Tanza- 
nia gave a brief background survey to the Southern 
Rhodesian problem and declared that the so-called 
internal settlement, as presented in various published 
media, was no real settlement at all, but a mechanism 
contrived by the rebel leaders in order to perpetuate 
themselves in power and that as such it was totally 
unacceptable. His delegation regarded the proposed 
arrangement as a cynical ploy, which was bound to 
invite further violence and bloodshed and would inevita- 
bly internationalize the conflict. For those reasons his 
delegation called for complete rejection of the proposed 
internal sel1lemenl. 

Furthermore, he said, the proposed arrangement must 
be rejected because it disregarded the United Kingdom 
proposals submitted on I September 1977 which his 
Government together with the Governments of the other 
front-line States had welcomed as providing a basis for 
a negotiated settlement. He then outlined what his 
delegation considered essential prerequisites for a genu- 
ine solution of the conflict, namely: the capitulation of 
the rebel rCgime and dismantling of its oppressive laws; 
the cmcrgencc of Zimbabwe as independent State; the 
creation of a new Zimbabwe army, and the creation of a 
climate of confidence in the territory. African countries 
were committed to promote a genuinely negotiated 
agreement along those lines. 

Finally, he appealed 10 the United Kingdom and to 
the United States not to abandon their own proposals, 
action on which was already in progress, and not to do 
anything that might give encouragement to the leaders 
of the illegal rlgime in their proposed scheme.“w 

The .Irrdnpcrncnl UJ+ IO cxludc the lcadcrs of Ihe Patrlolrc Front 
who scrc dlrc~llng ~hc war of llbcratlon from across the borders of 
Southcro Rh&cw. nor did II cmlragc any dwccl role by the 
Admlnlstcrlng I’oucr. or by an) olhcr external cnllly t~C!-vX. Ihe 
rcfcrcncc IO the JrrJngcmcn! a) an lnlcrnst selrkmcnl 
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The representative of Zambia said that her govern- 
ment had reached the conclusion that the so-called 
internal settlement was a sell-out and could not provide 
a meaningful solution to the Southern Rhodcsian prob- 
Icm, because, in her Government’s opinion. it pcrpclu- 
atcd the illegal regime and was worse than the United 
Kingdom proposals. Moreover, she declared, no seltle- 
rncnt of the problem could be sustained which did not 
take into account the role of the fighting forces of the 
Patriotic Front. While taking note of some dissent by 
certain United States officials on the internal settlement 
scheme, she contended that the international community 
was entitled to expect that the proponents of the United 
Kingdom settlement proposals would be the first to 
defend those proposals rather than abandon them in 
clandestine favour of the so-called internal settlement. 
As far as Zambia was concerned, she stated, the 
proposed internal settlement had not changed the situa- 
tion in Southern Rhodesia, and Zambia therefore con- 
demned and totally rejected it. Accordingly, Zambia 
also called upon the Security Council to reject the 
so-called internal settlement and to urge the intcrnation- 
al community to withhold recognition from any regime 
created on the basis of such settlcmemi~ 

All the rePresentativts of the other African countries 
that participated in the debate’“’ repeated or echoed, 
with more or less emphasis, the principal points put 
forward by the representatives of Upper Volta, the 
United Republic of Tanzania and Zambia, namely, that: 
the so-called internal settlement scheme was unacccpt- 
able and should be rejected; the capitulation of the 
illegal regime was a prerequisite lo any peaceful scttle- 
men1 of the Southern Rhodesian question; no settlement 
of the question could be entertained which took no 
account of the Patriotic Front and its military forces, 
and that, therefore, the United Kingdom proposals for a 
settlement, despite their inadequacies still provided a 
plausible basis for a peaceful negotiated settlement of 
the question. Some of them gave. in addition, individual 
assessments of the motives of the illegal rCgime in 
attempting to push through an internal settlement: to 
secure a lifting of the sanctions; to induce an end to the 
war being waged by the Zimbabwe freedom lighters, 
and to gain legality and international acceptance. Oth- 
ers expressed fears that acceptance of the internal 
sctllemcnl scheme. which they regarded as a bogus 
arrangement for continuation of the stofus quo, might 
provide a dangerous precedent for a similar scheme for 
Namibia. Furthermore. they argued that acceptance of 
that scheme would put the United Nations in a position 
of self-contradiction, since the Security Council must 
await the result of the implementation of its resolution 
415 (1977). 

The representatives of Angola, Botswana and Mo- 
zambique focused on the military raids committed 

‘m 206lSl m1g.. paras. 55-7 I 
‘I-J’ Mozambique (2062nd mtg 

32-49). Benin (tbid.. paras 5%6 ). Kenya (ibr paras 
+ pas 9-23). Ayla (rbrd .,y!;;; 

~lwna (2063rd mlg.. parar 91-120). Gabon (2064th mrg . paras’ 
6-l 8). Sudan (rbld. paras 55-6 I ). Slerra Leone (rhrd, parac 63.88) 
Nigeria (2065th mQ.. parar 6-35). Libcrla (2067th ml%. para,’ 
3!-41) and Maurttius (rbtd, par~c 68.106) 

against them and other neighbouring countries by 
Southern Rhodcsian forces and wondered whether the 
illegal regime could by itself afford or undertake such 
ventures without external support, notitbly from South 
Africa. Such support, they contended, encouraged the 
illegal regime to postulate such defiant measures as the 
so-called internal settlement currently under considcr- 
alion. 

The representative of Gabon, whose President was al 
the time Chairman of the OAU, cited a recent rcsolu- 
lion adopted by the OAU at Tripoli, the Libyan Arab 
Jamahiriya, in which the OAU had totally rejected the 
so-called internal scttlcment. On its part, Sudan rcgard- 
cd the internal settlement proposals as inadquate 
inasmuch as they did not dismantle the instruments of 
oppression and domination in Southern Rhodesia; morc- 
over, only the United Kingdom in its constitutional 
capacity could issue legal instruments for the indcpcn- 
dcnce of Southern Rhodesia. 

The Commissioner for External Relations of Nigeria 
urged that in the light of the previous abortive deals and 
attempts at a peaceful settlement with the illegal 
regime, on account of the rtgimc’s bad faith, the 
Security Council should no longer accept a situation 
whereby the United Kingdom would again allow itself 
to be docilely manccuvrcd by the insubordinate regime. 
On the other hand, the representative of Liberia, after 
reading out the portion of the message from the 
President of Liberia relevant to Southern Rhodcsia,‘m2 
dissented from outright rejection of the internal settlc- 
ment proposals; he expressed his Government’s belief in 
pragmatic diplomacy and asserted that, according to his 
Government, some aspects of the proposals merited 
serious consideration. Finally, the representative of 
Mauritius said that, in the circumstances, there was no 
choice but to fall back upon the United Kingdom 
proposals for a settlement in preference to what he 
termed the “Smith constitution”,iml which had been 
rejected by the leaders of the Patriotic Front. He could 
not understand why the Western countries hesitated to 
declare the so-called internal settlement unacceptable. 

At the 2063rd meeting on 8 March 1978 Canon Carr 
made a statement in which he said the All Africa 
Conference of Churches associated itself with the moral 
indignation that had been evoked throughout the Afri- 
can continent by the so-called internal settlement, to 
which he referred as a contrivance by the leaders of the 
illegal regime to delay the liberation of the people of 
Zimbabwe. It was an evil trick which must be con- 
demned, and he urged the Security Council not to 
associate itself with it. Instead. he said, his organization 
had given and continued to give its unequivocal support 
10 the liberation movements in southern Africa; prcs- 
surcs in that direction must be intensified, since they 
had succeeded in forcing the leaders of the illegal 
regime to the negotiating tablc.‘zM 
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,it the 2063th meeting on 9 March 1978 both hlr. 
Robert Mugabe and Mr. Joshua Nkomo addressed the 
Security Council. In his statcmcnt’*O’ Mr. Mugabe, on 
behalf of the Patriotic Front, reviewed the situation of 
the civil strife inside the territory as well as the various 
futile attempts by the United Kingdom, as the Adminis- 
tering Power, to resolve the problem. He then analysed 
the specific points constituting the so-called internal 
agreement and rejected them all as a conspiracy by the 
leaders of the illegal regime to entrench white privilege 
and perpetuate white domination in the country. The 
Patriotic Front had decided to fight for a non-racial 
society and was therefore opposed to any solution based 
on racial lines. He appealed to the Security Council, as 
the guardian of international peace and security, to 
repudiate the so-called internal settlement in Southern 
Rhodesia; otherwise there would be created in southern 
Africa a belt of puppet regimes whose main purpose 
would be to protect the abhorrent system of qzparrheid. 
Meanwhile he reaffirmed that the Patriotic Front was 
committed to continuing the liberation struggle. 

Mr. Joshua Nkomo, in addition to Mr. Mugabe’s 
statement, emphasized that the manoeuvre contrived by 
the illegal regime and the African accomplices was 
intended to thwart the forward movement of the people 
of Zimbabwe to genuine independence and self-deter- 
mination; it was also an attempt by the illegal rtgimc to 
legitimatize its unilateral declaration of independence. 
It was therefore a matter of satisfaction that so many 
members of the Council and representatives of other 
Governments had spoken out, during the Council’s 
deliberations, against the so-called internal settlement. 
That, he felt. should send a message to the United 
Kingdom Government not to accept those fraudulent 
moves by the illegal rtgime.‘*06 

Stalemcnts were made by other speakers’rO’ in opposi- 
tion to the so-called internal settlement, who also 
maintained that no solution should be entertained unless 
it was acceptable to the international community as a 
whole. They fixed the responsibility for devising such a 
solution upon the Administering Power, and for that 
reason they expressed interest in the outcome of the 
current United Kingdom proposals, which they said had 
the merit of providing for consultations among all the 
partics to the conflict. 

The representative of Saudi Arabia suggested that 
perhaps the Patriotic Front might achieve its objectives 
by being more tlexible: in particular by conducting the 
struggle from within the system,rrO” 

AI the 206Sth meeting on 10 March 1978 the 
representative of China rejected the so-called internal 
settlement. chirractcrizing it as an out-and-out fraud, 
and said that as far as it was concerned, China 
--__-- 
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supported the positron of the OAU calling for stronger 
support for the armed struggle of the people of Zimba- 
bwe under the lcadcrship of the Patriotic Front.i*oP 

The representative of the USSR said that in contriv- 
ing the so-called internal settlement the illegal regime 
was attempting to exclude the Patriotic Front from the 
destiny of the country, but it was also motivated by a 
desire to preserve its privileged position and to protect 
the interests of the international monopolies operating in 
southern Africa. For its part the USSR recognized the 
Patriotic Front as the only legitimate representative of 
the people of Zimbabwe and would continue to give 
assistance to the Front. As to the attitude of the United 
Kingdom and United States regarding the illegal re- 
gime’s scheme he expressed his delegation’s puzzlement 
at the statement attributed to the United Kingdom 
Secretary of State for Foreign and Commonwealth 
Affairs bearing in mind the outstanding United King- 
dom proposals that the so-called internal settlement was 
“an important step towards majority rule” and was “a 
step in the right direction”.ilrO 

At the 2066th meeting on 13 March 1978 the 
representative of Mauritius formally introduced a draft 
resolutioniz” sponsored by all seven non-aligned mcm- 
bers of the Council,iJi+’ the text of which he said had 
been finalized after intensive and extensive consultations 
and after taking into consideration the views expressed 
to the sponsors by the representative of the United 
Kingdom. He then analysed and explained the individu- 
al operative paragraphs of the draft resolution.i*il 

At the 2067th meeting on 14 March 1978 the 
represbntative of the United States said that as a 
participant in the negotiations leading to the United 
Kingdom proposals, his delegation regarded the new 
settlement proposals from Salisbury as introducing a 
curious element in the situation. On the face of it. he 
said, the new proposals appeared to offer a promising 
advance towards solution of the problem, mainly be- 
cause, on comparison with past attempts, they marked 
some progress and they also had the support of African 
nationalist leaders in Southern Rhodesia. However, 
after scrutinizing the new internal proposals, he de- 
clared, the United States had found them inadequate 
and remained fully convinced that the United Kingdom 
plan offered the best basis for a peaceful and prompt 
transition to an independent Zimbabwe. He then 
enumerated the reasons for the inadequacy of the 
so-called internal settlement, as opposed to the United 
Kingdom proposals: their exclusion of some factions to 
the conflict; failure to guarantee that transitional poiiti- 
cal institutions would not be subject to control by the 
illegal regime; failure to provide for international ma- 
chinery to monitor the proposed prc-independence CIW- 
lions; failure to provide for impartial transitional peace- 
keeping machinery other than the existing security 

‘2” 2066th m,e., pJ,J\ 43-45 
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forces under the control of the illegal regime; and the 
rigidity imposed on the proposed new Government with 
regard to making any necessary constitutional changes. 
Furthermore, the representative of the United States 
concluded that no efforts for a settlement in Southern 
Rhodesia could succeed without the support of the 
Security Council and of the African countries most 
directly involved.“” 

The President, in his capacity as the representative of 
the United Kingdom, made a statement in which he said 
that after listening to all the statements SO far he was in 
a position to address some of the pertinent points raised. 
He started by giving categorical assurance that the 
United Kingdom fully recognized and accepted its 
primary responsibility for the colony of Southern Rho- 
desia. He also explained that any approbative remarks 
emanating from London or Washington concerning the 
so-called internal settlement did not mean abandonment 
of the United Kingdom proposals; rather they only 
reflected a legitimate recognition that to the extent that 
any aspects of the internal scheme were consistent with 
the United Kingdom proposals, those particular aspects 
were a step in the right direction. Nevertheless, he 
affirmed that the so-called internal settlement proposals 
were on the whole inadequate and had serious deficien- 
cies; as such they could not be endorsed. 

The representative of the United Kingdom gave a 
review of the progress on the United Kingdom proposals 
since the adoption of resolution 415 (1977) by the 
Council, and claimed that both the United Kingdom 
and the United States, authors of the proposals, could 
not be accused of having done anything to slow down 
the momentum of those proposals. In the light of the 
current situation he suggested that the next step was to 
identify the areas of concurrencebetween the two sets of 
proposals, to bring together all the parties to the conflict 
and to try to widen the areas of agreement between 
them. For that reason he announced that both the 
United Kingdom and the United States had decided to 
convene a conference soon and had invited all parties to 
the conflict to attend.‘*” 

The Council then proceeded to vote on the seven-Pow- 
er draft resolution which was adopted by 10 votes to 
none with 5 abstentions (Canada, France, the Federal 
Republic of Germany, the United Kingdom and the 
United States) as resolution 423 (1978). 

The text of the resolution reads as follows: 

The Srcunry Council. 

Rrr~llrng Its resolutions on the question of Southern Rhodesia and 
in particular resolution 415 (1977) of 29 Scptcm&r 1977, 

R@I7rmrag that the continued e%lstcncc of the ~Ilcgal rkgime tn 
Southern Rhodesia is a source of tnsccurtty and instability in the 
region and constitutes a serious threat to intcrnattonal peace and 
security. 

Crovr!, roncrmrd over the conttnucd military operations by the 
tllcgat r@mc. includmg its acts of aggression against nctghbouring 
mdcpcndcnt S~atcs. 

“I’ 2067th mtg . paras I 5.32 
I!” Ihrd. p.,ra\ I IO-129 

lndipwnr (II the continued csccutions of frccdwn f~tth~cr\ hy IIIC 
tllegal rCgimc. 

Considrring the need fur ur((cnt mcasurcs to tcrtrrm,ttr the tllcp.tl 
r&Rime and cstabltrh 8 govcrnmcnt based on nrajorltv rule. 

I. Condemns all attempts and manccuvrcs by the tllc~;~l rrl~~me 
oimcd 81 the rclcnlion of power by a r8ctst minwly and ;II prcvcntln~ 
the achievement of independence by Ztmbabwc; 

2. Drr/arrs 8s tllega) and unacceptable any inlcrnal sctllcmcnt 
concluded under the auspices of the illegal rCgimc and calls ufwn all 
States not to 8ccord 8ny recognition to such a seltlemcnl. 

3. Furrhrr drrlurrs that the speedy termination of the ilkpal 
rCgimc and the replacement of its military rnd police forces constttutc 
the first prerquisitc for the restoration of legality in Southern 
Rhodesia so that nrtangcmcnts may be made for a pcaccful and 
democratic transition to genuine majority rule and indcpendcncc m 
1978; 

4. Lkclarrs ulso that such 8rrrngcmentr as enviwpcd tn p;rr.t- 
graph 3 of the present resolution include the holding of free and fatr 
elections on the basis of universal adult suffrage under Unrted NatIons 
supervision; 

5. Calls upon the United Kingdom of Great Britain and North- 
ern Ireland to take PII measures ncceuary to bring to an end the 
illegal racist minority rCgimc in Southern Rhodesia 8nd IO effcc~ the 
genuine dccolonirltion of the Territory in accordance wtth General 
Assembly resolution I514 (XV) and other United Nations resolution\. 

6. c’oruidrrs that, with the 8ssistancc of the Secretary-General. 
the United Kinp,dom, 8s the administering Power, should enter into 
immediate consultations with the parties concerned tn order to attain 
the objectives of genuine decolonization of the Territory through the 
implcmcntrtion of paragraphs 3.4 and 5 of the present rcsolut~on: 

7. Rrqursfs the Secretary-General to report. not later than I5 
April 1978. on the results of the implementation of the present 
resolution. 

De&ion of 10 October 1978 (2090th meeting): resolu- 
tion 437 (1978) 
By a letter dated 6 October l978t*‘6 the representative 

of India, in his capacity as Chairman of the Security 
Council Committee established in pursuance of resolu- 
tion 253 (1968) concerning the question of Southern 
Rhodesia, submitted to the Security Council for appro- 
priate action the texts of two statements adopted that 
day, one by the Committee and the other by the African 
Group of States at the United Nations, concerning the 
reported impending visit to the United States by Ian 
Smith, leader of the illegal rtgime in Southern Rhode- 
sia, and other members of that regime. The letter also 
included the text of a statement made by the representa- 
tive of the United States at the Committee’s meeting 
that day. 

The letter from the Chairman of the Committee was 
included in the Security Council’s agenda, which was 
adopted without objection, rzl’ and the matter was con- 
sidered by the Council at the 2090th meeting held on 10 
October 1978. 

The Council had before it a draft resolution submit- 
ted by the delegations of India, Kuwait, Mauritius and 
Nigeria. Subsquently. following a brief suspension of 
the meeting the President announced agreement to 

‘t”SII 2685. OR, JJrd pw. Suppl. /or Or!.-Drr 1978. p 1 By a 
letter of the same date the representative of Burundt m hts capactiy aI 
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statement of the African i 
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amend paragraph 4 of the draft rcsolution’1’8 under 
which the Council would express the hope that the 
United States would continue to exert its influence on 
Ian Smith to transfer power to genuine majority rule 
without further delay. The President then read out the 
text of the new paragraph 4, and the draft resolution as 
revised was adopted by I I votes to none, with 4 
abstentions (Canada, the Federal Republic of Germany, 
the United Kingdom and the United States) as resolu- 
tion 437 (1978). 

The text of the resolution reads as follows: 

Thr Srcurir~ Council. 

fItwing conridcrrd the letter dated 6 October I978 from the 
Chairman of the Security Council Committee established in punu- 
ante of rcsolutron 253 (1968) concerning the question of Southern 
Rhodesia (S/12885). 

Ncculltng its resolution 253 (1968) of 29 May 1968. by which it 
made it mandatory for Member States to prevent the entry into their 
tcrrrtories of persons ordinarily resident in Southern Rhodesia and 
conncctcd with the illegal regime there, 

Taking nofr of the statement of the African Group (S/12885. 
annex II). 

TctkrnR no/e o/so of the statement of the Government of the United 
State\ of America (S/l 2885. annex I). 

I. Norrr wifh rrgrrr ond concern the dc-crrion of the Government 
of the United SI~ICS of America IO allow the entry into the United 
States of Ian Smith and some members of the illegal rCgimc in 
Southern Rhodesia; 

2. Conodrrs that the above-mentioned decision is in contravcn- 
tion of Security Council resolution 253 (1968) and or the obligations 
under Article 25 of the Charter of the United Nations; 

3. C’P//J upon the United States of America IO obscrvc scrupu- 
lously the provlsions of Security Council resolutions concerning 
sanctions; 

4. Exprrsser rhc hop that the Unitd State, of America will 
continue IO exert IIS influence in order that genuine majority rule may 
be achieved without further delay in Southern Rhodesia. 

After the vote the representative of India expressed 
great regret that the United States Government had felt 
obliged to allow Ian Smith to enter the country, in 
violation of the Security Council’s sanctions against the 
illegal regime in Southern Rhodesia. and particularly in 
view of the actual purpose of his visit: to seek support 
for a possible withdrawal or suspension of those sanc- 
tions. For that reason the representative of India 
s~rcsscd that the United States should maintain the 
sanction\ and observe them scrupulously. He also dc- 
cried the liiilure of the Council to act earlier, before the 
;\rrival of Mr. Smith.i*1v especially as the matter under 
discussion was a clear-cut political question. not a mere 
allegution requiring prior investigations by the Commit- 
tcc.‘~~~ 

Scvcral other members of the Councili* similarly 
expressed regret at the admission of Ian Smith and his 

‘)I’ for lk le\r or pdrJgraph 4 I” 11% or~gcnal form. see S/I 2x87 
ox jlrd ,.tur, suppi. jar &I. .Drc IV7X. p 9 

‘:I9 AI (hc IIIW of consrderatron of the matter by the Security 
t ounc~l. Inn Srnllh and other members of the “mternal settlement ’ 
.chcmc h;ld .rlrc,rdy reportedly arrived rn the United S~rlcs 
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supporters into the United States, which some regarded 
as providing him with an opportunity to mount a 
progaganda campaign for selling the “internal settle- 
ment” scheme and for seeking international recognition 
and respectability. Others felt that the visit would 
consequently make it more difficult to pursue and reach 
an acceptable solution through peaceful means. Yet 
others reiterated that no such solution could be achieved 
without the involvement of the Patriotic Front. Many of 
them advocated that, in the circumstances, more pres- 
sure should be exerted against the illegal rtgime, 
especially through the strengthening and expansion of 
the sanctions. 

The representative of the United States explained 
that the decision by his Government to issue a visa to 
Ian Smith had been made in exceptional circumstances 
and after very careful consideration. While deeply 
conscious of its obligations under the Charter and 
profoundly aware of the purpose of the sanctions, he 
said, the United States Government wished to continue 
the dialogue already under way in the hope that the 
opportunity might offer an additional chance to advance 
the cause of majority rule and peaceful settlement of the 
Southern Rhodesian question.rrlr 

The representatives of Canada and the Federal Re- 
public of Germanyi**’ felt that in view of the explana- 
tion given by the representative of the United States 
their Governments were convinced that all the pertinent 
aspects of the problem had been taken into account by 
the United States authorities; it was necessary to 
explore every avenue that might yield the desired result 
peacefully rather than through bloodshed. The rcpresen- 
tative of the Federal Republic of Germany added, 
however, that on account of the sanctions in force his 
Government could not permit Mr. Smith to enter the 
country. 

The representative of the United Kingdom said that 
his Government was totally convinced that despite the 
admission of Ian Smith, which was purely a United 
States Government decision, the United States remained 
genuinely committed to the United Kingdom proposals. 
The United Kingdom Government had noted with 
interest the outcome of Mr. Smith’s meetings with the 
United States officials in Washington. He informed the 
Council, however, that the United Kingdom Govern- 
ment had turned down a rquest that might have 
enabled Mr. Smith to visit London on his way back 
from the United States.“! 

The President, speaking in his capacity as the repre- 
sentative of France, expressed his delegation’s hope that 
the United States Government officials might use the 
visit to correct Mr. Smith’s attitude; nevertheless his 
delegation had voted for the resolution because the visit 
had been permitted contrary to the terms of Security 
Council resolution 253 (1968). which the United States 
had itself supported and approved.“r’ 

‘2’) 2090th mtg.. paras. 29-3 I 
1111 /b/d.. purls 46-48 and parrs. 58.6) rupcctrvtly. 
Im ibld, paras 51-54 
I!?’ /bid, paras. 109 rnd I IO 



176 --- ~. - - 
C‘haptcr \ III. ~lainlrnancc of intcrnalionrl peace and wcuril) 

-. - -- 

Lkcision of 8 March 1979 (2122nd meeting): resolution 
445 (1979) 
Bv a letter dated 14 February 1979 (S/I 3084),11*6 the 

representative of Equatorial Guinea, in his capacity as 
the Chairman of the African Group of States at the 
United Nations, transmitted the text of a statement 
made by the African Group at the United Nations that 
day, expressing dismay in connection with the reports of 
moves within the United Slates Congress to send an 
observer team to Southern Rhodesia to monitor the 
elections scheduled there in April 1979. under the 
so-called internal sclllement constitution, which had 
already been rejected and condemned by the United 
Nations and the OAU.“” 

In a further letter dated 28 February 1979.rz*~ the 
representative of Equatorial Guinea, on behalf of the 
African Group of States at the United Nations rquest- 
cd the urgent convening of the Security Council to 
discuss recent developments in Southern Rhodesia. 

At the 2119th meeting on 2 March 1979, the Council 
included the letter from the representative of Equatorial 
Guinea in its agenda, 
objection.rz” 

which was adopted without 
and the matter was discussed at four 

meetings held from 2 to 8 March 1979. 
In the course of those meetings the President, with 

the consent of the Council, invited the representatives of 
Angola, Benin, Botswana, Cuba, Ethiopia, Ghana, Sri 
Lanka and Yugoslavia, at their request, to participate in 
the discussion without the right to vote. Also, in 
accordance with requests from the representatives of 
Gabon, Nigeria and Zambia, and in the absence of 
objection from any member of the Council, the Prcsi- 
dent extended an invitation under rule 39 to Mr. 
Callistus Ndlovu, representative of the Patriotic 
Front.r~r” 

The representative of Ethiopia said that recent events 
in Southern Rhodesia had exacerbated the situation in 
that territory and increased the threat to international 
peace and security in the region: there was an intensili- 
cation of the aggressive strikes against the neighbouring 
countries by the illegal rCgime in collusion with the 
opurfheid rCgime of South Africa and now the illegal 
rCgime was arrogantly arranging to implement its 
self-devised constitution. He recalled that the Security 
Council had in its resolution 423 (1978) categorically 
rejected and condemned the so-called internal settle- 
ment; the Council could not therefore be expected to 
take any other action but to condemn the planned 
elections. He also appealed to the United Kingdom and 
the United States not to permit the sending of observer 
missions to monitor the elections, as that would tend to 

‘llbS/I 3084. OR. 34rh year. Suppl. jur Jan -March 1979. p. 62 
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lend legitimacy 10 the process and its results irrrd 
thereby provide a pretext for lifting the sanctionsIr” 

Mr. Ndlovu reviewed the situation obtaining in the 
region and said that the Smith rtgimc, having lost 
control of most of the country to the freedom fighters, 
had in desperation resorted IO intensification of the 
repressive and discriminatory laws. brutal and genocidal 
prosecution of the war und unprovoked apprcssion 
against ncighbourinp countries. fle alleged that the 
illegal rCgime was encouraged in its acts by the support 
it received from South Africa, and he called upon the 
international community to condemn that country for 
interfering in the intcrnnl affairs of Zimhabwc. Ilc alscr 
blamed the Western countries for bolstcrinp the illcpal 
rtgime especially through their lax application of the 
sanctions. 

With regard to the proposed elections. Mr. Ndlovu 
said that as part of the so-called internal settlement 
which had been rejected by the Security Council, they 
were illegal and unacceptable and could not in any case 
be fairly or democratically conducted. Consequently he 
called upon the Council to condemn the elections and to 
urge all countries not to have anything to do with them. 
He also appealed to the Council to condemn the illegal 
rtgime’s raids into ncighbouring countries, to warn 
South Africa against its interference in Zimbabwe and 
to lighten the sanctions against the illegal rtgime.r*rJ 

The representative of Portugal expressed his country’s 
solidarity with those Front-line States that had beerr 
subjected to aggressive raids by the forces of the illegal 
rCgime. He also declared his Government’s position to 
the effect that the rtgime in Southern Rhodesia was 
illegal and that his Government fully supported the 
sanctions imposed against it. Furthermore, his Govern- 
ment did not consider the scheduled elections as valid 
and would discourage any Portuguese persons from 
travelling to Southern Rhodesia as observers of those 
elections.rzJJ 

Several other speakersr*14 echoed and supported the 
pertinent points advanced by the representative of 
Ethiopia and by Mr. Ndlovu, emphasizing that the 
Security Council, in consistency with its earlier resolu- 
tion 423 (1978), could not now condone the proposed 
elections, which must be considered illegal, and that the 
United Kingdom and the United States as proponents of 
the United Kingdom proposals should not bc duped into 
embracing the so-called internal settlement by pcrmit- 
ting observers from their countries to go and monitor 
those c!ections. Some of the speakers advocated that in 
view of the intransigence of the illegal rCpimc. embcll- 
ished by South Africa’s support, the Security Council 
should not only strengthen the sanctions against the 
illegal rCgimc but should also extend them to South 
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Africa. Others expressed their conviction that in the 
circumstances only the armed struggle by the Patriotic 
Front, for which they advocated international support. 
offered any promise for resolving the Southern Rhode- 
sian question. The President of the Council, speaking in 
his capacity as the representative of Nigeria, expressed 
disquiet at the stalled momentum on the United King- 
dom proposals and wondered what had happened to the 
assurances of the United Kingdom and the United 
States in that regard. The representative of Cuba, 
recalling relevant passages from the Maputo final 
communiqut’rl’ asserted that imperialism was actually 
attempting to prevent political and social change in 
Zimbabwe in order to perpetuate the colonial capitalist 
economy there. 

The representative of the United Kingdom began by 
expressing his Government’s condemnation of the recent 
attack by the illegal rtgimc against ncighbouring coun- 
tries. He then stated his Government’s view that the 
best prospect of resolving the Southern Rhodesian 
question lay in an attempt for a wider agreement 
involving both sides to the conflict. He also reaffirmed 
the commitment of the United Kingdom and the United 
States to bring about a peaceful transition to indepen- 
dence and majority rule through elections supervised by 
the United Nations as opposed to those being organized 
in Salisbury. On the question of observers he warned 
that his delegation would not accept a draft resolution 
attempting to interfere with the parliamentary demo 
cratic process or to circumscribe the rights of the British 
Parliament.‘*~ 

The representative of the United States addressed 
himself to the recent attacks by the illegal rCgime 
against neighbouring countries and said that those 
attacks were deplorable to his Government, and should 
be condemned by the Security Council.‘*” 

At the 2122nd meeting on’8 March 1979 the Security 
Council voted on a draft resolution (S/13140) on the 
matter which had been submitted by Bangladesh, Boliv- 
ia, Gabon, Jamaica, Kuwait, Nigeria and Zambia. The 
draft resolution received I2 votes in favour to none with 
three abstentions (France, United Kingdom and United 
States) and was adopted as resolution 445 (1979), the 
text of which reads as follows: 

Wrcx~llrn~ 11s resolutions on the question ol Southern Rhodesia, snd 
in particular resolutions 253 (1968). 403 (1977). 41 I (1977). 423 
(1978). 424 (197U) and 437 (1978). 

T;rktng norr of the rtutcmcnt of the hfrtcan Group contained in 
dtrumcnt S/ 130114. 

Ilu~n# hrurd the rtutcmcnts of the rcprcsentattves of Angola and 
Zambut. 

Is” The final communi UC of the spectal scss~on of Ihe Co+rdlnat. 
ing Bureau of the Non-A ~gned Countries held in Maputo. Mozam- P. 
btquc. from 26 January to 2 February 1979 (see S/13185. OR. Jlrh 
ycur. Suppl /or Jun.-March 1979. p 163) 

Ins 2 120th mts.. paras I E-22 
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Having ~/IV hrurd the statement of the rcprexntativc or Ihe 
Pdtrmttc Front of Ztmbabwc. 

the 
Grovt/y concrroed over the indtscriminate military operations by 

il)egat rettune and the extension of its premeditated and provora- 
tive acts of aggression. not only against ncighbouring independent 
countries but also against non-contiguous States. resulting in wanton 
killings of refugees and civilian populations, 

lndignonr at the continued executions by the illegal regime in 
Southern Rhodesia of persons sentenced under repressive laws, 

RruJirming that the existence of the illegal racist minority regime 
in Southern Rhodesia and the continuance of its acts of aggression 
against ncighbouring independent Starer constitute a threat to interna. 
tional peace and security. 

Rruj/irming the inahenablc right of the people of Southern 
Rhodesia (Zimbabwe) to sell-determination and independence in 
accordance with General Assembly resolution I514 (XV) ol 14 
December 1960 and the legitimacy of their struggle to secure the 
enJoymen or such rights as set forth in the Charter of the United 
Nations. 

Grove/y conctmrd over the moves within certain States IO send 
missions to observe the so-called elections in April 1979 organized by 
the illegal racist minority regime in Southern Rhodesia for the 
purpose of according it some legitimacy and thereby eventually lifting 
sanctions. 

Rra/lirming resolution 423 (1978), particularly its provisions 
declaring as illegal and unacceptable any internal settlement under the 
ausptces of the illc8al regime and calling upon all States not IO accord 
any recognition IO such a settlement. 

Broring in mind the responsibility of every Member State to adhere 
scrupulously IO Security Council resolutions and decisions, and their 
responsibility IO ensure that institutions and citizens under their 
jurisdiction will observe the same. 

I. Srrongly condrmnr the recent armed invasions perpetrated by 
the illegal racist minority regime in the British colony ol Southern 
Rhodesia against the People’s Republic ol Angola, the People’s 
Republic of Mozambique and the Republic of Zambia. which 
constitute a flaBrant violation ol the sovereignty and territorial 
integrity of these countries; 

2 Commrndr the People’s Republic of Angola, the People’s 
Republic of Moumbtquc and the Republic OC Zambia and other 
front.linc States for their support of the people of Zimbabwe in their 
Just and legitimate struggle for the attainmenl of freedom and 
independence and for their scrupulous restraint in the face of serious 
provocations by the Southern Rhodaian rebels; 

3. Rrqurrrs all States to six immediate and substantial material 
assistance to enable the Governments ol the front-line States to 
strengthen their dclcncc capability in order to safeguard effectively 
their sovereignty and territorial integrity; 

4 Rcquessrr the admtnistertng Power to take all ncccs.s.ar~ 
measurer to prevent further illegal executions in Southern Rhodesia; 

5 Condrmru all attempts and mancnwvru by the illegal rCgime. 
tncluding its socalled elections of Aprtl 1979. aimed al retaining and 
calending a ractrt minortty rule and at preventing the accesston of 
Ztmbabwc to indepcndcnce and gcnume maJority rule; 

6 Drclarrr that any elections held under the auspices of the 
~llcgal racist regtme and the results thereor will be null and void and 
that no recognition will be accorded either by the United Nations or 
any Member State to any representatives or organ atablirhed by that 
process. 

7. Urgrs all States to rcfram from sending obser~rs to thuc 
clccttons rnd to take appropriate actton to discourage organtuttons 
rnd mrtttutions wtthin their rapecttvc areas of jurisdiction from dotng 

w. 

8 Rtyur~fs the Security Council Committee cstabhJhed 1” 
pursuance of resolutton 253 (1968) concerning the quation of 
Southern Rhodesia to meet immediately to ccmsidcr tncasura for 
$trcnsthcnlng and rtdening the sanctions aglinst Southern Rhodesia 
and to submit its proposals not later than 23 March 1979; 

9 &rides to meet. not later than 27 March 1979. to consider the 
report envisaged m paragraph 8 of the present rcsohttion. 
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Following the vote, the representatives Of the United 
Kingdom, Norway, the United States and France’2Ja 
made statements in explanation of vote. The represcnta- 
tive of the United Kingdom repeat4 that the language 
of the resolution seeking to circumscribe the rights of 
Parliament or to restrict the freedom of movement was 
unacceptable. The representatives of France and the 
Unit4 States shared that view. In addition, the repre- 
sentative of France objected to the apparent confused 
use of “resolutions” and “decisions” of the Security 
Council in the resolution. The representative of the 
United States said that, according to his delegation’s 
understanding, the resolution just adopted did not 
endorse the use of force. He also affirmed that any 
constitutional arrangements emanating from Salisbury 
which did not involve all political parties concerned 
would not have the support of the United States. With 
regard 10 paragraph 3 of the resolution the representa- 
tive of Norway stated that, in conformity with its 
established policy, his Government would continue to 
provide only humanitarian and economic assistance. 

Decision of 30 April 1979 (2143rd meeting): resolution 
448 (1979) 
In a letter dated 26 April 1979,‘lJ9 the representative 

of the Ivory Coast, in his capacity as Chairman of the 
African Group of countries at the United Nations 
requested the President to convene an urgent meeting of 
the Security Council to consider the reccnl develop- 
ments in Southern Rhodesia. 

At the 2142nd meeting on 27 April 1979 the Security 
Council included the letter from the representative of 
the Ivory Coast in its agenda,““ which was adopted 
without objection, and the matter was discussed at two 
meetings held on 27 and 30 April 1979. 

In the course of those meetings the President, with 
the consent of the Council, invited the representatives of 
Botswana, India, the Ivory Coast, Kenya, Sri Lanka, the 
Sudan and Yugoslavia, at their request, to participate in 
the discussion without the right lo vote. Also, in 
accordance with requests from the representatives of 
Gabon, Nigeria and Zambia and in the absence of any 
objection from any member of the Council, the Presi- 
dent extended an invitation under rule 39 to Mr. 
Callistus Ndlovu, representative of the Patriotic 
Front.l’4’ 

At the 2142nd meeting the representative of the Ivory 
Coast said the Council had been requested to meet in 

order to consider the situation that had just arisen 
following the holding of electionsl~” in Southern Rhode- 
sia which had been condemned by the Security Council 

IY. 
‘M %c 2122nd mt&. pras 24-31. 32. 31-38 and 39.40. rc~pcct,~c. 

‘In S/I 3216. OR. J&h yr Suppl. jar Apr,l-June I 970. p. b4 
‘la 2142nd rnll.. praxdmg para I. 
“*I For details concerning these invilarlons. ICC chrptcr 111. 
‘I’* By a note dated 26 April 1979 the Permanent MISSION of Benin 

lo the United Nations trammilted the 1~x1 of a stalcmcnl cn[Illed 
“The Ekctionr of Ian Smith” consis~mg of an analytical and crlllcal 
briefin preacnwd by hir Callistus Ndlovu on lhe CICCI,~R~ heId ,” 
Sodwn Rhodaim in Apll 1979. under the cons~~t~,,on of ,hc 
s+cakd internal scthncnr (see S/I 3217. OR J&h Lrar, supp/ I,,, 
April-June 1979, p 64) 

in its resolution 445 (1978). He recalled that the 
so-called internal settlement constitution itself, upon 
which the elections were based, had also been rejected 
by the Council in its resolution 423 (1977). tie therefore 
appealed to the Council to reaffirm its position by 
condemning the elections and decluring them null und 
void.11” 

Mr. Ndlovu, referring to his analysis of the elections 
presented earlier,“” described the conduct of those 
elections and sought to show that, apart from being 
illegal, they had been based on discriminatory premises 
and had been conducted in blarantly repressive and 
unfair conditions for the African voters. He rcitcratcd 
that the elections just conducted would do nothing to 
change the situation in Zimbabwe especially with regard 
to the liberation war being waged by the Patriotic 
Front. He also warned against the involvement of South 
Africa which he said was attempting to link the solution 
of the Southern Rhodesian problem lo that of Namibia. 
He therefore called upon the Council to reaffirm its 
rejection of the election, to call upon all Member States 
not to recognize them or the resulting rdgimc and to 
denounce South Africa’s policics.‘*4’ 

The representative of Kenya, speaking on behalf of 
the Minister of Foreign Affairs of Kenya. Chairman of 
the OAU Council of Ministers at the time, affirmed 
that the elections were illegal, in any case, unfairly 
conducted and therefore unacceptable. Moreover, they 
could not bring peace to the country. The Council had 
thus a straightforward duty to reject them and instead 
urge Ian Smith and his colleagues lo return to the 
negotiating tablc.lza 

At the 2143rd meeting on 30 April 1979 the represen- 
tative of Kuwait, after reviewing some press reports on 
the conduct of the elections, said that the Council could 
not condone elections conqucted under emergency con- 
ditions, with no opposition .allowed, and where the 
proposed new Government was set merely to perpetuate 
white supremacy. The Council should therefore reaffirm 
its earlier resolutions with regard to the elections and to 
the so-called internal settlement. In the course of his 
statement he introduced a draft resolution (S/13282) 
sponsored by the delegations of Bangladesh, Bolivia, 
Gabon, Jamaica, Kuwait, Nigeria and Zambia.1*47 

The representative of France, while admitting the 
elections had thrown the question of Southern Rhodesia 
into deeper confusion, reaffirmed his Government’s 
position that the colonial territory of Southern Rhodesia 
was a special responsibility for the United Kingdom; 
France could not therefore associate itself with a draft 
resolution which did not permit an opportunity to the 
administering Power to handle its responsibilities 
first.1*48 

The representative of the United States reaffirmed 
that his Government still adhered to the United King- 

1:” 2142nd mtg.. paras. 7-15. 
‘J” See footnote I242 
12” 2142nd rnlg , paras 17-36 
“W lbrd, paras 85-93 
‘2” 2 I43rd mtg , parar ! .  15 
1!*1 IhId, pafJ, 27.11 
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dom proposals as the best and fairest solution to the 
problem of Southern Rhodesia. Quoting the United 
States Secretary of State he said that a broader solution 
required elections supervised by the United Nations. 
With regard to the draft resolution before the Council 
he reminded the Council that, according to United 
States law, the President of the United States had to 
determine whether the recent elections in Southern 
Rhodesia had been free and fair. Pending that detcrmi- 
nation the United States delegation could not take any 
position on the draft resolution and would therefore 
abstain on it, and would regard it as non-binding.‘*@ 

At the same meeting the seven-Power draft resolution 
was put to the vote and was adopted by 12 votes to none 
with three abstentions (France, the United Kingdom 
and the United States) as resolution 448 (1979), the 
text of which reads as follows: 

The Srruriry Council, 

Rrculling iIs resolutions on the question of Southern Rhodesia and 
in particular resolutions 253 (1968). 403 (1977). 41 I (1977). 423 
(1978). 437 (1978) and 445 (1979) rcaffirmmg the illegality of the 
Smith dgimc, 

Having heard the statement of the Chairman of the African Group. 

Having obo heard the slalcmcnt of the representative of the 
Patriotic Front of Zimbabwe, 

Rrujlirming resolulion 445 (1979). particularly its provision dc- 
claring that any elections held under the auspices or the illegal racisl 
rCgimc and Ihe rcrults thereof would be null and void and that no 
recognition would be accorded either by the United Nations or any 
Mcmbcr State to any rcprescntativc or organ established by that 

process. 

Grow/y conwmrd that the illegal racist minority rCgimc in 
Southern Rhodcrla proceeded with Ihe holding ol sham clcctlons in 
the Territory in utter defiance of the United Nations. 

C’onvincrd that these wcallcd clcctionr did not constitulc P 
gcnulnc exercise of the right ol the people of Zimbabwe 10 sclf-dctcr- 
mlnation and national mdcpcndencc and were dcsigncd to perpetuate 
white racist minority rule, 

Reaffirming the inalienable’ right of the people of Southern 
Rhodesia (Zimbabwe) 10 selfdetermination and indcpcndencc in 
accordance with General Assembly rcsolutlon 1514 (XV) of I4 
December 1960 and rhe legitimacy of their struggle to secure the 
enjoyment of such rights as scl forth in the Charter of the Umkd 
Nations, 

Hrrrrin~ rn mincl the rcbponslblllty of ever) Mcmkr Stdtc 10 adhcrc 
~rupulou\l) lo Security Counrll resolution> dnd declslons. and thclr 
rcspomiblllty IO ensure that in\tltullon\ and c1tlxns under IheIr 

)uris&crlon will observe the same. 

I Slronglr condrmn.c all attempts and manocuvres by the illegal 
rCglmc. lncludlng the so-called clccllon\ of April 1979. aimed JI 

rctumlng und cxtcndlng a rnc’lst mlnorlty rule and at prcvenlmg the 
ucccssion of Ilmbubwc 10 mdcpcndcncc and gcnulnc mJJo,rlly rule. 

2 &u(lirm.c the bo-c;lllcd clcc:lkm\ held under the JU\~ICL‘* t~l 
the tllcttal rack1 rdglme and the results thereof tt~ bc null and VCWI: 

J Wrlrtrurrr II‘ cull 1~1 till SIJIC\ nut 11, ,lcCllrd rccclpnlll~m 111 .~n\ 
rcprrrcnt~~~~c {)I (lr organ errabll\heJ by th.lt pruc’\\ .~nd 111 ~,brcrvc 
rtrlctly the Inundut~,ry \rnct~ns ugJln\l Sarulhcrl, Hh~rlc~ 

Speaking after the vote, rhc rcprcscnliitivc ()I’ lhc 
(Jnited Kingdom repeated [hat hi\ dclcgation ccbuld noI 
accept a resolution that attempted 10 circumhcribc the 
rights of Parliament or the freedom of iI> ;tc(ion\. 
However. he informed the Council that since the 

elections the United Kingdom Secretary of State for 
Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs had announced his 
intention to send his special envoy to Africa again for 
the purpose of exploring the possibility of holding a 
conference to be attended by all parties to the con- 
flict.“‘O 

Decision of 2 I December 1979 (2 18 1 st meeting): resolu- 
tion 460 (1979) 
By a letter dated 9 November l979’*” the Chairman 

of the Security Council Committee established in pursu- 
ance of resolution 253 (1968) concerning the question of 
Southern Rhodesia transmitted the text of a statement 
adopted by the Committee that day expressing grave 
concern about measures contemplated by the United 
Kingdom to discontinue in the near future the applica- 
tion of Council sanctions against the illegal rCgime in 
Southern Rhodesia, a matter which the Committee felt 
should more appropriately be left to the Council itself, 
which had instituted the sanctions in the first place. 

By a letter dated I2 December 1979”” the rcprcscn- 
tative of the United Kingdom informed the Council that 
on 3 December 1979 an order had been made providing 
for full resumption of United Kingdom authority over 
Southern Rhodesia. The foregoing arrangements were 
being worked out in the final stage of the constitutional 
conference on Southern Rhodesia under way at the time 
at Lancaster House, London. As a result, a British 
Governor had assumed his functions in Salisbury on I2 
December and the state of rebellion had been brought to 
an end. Therefore, the United Kingdom Government 
held, the situation in Southern Rhodesia had been 
remedied and the obligations of Member States under 
Article 25 of the Charter had been discharged. Accord- 
ingly the United Kingdom was terminating the mea- 
sures taken pursuant to the decisions adopted by the 
Security Council. 

In a letter dated 14 December 1979l:!! the reprcsenta- 
tivc of Madagascar, in his capacity as Chairman of the 
African Group of countries at the United Nations, 
expressed the great concern felt by the African Group at 
the decision of the United Kingdom to cease to dis- 
charge its obligations with regard to the mandatory 
sanctions against Southern Rhodesia in resolution 253 
(1968). The African Group considered the unilateral 
action of the United Kingdom to be illegal and corn- 
pletcly unacceptable. and requested the Council to 
maintain its authority in the matter. 

In 3 further letter dated I8 December 1979.‘*” the 
rcprcscntalivc of the United Kingdom, referring to his 
c;trIicr Iclter of I2 December, requested a meeting of 
the (‘ouncil to consider the matter. 

AI the 2 18 1st meeting on 21 December 1979. the 
Sccurily Council included the two letters from the 
rcprcscnt;ltivc of the United Kingdom and the letter 
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from the representative of Madagascar in its agenda. 
which was adopt& without objcction.1255 and considered 
the matter at that meeting. 

In the course of that meeting the President with the 
consent of the Council, invited the representatives of 
Botswana, Cuba, Liberia, Madagascar, Mozambique 
and the United Republic of Tanzania, at their rquest, 
to participate in the discussion without the right to vote. 
Also, in accordance with requests from the rcpresenta- 
tive of Kuwait and in absence of any objection from any 
member of the Council, the President extended an 
invitation under rule 39 to Mr. Clovis Maksoud.r2M 

At the beginning of the Council’s deliberations the 
President drew attention to a draft resolution 
(S/13699), which he said had been prepared in the 
course of prior consultations.‘25’ The Council then 
proceeded to vote on the draft resolution, which was 
adopted by 13 votes to none with two abstentions 
(Czechoslovakia and the USSR) as resolution 460 
(1979) and the text of which reads as follows: 

Thr Security Council, 

Rrcolling its resolutions 232 (1966) of 16 December 1966, 253 
(1968) of 29 May 1968 and subsequent related resolutions on the 
situation in Southern Rhodesia, 

Rrajfirming the provisions of General Assembly resolution IS14 
(XV) of I4 December 1960. 

NorIng wirh rorirjoaion that the conference held at Lancaster 
House in London has produced agreement on the Consthution for a 
free and independent Zimbabwe providing for genuine majority rule, 
on arrangements for bringing that Constitution into cffcc~ and on a 
cease-kc. 

A’oring o/so that the Government of the United Kingdom of Great 
Britain and Northern Ireland. having resumed its responsibility as the 
administering Power. is committed to decolonizing Southern Rhodesia 
on the basis of free and democratic elections which will lead Southern 
Rhodesia to genuine independence acceptable to the international 
community in accordance with the objcctivcs of resolution IS14 (XV), 

Drploring the loss of life. the waste and the suffering caused by the 
fourteen years of rebellion in Southern Rhodesia. 

Concciour of the need to take effective measures for the prevention 
and removal of all threats IO international peace and security in the 
region. 

I. Rruffirmr the inalienable right of the people of Zimbabwe IO 
self-determination. freedom and independence. as enshrined in the 
Charter of the United Nations and in conformity with the objectives 
of General Assembly resolution I514 (XV); 

2. Drcidrs. having regard to the agreement reached a~ the 
Lancaster House confcrcncc. to call upon Member States to terminate 
the measures taken against Southern Rhodesia under Chapter VII of 
the Charter pursuant to resolutions 232 (1966). 233 (1968) and 
subsequent related resolutions on the situation in Southern Rhodesia; 

3. Furthrr drcidn to dissolve the Committee established in 
pursuance of resolution 253 (1968) in accordance with rule 28 of the 
provisional rules of procedure of the Security Council; 

4. Commrnds Member States. particularly the front-line States. 
for their implementation of its resolutions on sanctions against 
Southern Rhodesia in accordance with their obligation under Article 
25 of the Charter; 

5 CO//J upoa all Member States and the specialized agencies to 
provide urgent assistance to Southern Rhodeslr and the front-lrne 
States for reconstruction purposes and to facilitate the repatriation of 
all refugees or dtsplaced pcrsonr to Southern Rhodesia, 

““218lst mtg..precedingpara I. 
‘ly For details concerning these invitations, see chapter III 
I”* 2181~1 mtg , para 3 

6 Calls for strict adherence to the agreements reached Itnd for 
their full and faithful implemcntutton by the administering Power and 
all the parties concerned. 

7. Colb upon the administering Power IO ensure that no South 
Afrtcan or other external forces. regular or mercenary. will remain tn 
or enter Southern Rhodesia. e~ccpl those forces provided for under the 
Lancaster House agreement; 

8. RrpurJfr the Secretary-General to assist in the implementa. 
tion of paragraph 5 of the present resolution. pitrticulurty in organir. 
ing with immediate effect all forms of financirl. tcrhntcal and 
material assistance to the States concerned in order to cn;thlr them to 
overcome the economic mnd social difficulties facing them. 

9. DrcidrJ to keep the situation in Southern Rhodesia under 
review until the Territory attains full independence. 

After the vote the Secretary-General made a state- 
ment. He welcomed the formal signing that day in 
London of the constitutional agreement which he said 
had set in motion the process by which Southern 
Rhodesia would become free and independent under 
genuine majority rule. He also noted that the resolution 
just adopted had terminated the Security Council sanc- 
tions against Southern Rhodesia. During the subsistence 
of those sanctions, he further noted, certain countries in 
the region, particularly Zambia and Mozambique, had 
encountered enormous difficulties: their economic and 
social structures, like those of Southern Rhodesia itself, 
had been seriously disrupted and would, therefore, 
rquirc massive international assistance for restoration. 
In the resolution the Security Council had appropriately 
addressed itself to that need. The Secretary-General 
assured the Council that, in consultation with the 
Governments concerned and with the appropriate inter- 
national agencies, he would do everything possible to 
organize assistance to the front-line States and would 
soon enter into discussions with the new Government of 
Zimbabwe in order to organize an effective programme 
of financial, economic and technical assistance for the 
country. Finally, with regard to repatriation of refugees 
to Southern Rhodesia, he said that the United Nations 
High Commissioner for Refugees would act to facilitate 
such repatriation and settlement and was also willing to 
co-ordinate other international efforts to that cnd.lr” 

The representative of the United Kingdom said that 
his delegation was pleased to support a resolution that, 
among other things, had terminated the sanctions, 
although the United Kingdom had already considered 
them automatically terminated with the return of the 
colonial territory to legality. He then referred to the 
constitutional settlement of the Southern Rhodesian 
question achieved in London, which he regarded as an 
event of great historical importance, and paid tribute to 
all those involved in that achievement. Looking to the 
future he urged that all the parties to the agreement 
should honour their commitments so as to make the 
agreement a SUCCESS. He also expressed the hope that 
due attention would be paid to the resettlement of the 
refugees in Zimbabwe and the restoration of the eco- 
nomic and social structure there.1*59 

‘I” Ibtd.. paras. 6- I5 
Iz’* lbrd, paras 16-23 



The representative of Zambia also Hclcomed the 
constitutional agreement reached in London, which he 
said had &en facilitated by the final communiquC 
adopted in August 1979 at Lusaka, Zambia, by the 
Commonwealth Heads of Government.‘2bo He recalled 
how much Zambia had suffered through military at- 
tacks by the illegal rCgime and through its sacrificial 
application of the sanctions against the rtgimc. He 
stated his Government’s view that, contrary to the 
Position of the United Kingdom and other countries that 
had acted unilaterally, the sanctions could only be 
abrogated by the Security Council itself. However, now 
that the Council had done so, he commended the 
Security Council Committee on sanctions for its work in 
monitoring the application of those sanctions, as well as 
those countries that had complied with them. He also 
urged the Council to warn South Africa to remove all its 
military forces and other personnel from Southern 
Rhodesia and against any contemplation that Govern- 
ment might ha&our to intervene in Southern Rhode- 
sia.lIbl 

The representative of Mozambique reviewed the his- 
tory of the struggle for independence in Zimbabwe and 
of the application of sanctions. He quantified some of 
the actual losses suffered by Mozambique in the pro- 
cess. He drew attention, however, to the difficulties soon 
to be encountered with the re-opening of the borders 
with Zimbabwe and stressed the need for international 
assistance to restore the damaged or disused means of 
communication in particular.‘lb’ 

Mr. Maksoud said that the Arab Group of States and 
the League of Arab States joined the international 
community in welcoming the constitutional agreement 
reached in London, and expressed the hope that the 
lessons learnt over the Southern Rhodesian question 
might facilitate the struggle by the Palestinian people in 
their own cause.‘*b1 I 

The representatives of the United States and France 
similarly welcomed the constitutional resolution of the 
Southern Rhodesian issue and expressed the hope that 
all the parties concerned would act in good faith to 
promote a successful implementation of the agree- 
IlIcllt.0” 

The rcprcsentatives of Czechoslovakia and the USSR 
cxpreshcd ~mc doubts about the agrrcment reached in 
I .ondon, iind withoul uny guarnntce of a positive 
uutcomc CA the substance 4 the agreement said to have 
been concluded. they felt that the termination of the 
sunctiom by the Council U’;IS ;I premature move. For 
that reuson they h;rd decldcd to abstain on the draft 
resolution Just voted on by the c‘ounciI.‘16’ 

All the other speakers’*“b stressed similar points: 
concern about the implementation of the agreement 

concluded in London and anxiety about any sinister 
counter-moves by South Africa. Some of them looked at 
the agreement as a victory for the nationalist liberation 
forces of Zimbabwe and regarded it as an instructive 
lesson for the nationalist forces in Namibia, upon which 
matter they urged the Council to exercise close vigi- 
lance. Others maintained that the agreement had not 
absolved the United Kingdom of its primary rcsponsibil- 
ity for Southern Rhodesia and still looked to it for 
ensuring faithful implrmentation of the agreement; they 
also criticized the United Kingdom and the United 
States for their unilateral termination of the sanctions. 
Nevertheless, most of them regarded the London agree- 
ment as a welcome relief from a conflict of potential 
international proportions, and expressed satisfaction 
that the peaceful resolution of the crisis had reaffirmed 
the authority of the Security Council. 

Declsioa of 2 February 1980 (2196th meeting): rcsolu- 
tion 463 (1980) 
By a letter dated 25 January 19801u7 the rcpresenta- 

tive of Malawi, in his capacity as Chairman of the 
African Group of Countries at the United Nations, and 
upon the instructions of the OAU, requested an urgent 
meeting of the Security Council to consider the situation 
in Southern Rhodesia which, he said, had arisen from 
gross violations by the United Kingdom Government of 
the constitutional agreement on Southern Rhodesia 
concluded in London in December 1979. 

At the 2192nd meeting on 30 January 1980 the 
Council included the letter from Malawi in its agenda, 
which was adopted without objection.‘*” and the matter 
was considered at five meetings held from 30 January to 
2 February 1980. 

In the course of those meetings the President, with 
the consent of the Council, invited the representatives of 
Algeria, Botswana, Cuba, Egypt, Ghana, Kenya, Libc- 
ria, Malawi, Mozambique, Nigeria, Somalia, Uganda, 
the United Republic of Tanzania, Viet Nam, Yugosla- 
via and Zaire, at their request, to participate in the 
discussion without the right to vote. Also, in accordance 
with requests from the representatives of Nigeria, 
Tunisia and Zambia and in the absence of objection, the 
President extended invitations under rule 39 to Messrs. 
Tirivafi Kangai. Johnstone Makatini and Callistus 
Ndlovu.““’ 

The Minister for Foreign Affairs of Liberia, speaking 
on behalf of the Chairman of the OAU, said that the 
meeting had been called so that the Security Council 
and the international community might be informed of 
Africa’s concern at the serious violations of the constitu- 
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tional agreement concluded in London for solving the 
Southern Rhodesian question. He said that it was a 
matter of great irony that the United Kingdom, as the 
administering Power primarily responsible for upholding 
the agreement, should itself be the violator of that 
accord. Of the violations complained of he singled out 
the following which he said were arousing the greatest 
concern: the continued presence of South African troops 
and mercenaries in Southern Rhodesia; the partiality 
shown by the British Governor in his implementation of 
the agreement; the deployment of the Southern Rhode- 
sia forces by the Governor instead of confining them to 
their bases, and the renewal by the Governor of the 
emergency regulations for a further period of six 
months, contrary to the spirit and intent of the agrcc- 
ment. 

Expounding on those complaints the Minister for 
Foreign Affairs of Liberia said that, contrary to assur- 
ances and explanations given by the United Kingdom 
authorities, there were up to 6,OfKt South African 
military and police personnel all over Southern Rhodc- 
sia and not just a few confined to the protection of the 
Bcit Bridgc.r*m The continuation of the martial law and 
the emergency regulations would perpetuate a climate 
of intimidation, and any elections conducted under those 
conditions could not bc less objectionable than those 
held previously under the so-called internal settlement, 
which had been rejected by the international communi- 
ty. For all those reasons, be said, the African countries 
appealed to the Security Council to prevail upon the 
United Kingdom to implement scrupulously the London 
agreement, which the Patriotic Front of Zimbabwe had 
been induced to sign in expectation of good faith. In 
particular, he enumerated the following measures 
which, in the opinion of the African countries, were 
necessary to ensure a fair implementation of the agree- 
ment: immediate expulsion of all South African military 
and mercenary personnel from Southern Rhodesia; 
immediate confinement of Southern Rhodesian security 
and auxiliary forces to their bases; the release of all 
political prisoners, and the freedom of all Zimbabwe 
exiles to return to Southern Rhodesia without harass- 
ment. He concluded by reading the text of a message 
sent to the Prime Minister of the United Kingdom by 
the President of Liberia on 14 January 1980. in which 
similar pleas were made to the United Kingdom Gov- 
ernment.‘*” 

The representative of the United Kingdom denied 
that there had been a deterioration of the situation in 
Southern Rhodesia; he sought to show on the contrary 
that since the coming into effect of the London agrce- 
mcnt there was mounting evidence of a return to 
normalcy in the territory. Nevertheless, he gave a 
detailed account of incidents perpetrated by various 
interested parties which, he acknowledged, were making 
implementation of the agreement difficult. But he 
pointed out that all such incidents were being handled 

‘v~ The bridge II the border point on the highway IinkIng Southern 
Rhodesia and South Afrtu. 

‘I” 2192nd mtl.. paras. I 3-M 

by the Electoral and Cease-fire Commissions on which 
all the interested parties wcrc represented. 

Addressing himself to the specific complaints raised 
by the African countries. the rcprescntutivc of the 
United Kingdom informed the Council that ott that very 
day the South African military contingent had been 
withdrawn from the Rhodesian side of the Bcit Bridge. 
On the question of deployment of the Southern Rhodc- 
sian auxiliary forces, he said that, while recognized as 
part of the Southern Rhodesian forces, they had been 
deployed in accordance with the London agreement in 
order to help the police monitor effectively the ceasc- 
fire. He noted however that some members of the 
Patriotic Front force had not scrupulously obscrvcd the 
requirement to stay at their assembly points. 

He further explained that the Governor’s decision to 
renew the emergency regulations had been taken with a 
view to dealing with acts of lawlessness and violence in 
the country as a whole. The same rationale had applied 
to the continuation of martial law over a large area of 
Southern Rhodesia; however, the martial law courts 
were no longer functioning and many martial law 
detainees had been released. With regard to the rcpatri- 
ation of Zimbabwe refugees he said that although the 
programme had not gone as smoothly as expected there 
was no complicity to deny the refugees their right of 
return; already some 4,000 had returned from Botswana 
and arrangements were under way for the return of 
those from Mozambique and Zambia. Finally he gave 
assurance that the Governor was acting properly and 
impartially although his task was a difficult one, noting 
how each of the interested parties had variously accused 
the Governor of partiality.“” 

Mr. Kangai, speaking as representative of the Patriot- 
ic Front of Zimbabwe, commented on some of the 
principal complaints raised in the letter from Malawi 
and by the Minister for Foreign Affairs of Liberia, and 
added that, contrary to the assurance given by the 
representative of the United Kingdom, the Patriotic 
Front did not believe that all South African troops had 
left Southern Rhodesia. He claimed that the South 
African military personnel operating in Southern Rho- 
desia fell into three categories: those under direct South 
African command, those on secondment to the Southern 
Rhodesian forces and mercenaries. The Patriotic Front 
also rejected the deployment of the Southern Rhodesian 
auxiliary forces for monitoring the cease-fire, which it 
regarded as a clear violation of the London agreement. 
That was the duty of the Commonwealth observer 
forces, he said, which were also entrusted with monitor- 
ing the confinement of the forces of all the interested 
parties to their bases or assembly points.1273 

Mr. Ndlovu similarly accentuated the complaints of 
the Patriotic Front. He enumerated a number of 
instances which the Patriotic Front considered as clear 
manifestations of favouritism to the Administration of 
the rejected internal settlement. He said that the 
continued presence of South African troops on Zim- 

I)‘.’ lbrd, para, 35.6J 
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babwe soil, apart from being contrary to the London 
agreement, constituted a serious threat to internal 
peace. He appealed to the Council to redress the 
complaints raised, otherwise, he warned, a serious 
confrontation would ensue, jeopardizing the peaceful 
settlement agreement that had been achieved at the 
London confercncc.1~74 

All the representatives of the other African countries 
that participated in the discussionll” repeated and 
reiterated with more or less emphasis the principal 
complaints raised against the implementation of the 
London agreement, and appealed to the Security Coun- 
cil to take the necessary measures to rectify the 
situation while there was still time. Many of them urged 
the Security Council to prevail upon the United King- 
dom to adhere strictly to the provisions of resolution 460 
(1979) and to ensure scrupulous impltmtntation of the 
London agreement. 

The representative of the USSR said’l’* that the statc- 
merits made by the African representatives had borne 
out his delegation’s doubts that the London agreement 
would ever be the basis for a peaceful resolution of the 
Southern Rhodesia question. He contended that the 
actions of the United Kingdom Government and of the 
Governor in Southern Rhodesia were deliberately in- 
tended to benefit those in power in the territory under 
the so-called and discredited internal settlement consti- 
tution. He claimed that such khaviour was in conformi- 
ty with the design of certain Western countries to keep 
in power minority, racist rCgimes in southern Africa for 
the benefit of those countries and their transnational 
corporations. The views of the USSR delegation were 
supported by the representative of the German Demo- 
cratic Rtpublic.‘z” 

The representative of China supported the various 
views and proposals put forward by the African rcpre- 
sentatives and urged the Security Council to give serious 
consideration to them. His delegation also urged that 
the Council should strongly condemn South Africa for 
its interference in Southern Rhodesia’s internal affairs 
and call upon the administering Power to ensure imme- 
diate withdrawal of all the South African forces and 
mcrccnurics from the territory.“‘” 

The rcprcscntativc of the United Kingdom made a 
further statement in reply to some of the statements 
made. tic repeated that in conformity with the London 
tigrccnrcnt the Governor was entitled to call out the 
Rhodesian forces, which were themselves monitored, to 
monitor the cease-fire; but he also added that the 
deployment of the Rhodcsian forces had been ncccssitat- 
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ed by the failure of the Zimbabwe African National 
Liberation Army (ZANLA)‘l’P to assemble or remain at 
their assigned points. He pointed out, moreover, that 
there was a Cease-fire Commission established under 
the London agreement to which any relevant violations 
should be referred, rather than to the Security Council. 
He also denied the claims about the presence of South 
African forces in Southern Rhodesia apart from those 
recently withdrawn to the South African border of the 
Bcit Bridge. On the contrary, he said, there were several 
military personnel of other nationalities, notably those 
of the Front for the Liberation of Mozambique, operat- 
ing with ZANLA. which had not complied with the 
requirement to assemble at the assigned points. He 
concluded by informing the Council that, with regard to 
repatriation of the refugees. informal agreement had 
been reached as to the number of refugees expected to 
be repatriated daily from Botswana, Mozambique and 
Zambia. He also informed the Council that the United 
Kingdom Government had announced an allocation of 
f  1.15 million to assist in such repatriation in response 
to the appeal by the United Nations High Commission- 
er for Rcfugees.‘*M 

At the 2196th meeting on 2 February 1980 the 
Council had before it a draft resolution 
(S/l 3777IRcv.l) sponsored by the delegations of Ban- 
gladesh, Jamaica, Mexico, Niger, the Philippines, Tuni- 
sia and Zambia, which was put to the vote and was 
adopted by 14 votes to none (the United Kingdom did 
not participate in the voting) as resolution 463 (1980), 
which reads as follows: 

Tht Srcvriry Council. 

Having ronsidertd the latest developments in Southern Rhodesia 
(Zimbabwe). 

Rrcalling its resolutions on the situation in Southern Rhodesia. and 
in particular its resolution 460 (1979) of 21 December 1979. 

Noring that the conference held at Lancaster House in London has 
produced agreement on the Constitu.ion for a free and independent 
Zimbabwe providing for genuine majority rule. on arrangements for 
bringing that Constitution into effect and on a cease-fire. 

Noting a/Jo that the Government of the United Kingdom of Grat 
Britain and Northern Ireland. having resumed its responsibility as the 
udministcrinR Power. is comrmtted to decolonizing Southern Rhodesia 
on the basis of fire and democratic elections which will lead Southern 
Rho&sir to Benuinc mdcpcndcncc acceptable to the intcrnrtiona) 
community. In accordnncc wth the objectives of General Assembly 
resolution I514 (XV) of I4 December 1960. 

Concrrnrd at the numerous wolallons of the tcrmz of the Lancaster 

H*usc rrgrccmcnt. 

Rraj/irmtng the need for strict compltrncc with the termr of 
pragraph 7 of rewlu~wn 460 (1979). whxh uIM upon the 
udministcring Power to ensure that no South African or other external 
forces. regular or mercenary, would remain in or enter Southern 
Rhodesia. cacep~ thae forces provided for under the Lancaslcr House 

agrctmcnl. 

I Uru/jirms the maltenable right of the people of Zimbabwe to 
self-detcrmmauon, freedom and mdcpendence. as enshrined in the 
Charter of the United NatIons and m conformity with the objectives 

of General Assembly resolution 1514 (XV); 

2 CO//S upon all panln to comply with the Lancaster H- 

agreement. 

ItI* A component of the armed forces of the Rtriolic Front of 
Zlmbabwc 
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3. Co//s upon the administering Power IO ensure the full and 

impartial imp(emcn~ation of the letter and spirit of the Lancaster 
House agreement; 

4. Calls upon the Governmenl of the United Kingdom of Great 
Britain and Northern Ireland. while noting its announcement that the 
South Afriun troopa have ken withdrawn from the Beit Bridge. to 
ensure Ihe immbdi;tc, complete and uncondilional withdrawal of any 

other South African forces, repular or mercenary. from Southern 
Rhodesia: 

5 Co/is upon the Government of the United Kingdom lo take all 
nary steps in order to cnsutc that eligible Zimbabwe nution& 
WIII freely participele in the forthcoming elccloral prwess. indudin8. 

(0) The speedy and unimpcdcd return of Zimbabwe erilcs and 
refqces in conformily with Ihe Lancaslcr House a8reemcnl; 

(b) The rclusc of all political prisoners; 

(c) The strict compliance by all the forces with the terms of Ihe 
Lancaster House l srccmcnl and the confinement forthwith of the 
Rhode&an and auxiliary forces IO their bases in conformity with the! 
agreement; 

(d) The according of cqual treatment to all pprtics lo Ihe 
agreement; 

(c) The rescinding of all emcrlcncy musura and rcplations 
inconsistent with the conduct of free and fair elections; 

6. Culls upon the Government of the United Kingdom lo create 
conditions in Southern Rhoduia which will ensure free and fair 
clecrions and thereby avert the danger of the collap~ of the Lancaster 
House agrcemcnl. which could have serious consequences for intcrna- 
tional peace and security; 

7. Calls upon the Government of the United Kingdom to release 
any South African polilical prisoners, including captured freedom 
filhtcrs. in Southern Rhodesia and to ensure their safe passage lo any 
country of their choice; 

8. Strongly condemns the rrcist rdgime in South Africa for 
interference in the internal affairs of Southern Rhodesia: 

9. Calls upon all Member State lo respect only Ihc free and fair 
choice of the people of Zimbabwe; 

IO. L4cldrs to keep Ihe situation in Southern Rhodesia under 
review until the Territory attains full independence under genuine 

majority rule. 

Following the vote the rcprcsentative of the United 
Kingdom explained his delegation’s non-participation in 
the vote, explaining that the draft resolution was 
unbalanced and selective, and purported to give guid- 
ance on the United Kingdom’s administration of its 
colonial territory otherwise than in accordance with the 
terms of the London agreement; the United Kingdom 
delegation could not associate itself with such a resolu- 
tion.b2s’ 

The representative of the United States said that, 
although difficulties had occurred during the implemen- 
tation of the London agreement, it was necessary for the 
parties concerned to build on the positive elements that 
had so far emerged. He exhorted all others not party to 
the agreement to exercise patience and exhibit forbear- 
ance in their criticism. In explanation of vote he said 
that he understood that the resolution just adopted 
called on the United Kingdom and the parties concerned 
to play their part in implementing the agreement, but 
his delegation did not accept charges of violations of 
that agreement.ln* 

The representative of Portugal said that his deicga- 
tion had rupported the resolution because it reflected 
the apprehension of the world community about the 

‘*‘I 2196th ml&. paras. 5 and 6 
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developments in Southern Rhodesia, but that his dclcga- 
tion had trust in the ability of the United Kingdom to 
implement the London agreement impartially.l*‘~ 

THE SITUATION IN SOUTH AFRICA: KILLINGS ANI) VIO- 
LENCE BY THE AfARTHEfD RctilME IN SOWET AND 
OTHER AREAS 

Decision of 19 June 1976 (1930th meeting): rc.wIulion 
392 (1976) 

By lettcr’*‘4 dated I8 June 1976 addressed to the 
President of the Security Council, the rcpreaentutivcs of 
Benin, the Libyan Arab Republic and the United 
Republic of Tanzania. in accordance with the decision 
of the African Group, requested an emergency meeting 
of the Security Council to consider the measures of 
repression, including wanton killings, perpetrated by the 
apartheid rtgime in South Africa against the African 
people in Sowcto and other areas in South Africa. 

By tclegram~~~5 dated 18 June 1976 addressed to the 
Secretary-General, the President of Madagascar, in 
view of the outburst of violence in Sowcto and several 
other places in South Africa, requested the Sccretary- 
General to convene the Security Council as a matter of 
urgency and to call upon all nations, particularly the 
developed countries, to implement the relevant resolu- 
tions of the General Assembly and the Security Council. 

At the 1929th meeting on 18 June 1976, the Council 
included the item in its agenda.l*W In the course of the 
discussions the President, with the consent of the 
Council, invited the representatives of Algeria, Cuba, 
India, Liberia, Madagascar, South Africa, the United 
Republic of Cameroon, Yugoslavia and Zambia, at their 
request, to participate in the discussion without the right 
to vote.‘*“ 

The Council also extended invitations under rule 39 
of the provisional rules of procedure to Mr. Trami 
Mhlambiso of the African National Congress of South 
Africa and Mr. David Sibeko of the Pan Africanist 
Congress of Azania.‘*“ 

The question was considered at the 1929th and 
1930th meetings, held on I8 and I9 June 1976. 

At the 1929th meeting the rcpraentativc of Liberia, 
speaking on behalf of the African Group, stated that the 
events in Sowcto were reminiscent of what took place in 
Sharpeville in 1960, constituted a violation of human 
rights and had become the concern of the international 
community. She pointed out that the African States 
condemned the atrocities by the Pretoria rtgimc, which 
had resulted in the deaths of hundreds of innocent 
people, including children. and calltd on the Security 
Council to take bold and positive action against South 
Africa which for the past 30 years had flouted resolu- 
lions of both the Security Council and the General 
Assembly.‘*‘* 

‘1” Ibid. prar 72 and 73 
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At the same meeting the rcprcscntative of Algeria 
called on the Council to reaffirm unanimously the 
condemnation of apartheid. to express the solidarity of 
the Council with the African people in South Africa and 
to issue an absolute prohibition of any political, econom- 
ic or military relations with the Pretoria rtgimc.rzW 

The representative of the United Republic of Tanza- 
nia reviewed the developments in South Africa which he 
called a direct threat to international peace and security 
and expressed his belief that the Council had to do 
everything within its power, in accordance with the 
appropriate provisions of the Charter, to ensure that an 
end was put to the apartheid system.‘zP1 

The representative of the USSR agreed with the press 
statement issued on 17 June 1976 by the Acting 
Chairman of the United Nations Special Committee 
against Apartheid in which an appeal had been made 
for a total embargo on all supplies to the armed forces 
and police of South Africa and for the complete 
international isolation of the South African racist 
rCgimc. and supported the strongest sanctions against 
South Africa, as provided for in the Charter.‘*** 

At the same meeting. the President informed the 
Council of a letter dated I8 June 1976 from the 
Rapporteur of the Special Committee against Apartheid 
with a request to address the Council on the item. In 
accordance with previous practice, the President pro- 
posed that the Council extend an invitation, under rule 
39 of the provisional rules of procedure, to the Rappor- 
teur of the Special Committee against Apartheid. In the 
absence of objections, it was so decided.‘“’ 

The Rapporteur of the Special Committee against 
Apartheid reiterated the Committee’s appeal for a total 
embargo on all supplies for the armed forces and police 
in South Africa, and for the total isolation of the South 
African racist rCgime and, expressed its view that the 
Council should not only condemn the latest atrocities in 
South Africa, but also demand that the rtgime end 
forthwith its violence against innocent black Africans 
and take immediate steps to abolish the system of 
aparlhrid and racial discrimination.ll+’ 

The Prccidcnt informed the Council that the sponsors 
of IIIC drrtft resolution contained in document S/I2103 
had uskcd to make the following additions: at the end of 
the second preambulur paragraph, “1976”, was added; a 
new second preambular paragraph was inserted before 
the existing second preambular paragraph reading as 
follows: “Having considered also the telegram from the 
President of the Democratic Republic of Madagascar 
addressed to the Secretary-General (S/I 2 IO1 )“. 

At the 1930th meeting on I9 June 1976. the rcprcsen- 
tativc of the United Republic of Tanzania introduced 
the draft resolution’” on behalf of the delegations of 
Benin, Guyana, the Libyan Arab Republic, Pakistan, 

‘No lhrd. prrss. 19-30 
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Panama. Romania. Sweden and the Unit4 Republic of 
Tanzania. 

In explaining his participation in the debate the 
rCprCSCtttgtiVC of South Africa statad that it should not 
be construed as modifying in any way the well-known 
position of his delegation on Article 2, paragraph 7, of 
the Charter, which was documented in the records of 
the Organization.‘m 

In the course of the 1929th and 1930th meetings a 
number of speakers called for the imposition of ma- 
sures stipulated in Chapter VII of the Charter of the 
United Nations.r2*’ 

The representative of Italy proposed to adopt the 
draft resolution by consensus.‘“’ 

The representative of Benin, on behalf of the sponsors 
of the draft resolution, said that there were no objec- 
tions to the Council proceeding in the manner proposed 
by the representative of Italy. 

The President announced that inasmuch as draft 
resolution S/I 2103 had unanimous support in the Coun- 
cil, there appeared to be no need to vote upon it 
formally. 

At the same meeting draft resolution S/12103 was 
unanimously adopted by consensus as resolution 392 
( I 976).lzw 

The resolution reads as follows: 

Thr Srcurify Council. 

Having ronsidcrrd the letter of the representatives of Renin. the 
Libyan Arab Republic and the United Republic of Tanzania, on 
behalf of the African Group at the United Nations, concerning the 
mcawm of repression. including wanton killings. perpetrated by the 
oparrhrid regime in South Africa against the African people in 
Sowcto and other areas in South Africa, 

Having conridrrrd also the telegram from the President of the 
Democratic Republic of Madagascar to the Secretary-General, 

Derply shocked over large-scale killings and wounding of Africans 
in South Africa, following the callous shooting of African people 
including schoolchildren and students demonstrating against racial 
discrimination on 16 June 1976, 

Convinrrd that this situation has been brought about by the 
continued imposition by the South African Government of apurrheid 
and racial ducrimination. in defiance of the resolutions of the Security 
Council and the General Assembly. 

I Sfrongl,v condrmm the South Afriun Government for its 
rcvort IO massive violence agamrt and killings of the African people 
includmg schoolchildren and students and others opposing racial 
dtrcriminatton; 

2. Exprrssts its profound sympathy to the victims of this 
violence: 

3. Rro/lirmJ that the pohcy of uparrhcid is a crime against the 
conscience and dignity of mankind and seriotuly disturbs international 
peace and security; 

4. Rrcognirer the legitimacy of the struggle of the South African 
people for the elimination of apartheid and racial discrimination; 

5. Cd//r upon the South African Government urgently to end 
violence against the Afrtcan people and to take urgent step to 
eliminrte aporrhrid and racial discrimination; 

6. &rtdrs to rematn seized of the matter. 

I* 1930th mtg.. parar. 150-179. 
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Speaking in explanation of joining the consensus the 
rcpracntativc of the United States of America stated 
that he did so on the understanding that the language of 
the resolution fell under Chapter VI of the Charter and 
did not imply any Chapter VII determination. HC 
emphasized the sensitiveness of the United Stales to the 
limits of the Security Council’s jurisdiction imposed by 
Article 2, paragraph 7, of the Charter under which no 
organ of the United Nations was authorized to intervene 
in matters which were essentially within the domestic 
jurisdiction of any State, except where enforcement 
measures under Chapter VII were to be applied. He 
added that that resolution before the Council was not 
providing for enforcement mcasures.lOo 

The representative of the United Kingdom explained 
that his support for the resolution in no way indicated 
any diminution of the importance the United Kingdom 
attached to the strictest adherence to Article 2, para- 
graph 7, of the Charter and that Article 2, paragraph 7, 
was qualified by the parallel duty of the United Nations 
under Articles 55 and 56 of the Charter to concern itself 
with questions of human rights and fundamental frtc- 
doms.r”’ 

At the end of the meeting the President noted that in 
accordance with tbt resolution adopted by the Council it 
remained seized of the mattcr.rM* 

On 3 August 1976, the Special Committee against 
Aporrheld transmitted a special reportrJOl entitled “The 
Soweto massacre and its aftermath”. The Special Com- 
mittee recommended that the Security Council again 
consider the situation in South Africa in the light of the 
defiance by the South African rtgime of the relevant 
resolutions of the Council, in particular resolution 392 
(1976), and the continued aggravation of the situation 
by massive repression. The Special Committee further 
recommended that the Security Council declare that the 
rapidly worsening situation in South Africa resulting 
from the policies of upurrheid of the Pretoria rdgime 
was a grave threat to international peace and security, 
and that the Council take early action under Chapter 
VII of the Charter of the United Nations. 

COMPLAINT BY THE PRIME MINISTER OF MAURITIUS, 
CURREM CHAIRMAN OF THE OAU, OF THE “ACT OF 
AGGRESSION” BY ISRAEL AGAINST THE REPUBLIC OF 
UGANDA 

Decision of 14 July 1976 (1943rd meeting): rejection of 
the two-Power draft resolution 
By Ieltcr~YY dated 6 Jut!1 1976 addressed lo the 

President of the Security Council, the Assistant Exccu- 
live Secretary of the Organization of African Unity 
(OAU) transmitted the text of a telegram by the Prime 
Minister of Mauritius, the current Chairman of the 
OAU. The telegram stated that on 4 July, the Assembly 
of Heads of Slate and Government of the OAU in 
Mauritius had received information concerning the 

invasion of Uganda by Israeli commandos and had 
decided to request the Security Council to meet urgently 
to consider that wanton act of aggression against a 
Member State of the United Nations. 

By lettertW’ dated 6 July 1976 addressed to the 
President of the Security Council the representative of 
Mauritania, as Chairman of the African Group for the 
month of July, requested the President to convene a 
meeting of the Council as a matter of urgency to 
consider the contents of the telegram of 6 July from the 
Chairman of OAU. 

By earlier letter Ia dated 4 July 1976 addressed to the 
Secretary-General, the representative of Israel transmit- 
ted excerpts from a statement made by the Prime 
Minister of Israel with regard lo an operation conducted 
by the Israeli Defcncc Forces at Entebbe international 
airport in Uganda. The Prime Minister stated that the 
decision to undertake the operation had been taken by 
the Government of Israel on its sole responsibility and 
described it as an achievement in the struggle against 
terrorism. 

By another letter ‘10’ dated 5 July 1976 addressed to 
the President of the Security Council the representative 
of Uganda transmitted the text of a message dated 4 
July from the President of the Republic of Uganda 
charging that the Israeli invasion had been well-planned 
with the full co-operation of some other countries, 
including Kenya and the Western Powers. Uganda 
requested that Israel be condemned in the strongest 
possible terms for its aggression.‘” 

At the 1939th meeting on 9 July 1976 the Council 
included the four letters in its agendalOp and considered 
the item from the 1939th to 1943rd meetings between 9 
and I4 July 1976. 

In the course of its deliberations the Council invited 
the representatives of Cuba, the Federal Republic of 
Germany, Guinea, India, .Isracl, Kenya, Mauritania, 
Mauritius, Qatar, Somalia, Uganda, the United Rtpub- 
lit of Cameroon and Yugoslavia at their request to take 
part in the discussions without the right to v~te.“‘~ 

1*1Sl12128. ibid.. p. 7. 
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At the 1939th meeting the Secretary-Gcnetal stated 
that the case before the Council raised a number of 
complex issues because in this instance the response of 
one State to the results of an act of hijacking involved 
an action affecting another sovereign State. The world 
community was currently rquired to deal with unprecc- 
dented problems arising from acts of international 
terrorism, which raised many issues of a humanitarian, 
moral, legal and political character for which currently 
no commonly agreed rules or solutions existed. He 
hoped that the Council would find a way to point the 
world community in a constructive direction so that it 
might be spared a repetition of the human tragedies of 
the past and the type of conflict between States which 
was currently before the CounciL1’” 

The representative of Uganda gave a detailed account 
of the events at Entebbe on 28 June 1976 and said that 
his country had never condoned international piracy and 
it was therefore not true, as Israel had alleged, that 
Uganda had collaborated with the hijackers. The Ugan- 
dan Government became involved in the affair acciden- 
tally and purely on humanitarian considerations. He 
called upon the Council unreservedly to condemn in the 
strongest possible terms Israel’s aggression and dcmand- 
ed full compensation from Israel for the damage to life 
and property caused during the invasion.“‘? 

The representative of Mauritania speaking on behalf 
of the Group of African States in the United Nations 
said that Israel violated the sovereignty and indepen- 
dence of a State Member of the United Nations and the 
OAU. That was aggression in the meaning of article I 
of the annex to resolution 3314 (XXIX). It was also 
clear that this act of aggression was incompatible with 
Article 2 of the United Nations Charter and particu- 
larly paragraph 4 of that Article.“” 

The representative of Israel giving his account of 
events at Entebbe charged that President Amin of 
Uganda was in fact co-operating with the hijackers. 
Israel was left with no alternative but to rescue the 
hostages and escort them to safety. He reiterated that 
Israel accepted full and sole responsibility for the action 
:lnd th11t no tjthcr Government was at any stage party to 
the planning or the execution of the operation. Uganda 
had violated a basic tenet of international law in failing 
to protect foreign nationals on its territory, and had 
violated the I970 Convention on the Suppression or 
Unlawful Seizure of Aircraft, which had been ratified 
by both Israel and Uganda. He called on the Council to 
declare war on international terror, to outlaw it and 
eradicate it wherever it might be.“” 

The representative of Kenya stated that the Council 
had gathered to discuss aggression committed against 
Uganda by Israel. Unfortunately, in lodging its com- 
plaint Uganda had deemed it fitting to drag Kenya into 
that affair. The Israeli aggression came as a complete 
surprise (0 Kenya, contrary to some baseless accusations 
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that Kenya had had prior knowledge of it and had 
collaborated with Israel. Kenya had &n duty-bound to 
allow the Israeli planes to land on purely humanitarian 
grounds and in accordance with international law. 
Kenya viewed with great concern the aggression mm- 
mitted by the Israelis against Uganda.1)” 

The representative of Qatar, speaking on bthalfof the 
Arab Group of Member States, said that the implication 
of the Israeli action was that stronger countries could at 
any time land troops in smaller countries without a 
declaration of war and commit unpunished aggression. 
He called on the Security Council to condemn Israel in 
the strongest possible terms for its aggression against 
Uganda, and to show its disapproval of those Govcrn- 
merits whose statements might be misunderstood as 
encouragement for that act of piracy, and to consider 
sanctions against the long-time violator of the United 
Nations Charter and of international law, including the 
suspension of its membership until it pledged to respect 
all provisions of the Charter and the resolutions of the 
various United Nations bodies.‘ll‘ 

The repr. Tntative of France summarized the various 
stages of negotiations leading up to the Israeli military 
operation. He expressed regret that the Secretary-Gcn- 
era1 was unable, because of the hijackers’ opposition, to 
intervene in that matter and said it was clear that the 
Council was faced by a complex set of circumstances in 
which the events and the responsibilities were inextrica- 
bly interwoven. It could not be denied that the tragic 
affair had been marked by violent and illegal acts. The 
initial action-the hijacking of a civilian aircraft and 
the taking of innocent hostages-was in particular an 
intolerable violation of international morality and of jus 
gcnrium which could not be justified by any cause and 
against which the international community had to adopt 
effective measures and resolve to implement them.l’” 

At the same meeting the representative of the United 
Republic of Cameroon called on the Security Council, 
which was responsible for international peace and 
security, to vigorously condemn the Israeli aggression 
against Uganda which constituted a flagrant violation of 
the norms of international law and flouted the spirit and 
letter of the United Nations Charter, Article 2, para- 
graph 4. It was the cOrnerstone of the Organization that 
there could be no justification for the use of force 
against the sovereignty, independence or territorial 
integrity of a State.11l1 

The representative of China held that the Security 
Council should adopt a resolution in support of the just 
demand of the African countries and the OAU summit 
conference, condemning Israel Zionism for its aggressive 
atrocities against Uganda and enjoining the Israeli 
authorities to compensate Uganda for all its losses and 
to guarantee against the recurrence of similar incidents 
in the future.“” 

‘3’) /b/d.. pra,. 148-lb0. 
I)‘* /bid.. pan,. 168.176. 
1’1’ /bid.. paras. 180-204. 
I)11 Ibid.. paris. 210-222. 
IJN /b,d., paras. 224-226. 
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At the beginning of the 1940th meeting on 12 July 

1976 the representative of the Libyan Arab Republic 
speaking on a point of order stated that he opposed the 
attempts to distract the Council from the agreed agenda 
by debating the hijacking and Using it as a jUS(ifkltiOll 

for the aggression against an African country.l’*a 
The President said that any item had always been 

interpreted with some latitude, and it was the duty of 
each participant to stick to the item, but not with such a 
restrictive interpretation.“” 

The representative of Guinea expressed the conviction 
that the Israeli operation had aims other than the 
liberation of the hostases. The attacks against the 
Ugandan aircraft and the destruction of the airport 
were not measures of reprisal against the hijackers, but 
rather against the sovereignty of the State of Uganda, a 
Member of the United Nations. He called on the 
Security Council to condemn Israel’s act of aggression 
against Uganda; to rquirc of Israel immediate rcpara- 
tion for the material damages inflicted by its aircraft in 
Uganda; and to take all necessary measures to prevent 
international law from degenerating to the point where 
it might endanger world peace and security.lllJ 

The representative of Guyana strongly condemned 
Israel for its aggression against Uganda and noted that 
unless Israel’s action was condemned by the Council, an 
extremely dangerous precedent for international lawless- 
ness would be created. For such a precedent would 
seriously threaten the security of small States and leave 
the integrity of their territory and their sovereignty 
exposed to the caprices of emboldened States willing to 
employ the methods of bandits. In justification of 
Israel’s action it was king argued that the principle of 
sovereignty was subordinate to the principle of human 
freedom and that Israel had the right to violate the 
sovereignty of other States in ‘order to secure the 
freedom of its own citizens. That was nothing but a 
modern-day version of gunboat diplomacy; acceptance 
of such principle would send the international communi- 
ty down a slippery path to a situation in which might 
and power would reign suprcmc.‘j*J 

The representative of the United Kingdom said it 
would seem incredible if the Council were to address 
itself to what had happened at Entebbe without at the 
same time considering what should be done about 
hijacking. What was needed was first to render the 
existing international action against hijacking, which 
had already been taken, as effective as possible and to 
ensure the maximum compliance with it by all members 
of the international community. Second, the Council 
should consider whether there was any further action 
which the international community could take to supplt- 

‘Is 1940th tq.,/m 111 612 20 and 21. At the 1942nd meeting. , 
the rcprcxnlaltvc 0 Maurwus ratscd a similar point and raid that a 
draft raohlion submitted by the United Kingdom and the United 
Stata was unacceptable. according to all norms of procedure and 
contrary to the issue which was before the Council (1942nd mtg.. 
Pms. a621 The Praidcnt referred to hlr ruling made at the 1940th 
meeting (I 942nd mtg., pra. 63). 

“‘I 1940th mtg.. prras 22-23 
‘J1l Ibid.. pras. 28-46. 
“l’ Ibid. pras 75.89 

ment those measures so as to prevent further acts of 
hijacking and to punish those responsible. He intro- 
duced a draft resolution sponsored by the United 
Kingdom and the United States,“” the operative para- 
graphs of which would have the Security Council (I) 
condemn hijacking and all other acts which threatened 
the lives of passengers and crews and the safety of 
international civil aviation and call upon all States to 
take every necessary measure to prevent and punish all 
such terrorist acts; (2) deplore the tragic loss of human 
life which resulted from the hijacking of the French 
aircraft; (3) reaffirm the need to respect the sovereignty 
and territorial integrity of all States in accordance with 
the Charter of the United Nations and international 
law; and (4) enjoin the international community to give 
the highest priority to the consideration of further 
means of assuring the safety and reliability of interna- 
tional civil aviation. 

He added that the debate in the Council involved 
questions that affected all its members. On the one hand 
there was the principle of territorial integrity; on the 
other hand, there was the equally valid consideration 
that States existed for the protection of their people, and 
they had the right, and perhaps the duty, to exercise 
that right.rJz5 

At the same meeting the representative of Sweden 
noted that the Israeli action involved an infringement of 
the national sovereignty and territorial integrity of 
Uganda. There were strong reactions against this action, 
which had cost the lives of many Ugandan citizens and 
had led to heavy material damage. At the same time 
there had been pressures to which the Israeli Govcrn- 
ment and people had been subjected faced with that 
unprecedented act of international piracy. Furthermore, 
when the decision to act had been taken, the Israeli 
Government had been in possession of evidence which, it 
had felt, had strongly suggested that the Government 
which had the responsibility for the protection of the 
hostages had not done everything in its power to fulfii 
that duty. The problem with which the Council was 
faced was thus multi-faceted. His Government, while 
unable to reconcile the Israeli action with the strict rules 
of the Charter, did not find it possible to join in a 
condemnation in that case11r6 

At the 194lst meeting on 12 July 1976 the rcprescn- 
tative of the Federal Republic of Germany rqucsted 
the preparation of a convention on international mta- 
sures against the taking of hostages which would ensure 
in particular that those perpetrating such acts were 
tither extradited or prosecuted in the country where 
they were apprehtnded.‘J17 

The representative of the United States emphasized 
that Israel’s action in rescuing the hostages necessarily 
involved a temporary breach of the territorial integrity 
of Uganda. Normally, such a breach would be imper- 
missible under the United Nations Charter. However, 
there was a well-established right to USC limited force 

““SI I2 138. OR. Jlfl yr . sup/T/ jar July-Srpr. 1976. p I J 
Ix3 1940th mtg.. paras. 92- 109 
I)** Ibid., paras. I 13-I 24. 
I):’ 1941~ mlg, parar 50-61 
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for the protection of one’s own nationals from an 
imminent threat of injury or death in a situation where 
the State in whose territory they were located was tither 
unwilling or unable to protect them. The right following 
from the right of self-defence was limited to such USC of 
force as was necessary and appropriate to protect 
threatened nationals from injury. The rquirements of 
that right to protect nationals were clearly met in the 
Entebbe case. 

The Israeli military action had been limited to the 
sole objective of extricating the passengers and crew and 
had been terminated when that objective had been 
accomplished. The assessment of the legality of Israeli 
actions depended heavily on the unusual circumstances 
of that specific case. In particular, the evidence was 
strong that, given the attitude of the Ugandan authori- 
ties, co-operation with or reliance on them in rescuing 
the passengers and crew had been impracticablc.rJa 

The representative of the United Republic of Tanxa- 
nia said that the lsraeli action had resulted in the loss of 
human life, which could have been avoided had the 
normal process of negotiations been left to take its 
course. In that context. the lsraeli action could be said 
IO have constituted not only a violation of the sovercign- 
ty of Uganda, but indeed an act of aggression against a 
Member State of the United Nations. He then intro- 
duced a draft resolutionry~q sponsored by Benin, the 
Libyan Arab Republic and the United Republic of 
Tanzania, the operative paragraphs of which would have 
the Security Council (I) condemn Israel’s flagrant 
violation of Uganda’s sovereignty and territorial integ- 
rity; (2) demand that the Government of Israel meet the 
just claims of the Government of Uganda for full 
compensation for the damage and destruction inflicted 
on Uganda; rnd (3) request the Secretary-General to 
follow the implementation of the resolution. 

He added that contrary to the normal procedures of 
the Council, in which due process of consultations took 
place, a draft resolution had already been introduced by 
the United Kingdom. I))0 Being faced with that situation 
the African members of the Council were unable to 
consult the other members in advance before presenting 
the text hzforc the Counci1.l)” 

I’hc rcprcscntativc of the USSR said that the wanton 
Israeli uttack came fully within the definition of aggres- 
sion adopted by the United Nations General Assembly. 
lie urged the Security Council IO condemn in the most 
vigorous manner the Israeli aggression against the 
scnercignty and territorial integrity of Uganda and to 
cxtcnd a serious warning to Israel that such acts would 
not go unpunished in future.“” 

“I’ /hid. parr,. 14.Yh 
I”” PII!I 19, OR. JIrr ,‘r Sup/d /or Ju/,*-.Srpr 1476. pp IS. 16 
“““At Ihc ~mc mecl~ng Ihc rcprescnl~cwc 01 the Libyan Arab 

Wcpubhc cxprcs~cd his deep concern and dlwppointmcnt that the 
rcprcsentrlwcs of the Unlrcd Kmgdom dnd the United Stales had 
departed from cstabhrhcd prdclicc and the normal pracdura cl the 
Council and tntroduccd 1 drirfr rrw~lu:~~~~ cS/l?lBl) without dn) 
.~pprOprialc consullallonr (194lsl mlg p;lrJ, 179.193) 
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At the 1942nd meeting on I3 July 1976 the represen- 
tative of Panama said that it was obvious that the 
violation of the sovereignty and territorial integrity of 
Uganda by the Israeli military operation had constituted 
a USC of force not authorized by the United Nations 
Charter, which only admitted of enforcement actions by 
the United Nations or legitimate individual or collective 
self-defence against armed attack. Israel had not been a 
victim of an armed attack by Uganda and therefore its 
action had not been legitimate. The Israeli military 

action was not a characteristic instance of the right of a 
State to protect its nationals, as that right was envisaged 
in the Charter, through peaceful means for the settle- 
ment of disputes, but rather constituted an act of armed 
intervention as frequently resorted to by powerful coun- 
tries against the weakest countries.rJ” 

The representative of India. emphasizing that the 
Israeli attack was clearly a violation of Uganda’s 
sovereignty and territorial integrity, noted that the 
Security Council should have taken up the question of 
the hijacking immediately after it occurred so that 
appropriate international measures might have been 
considered for dealing with it, and for preventing future 
hijackings. It would be tragic to ignore the Israeli attack 
and to concentrate only on anti-hijacking measures. If  
the Security Council was to maintain international 
peace and security in terms of its responsibilities under 
the Charter, it should pronounce itself also on the Israeli 
attack. If  it did not do so. it might well set in train a 
chain reaction whose repercussions might be even more 
tragic and far-reaching.1’” 

At the 1943rd meeting on I4 July 1976 the represen- 
tative of the Libyan Arab Republic referred to the 
American involvement in the incident by quoting an 
article in the Wclshingron Posr which said the State 
Department had ruled that Israel had used three C- 130 
American transport planes in Uganda for “legitimate 
self-defense” permitted under the Foreign Military 
Sales Act. The newspaper called it an unusual applica- 
tion of self-dcfcnce terminology. because the raid took 
place 2,500 miles from Israeli territ0ry.r”’ 

The representative of France suggested that if there 
was a violation of the sovereignty of Uganda its purpose 
was not to infringe the territorial integrity or the 
independence of that country but exclusively to save 
endangered human lives. In this connection he invoked 
article 2 of the annex to General Assembly resolution 
3314 (XXIX), adopted on I4 December 1974,“” which 
deals with what was prima /Ucie an act Of aggression 
and said that it was permissible to judge it “in the light 
of other relevant circumstances”.“” 

1))) l9J:nd mtg.. paras. 10-33. 
“‘4 /bid . paras 138-149 
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The representative of Italy said that during the 
debate the African delegations had upheld the uncondi- 
tional inviolability of the sovereignty and territorial 
integrity of a Member State, strongly rejecting any 
attempt to weaken or tone down the condemnation of 
the Israeli raid. On the other hand, Israel and other 
delegations had strongly upheld the right or the duty of 
a Government to use appropriate means, including 
limited and localized USC of force, to protect the lives of 
its endangered nationals in the territory of another State 
when the latter had proven unable to ensure such 
protection. There seemed to be little ground for agrec- 
ment on this point, also because the Council was 
essentially a political body and not an appropriate 
forum to settle such a delicate question. The problem, 
however, could not be ignored and at least might be 
referred to the International Law Commission in order 
to lay the groundwork for the adoption of a universally 
accepted doctrine on the matter and avoid a repetition 
of the differences which had emerged in the debate.“J’ 

The representative of Cuba questioned whether 
Uganda had resorted to the threat or use of force 
against Israel or threatened its territorial integrity or 
independence. The reply was negative. Uganda had been 
trying to find a solution to the fate of passengers who 
had been taken by force to its territory.“” 

Speaking before the vote the representative of the 
United Republic of Tanzania said that, in view of the 
confrontation in the Council and in view of the fact that 
there seemed to be a determination to ignore complcte- 
ly, or at least to gloss over, Africa’s legitimate com- 
plaint, the sponsors of the three-Power draft resolution 
had agreed not to press for a votc.lJ’o 

The representatives of Pakistan.‘“’ Guyana,rJ4* Be- 
nin1J4J and the USSR’M declared that the two-Power 
draft resolution dealt with a subject-matter-the prob- 
lem of hijacking-which was not on the agenda of the 
Security Council. They would therefore not participate 
in the vote on that draft. 

At the same meeting the two-Power draft resolution 
was put to vote and received 6 votes in favour, none 
against with 2 abstentions. Scvcn members did not 
participate in the vote. The draft resolution was not 
adopted, having failed to obtain the required majority of 
votes.“” 

Speaking in explanation of vote, the representative of 
Japan said that although Japan had supported the 
two-Power draft resolution, it wished to state that the 
Israeli military action, prima /ucie. constituted a viola- 
tion of the sovereignty of Uganda which Japan very 
much deplored. The draft would have been much better 
if it had taken note of that point.“‘6 

I”’ 1943rd mrg . paws 55-67 
“” Ibid.. parar 80-90. 
““Ibid.. pars. 144-148. 
“” Ibid.. paras 151-155. 
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The representative of the United Republic of Tunru- 
nia said that in taking the position of not participating 
in the vote his delegation had felt it would not have been 
proper either to abstain or to vote against the draft 
resolution as, by doing so. it would have been cxprcssing 
its position on the merits of that draft resolution. IJc 
added that neither time nor circumstances permitted his 
delegation to do so.“” 

COMPLAINT BY ZAMBIA AGAINST 
SOUTH AFRICA 

Decision of 30 July 1976 (1948th meeting): resolution 
393 (1976) 
By letter I”’ duted I9 Julv IV7o nddrc.s$cJ 1~1 the 

President of the Security Council, the reprcscntativc of 
Zambia requested an urgent meeting of the Council to 
consider racist South Africa’s repeated acts of aggrcs- 
sion against Zambia, the latest of which took place on 
1 I July 1976 at Sialola village in the Western Province. 
As a result of that attack, 24 people had been killed and 
45 seriously injured. The letter stated that this and 
thirteen other wanton acts of aggression by racist South 
Africa, which had taken place that year alone, constitut- 
ed a flagrant violation of Zambia’s territorial integrity 
and a threat to international peace and security in the 
region. 

In a lettertH’ dated 27 July 1976 addressed to the 
President of the Security Council the representative of 
Zaire stated that the President and people of Zaire 
firmly supported the Zambian complaint against South 
Africa. 

At the 1944th meeting on 27 July 1976 the Security 
Council adopted”% the agenda and considered the 
question at the 1944th to 1948th meetings between 27 
and 30 July 1976. 

In the course of its deliberations the Council invited 
the representatives of Botswana, Cuba, Egypt, Ethiopia, 
Guinea, Liberia, Madagascar, Mauritania, Mauritius, 
Mozambique, Qatar, Sierra Leone, South Africa, Ugan- 
da, Yugoslavia, Zaire and Zambia, at their request, to 
participate, without vote. in the discussions of the 
item.‘ry’ 

The Council also extended invitations as rquested 
under rule 39 of the provisional rules of procedure to the 
Acting President and two members of the United 
Nations Council for Namibia, to a representative of the 
Special Committee against Apcirlheid and to Mr. 0. T. 
Emvula of the South West Africa People’s Organization 
of Namibia (SWAPO).“” 

At the 1944th meeting, on 27 July 1976. the represen- 
tative of Zambia stated that it was not the first time 
that the acts of aggression perpetrated against Zambia 
by South Africa and other racist regimes of southern 
Africa were brought to the attention of the Security 
Council and that the existence of these regimes consti- 

‘1’: Ihtd.. paras. 187-189 
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luled lhereforc a grave threat lo the peace and security 
of the independent African countries of the region and 
had implications for international peace and security in 
general. The act of aggression which look place on I I 
July 1976 was committed inside Zambia and constituted 
a flagrant violation of its territorial integrity. He went 
on to say that these activities by South Africa were 
intended to put an end to Zambia’s support for the 
liberation movements which were struggling for the 
inalienable right of their peoples to self-determination 
and independence and that such struggle was in accord- 
ance with the United Nations and its resolutions. He 
urged the Security Council to condemn South Africa’s 
aggression against Zambia and its senseless murder of 
innocent people. demand that South Africa henceforth 
respect the sovereignty and territorial integrity of Zam- 
bia and other front-line States and declare that South 
Africa should relinquish its illegal hold on Namibia. It 
should also declare that peace and security in southern 
Africa were inextricably linked to the liberation of the 
region and express its unqualified support for SWAP0 
and other liberation movements in southern Africa.‘]‘* 

Al the same meeting, the representative of South 
Africa said that his Government had no knowledge of 
an attack on a Zambian village and would never have 
authorized such an attack. He noted that there had been 
a number of incidents on both sides of the border in the 
past involving Zambian nationals and hostile elements 
enjoying refuge in Zambia, and South Africa had had 
occasion to make representations to the Zambian Gov- 
ernment with respect to some of those incidcnts.“r’ 

The representative of Mauritania, speaking as Chair- 
man of the Group of African States in the United 
Nations, demonstrated to the Council the concern of the 
Organization of African Unity (OAU) over the aggres- 
sion committed by the South African regime against an 
African State. He said that under the pretext of the 
right of “hot pursuit” which some States were trying lo 
impose on the rest of the international community, and 
particularly on Africa, the Pretoria regime was arrogat- 
ing lo itself the right to administer justice by violating 
the territorial integrity of ncighbouring StatcslJ” 

At the \amc meeting the representative of the United 
Natron\ Cuuncil for \amibra dcclarcd that the item 
before the Sccurlt) ( ounc~l h;ld partuxlar relevance to 
N;rmlhl;l VIICC II, tcrrl!ory hid hccn used by South 
Afric;l J\ ;I \prll~~*t)o.1rtl II,r ,I rIIIlIt;rry ~r~,ault against 
Zambta. I hc prc\crlLc 1~1 I IIL %lut II Alrrc;rn administrd- 
lion in hamlbl.l .Infl ttlt: IIII~II.IIII.III~I~I 14 IIIAI Territory 
were lncornpatlblc wll II t tit. I ~IIIIIIIII IIICIII\ of South 
Africa ah a Sta~c Mcrrlt)t.r <II IIIC I:III\c~! N;rtion\ :ind 
contributed tu lhc aygr.lv.ttlclrl (11 ICII\I~IIIX .III~ \hrc;rt\ IO 
inlcrn.rrrondl peace ;rrid \ccurtly III Ittar( .Irc;i Ilc 5;lid 
I\I;\\ thr: (‘ouncil fur N~IIII~I;I vrpclrc~uxly contlcmncd the 
apgrc\~ron of South Africa and c;~llcd upon the Security 

Council 10 demand the withdrawal of (he Pretoria 
regime from Namibia.ln5 

Al the 1945th meeting on 28 July 1976, the represen- 
tative of Romania expressed the view that the Zambian 
complaint against South Africa was well founded and 
that the acts of aggression committed by South Africa 
against Zambia were a threat to the peace and security 
of the peoples of southern Africa and of the whole 
world. He urged the Council resolutely to condemn the 
acts involving the use of force committed by South 
Africa against Zambia and to take all necessary steps to 
put an end lo such provocations and to the South 
African policy of replacing law by force.‘“% 

At the same meeting the representative of the Special 
Committee against Apartheid stressed the imperative 
need for mandatory action against South Africa under 
Chapter VII of the Charter of the United Nations, not 
only a condemnation of South African aggression 
against Zambia but the imposition of an arms embargo 
against South Africa, as requested by the General 
Assembly.rJ” 

The representative of Liberia said that South Africa’s 
categorical denial of any knowledge of the attack 
against Zambia raised serious questions. She asked the 
South African representative whether the Government 
of South Africa was willing to accept and co-operate 
fully with a fact-finding mission of the Security Council 
and whether it was willing to make available to that 
mission all relevant information on its troop movements 
during the period in question.“” 

At the 1946th meeting on 29 July 1976 the President 
drew the attention of members of the Council to the 
letterlJ5g dated 29 July 1976 from the representative of 
South Africa to the President of the Security Council. 
The letter stated, in reply to the Liberian representative. 
that the authorities of the areas concerned had been 
consulted and had indicated their willingness to co-oper- 

ate fully. Accordingly, it continued, the South African 
Govcrntncnt had in principle agreed IO the proposal 
made by the representative of Liberia, and would give 
its full co-operation as.rquested. 

Making a brief observation on that document the 
representative of the United Nations Council for h’a- 
mibia stated that the Council was opposed lo any action 

that would seek to confer any sort of legitimacy on the 
South African Government in relation lo its presence Or 
activities in Namibia. The sending of a fact-finding 
mission lo Namibia with the co-operation of the South 
African Government would be such an acl.lJw 

At the same meeting the representative of the Libyan 
Arab Republic called upon all nations. particularly the 
dcvelo@ countries and the Western powers to imple- 
ment the relevant resolutions of the United Sations by 
discontinuing all economic and military assistance 10 the 
racist minority regime in South Africa. He urged the 
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Sccurrty Council: (I) to take appropriate measures, 
including action under Chapter VII of the United 
Nations Charter; (2) strongly to condemn the racist 
regime of South Africa for its aggression against the 
Republic of Zambia; (3) strongly to condemn the racist 
r6gime of South Africa for using the international 
Territory of Namibia as a base for aggression against 
the Republic of Zambia and other African countries.‘“’ 

The representative of the USSR declared that the 
Security Council had the right and the duty to apply 
against South African aggressors the strictest sanctions 
provided for in the United Nations Charter. South 
Africa had to be completely isolated in the international 
arena and an embargo binding upon all countries had to 
be placed on the delivery of weapons and on economic 
and other assistance.rM* 

At the 1947th meeting on 30 July 1976, the rcprescn- 
tative of Guyana introduced the draft resolution’“’ on 
behalf of the delegations of Benin, Guyana, the Libyan 
Arab Republic, Pakistan, Panama, Romania and the 
United Republic of Tanzania. He also introduced two 
slight editorial alterations to the draft. 

At the 1948th meeting on 30 July 1976, the represcn- 
tative of the United Kingdom said that his Government 
considered that South Africa was in unlawful occupa- 
tion of Namibia, and that the international Territory 
could not and must not be used as a base for attacks on 
neighbouring countries. The United Kingdom did not 
believe that war, or increased guerrilla activity, was 
either inevitable or desirable: peaceful solutions were 
still possible.‘” 

The representative of France stated that the abnormal 
situation of Namibia was at the root of the problem: 
there would have been no violation of Zambia’s sovc- 
reignty if Namibia exercised true self-determination and 
independence.‘“’ 

At the same meeting the draft resolution was adopted 
by 14 votes to none with I abstention as resolution 393 
( 1976)‘” 

The resolution reads as follows: 

Thr Security Council. 

T&q no~c of the le~tcr of the rcprcscntrtivc ol the Republic ol 
Zambia contained in document S/12147. 

Having considered the statement of the Minister Tar Foreign 
Affairs of the Republic of Zambia. 

Gruvrlg roncrrwd at the numerous hatilc and unprovoked acts by 
South Africa violating the sovereignty, air space and territorial 
integrity of the Republic of Zambia, resulting in d..ath and injury of 
innocent people as well as in the destruction of property and 
culminating on 1 I July 1976 in an armed attack which resulted in the 
regrettable loas of 24 innocent lives and the injury of45 other persons. 

GravcIy concerned al South Africa’s UK of the international 
Territory ol Namibia as a base for aI1acking ncighbouring African 
countries, 

Iy’ 1946th mtg , paras. 65-84. 
Iyl Ibid.. paras 86-110. 
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&&trming the Icglttmacy of thr struggle of the pcot~lc 611 
Namibia to liberate their country from the illegal ~~tup:~l~lJ 4 the 

racist rCgime of South Africa. 

Convlncrd that the continuance of the deteriorating silualion in 
southern Africa could constitute a threat to inlernalional pcacc and 

security, 

Coruciour of the need IO take effective steps for the prevention and 
removal ol threats IO international peace and sccurily. 

Recalling its resolution 300 (1971) of I2 October 1971. which. 
inrrr o&s, called upon South Africa to rcspcct fully IO sovcrcignty and 

territorial integrity al Zambia, 

fkurlng in mind that all Member States must refrain in thcu 
international relations from the threat or use of force np;linst the 
territorial integrity or political independence of any State. or in uny 
other manner inconsistent with the purposes of the United Naoonr, 

I. Srrongly condemn.r the armed attack ol Suuth hfricit apltinst 
the Republic of Zambia. which constuutcs ;I flagrant vml.tti~nr ol’ ~hr 
vovcrcignty and territorial mtcgruy ol ?.anrbiti; 

2. Demands thr1 South Africa scrupulously respect the tndcpcn. 
dencc, sovereignty. air space and territorial integrity of the Rcpubllc 
of Zambia; 

3. Dtmaadc that South Africa desist forthwith from the use of 
the inlcrnrtional Territory of Namibia as a base for launching armed 
attacks against the Republic of Zambia and other African countrtes; 

4. Cummrnds the Republic of Zambia and other “front-line” 
States for their steadfast support of the people of Namibia in their 
legitimate struggle for the liberation of their country from illegrl 
occupation by the racist rCgimc of South Africa; 

S. DtclareJ that the liberation of Namibia and Zimbabwe and 
the climinrlion of uporrhrid in South Africa arc necessary for the 
attainment of justice and lasting peace in the region; 

6. Fur~Lcr d&wrs that. in the event ol South Africa committing 
rurthrr acts of violation of the sovereignty and territorial integrity of 
Zambia, the Security Council will meet again to consider the adoption 
of clrectivc measures. in accordance with the appropriate provisions of 
the Charter of the United Nations. 

Explaining his abstention, the representative of the 
United States said that several paragraphs of the 
resolution contained language which was too categorical 
in the light of the evidence that had been made 
available. He added that it would have been appropriate 
for the Council to welcome in its resolution current 
efforts towards a solution in southern Africa, which the 
Security Council had long advocated, and to encourage 
every possible assistance to thcm.l”’ 

Speaking in explanation of vote, the representative of 
the USSR stated that although his delegation voted in 
favour of the draft resolution, it would have been ready 
to adopt a more decisive. more specific text. condemning 
South Africa and its actions. Such a resolution would 
have hclpazi to halt the acts of aggression of the racist 
South African rbgime.‘w 

The representative of the United Kingdom explained 
that in accordance with the well-known position of 
principle of his country his delegation supported the 
reference to the “struggle”, in the fifth preambular 
paragraph and in operative paragraph 4 of the draft 
rescihrtion, on the basis that that was a struggle by 
peaceful means and that problems of this kind were best 
solved by means set out in Chapter VI of the Charter of 
the United Nations.“@ 

Iy’ 1948th mtg.. pras. 132-I 37 
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Iki&~ of I 1 April 1980 (2211 th meeting): resolution 446 
(1980) 

. By letter dated 8 April 198Ol’@’ the representative of 
Zambia requested an urgent meeting of the Security Coun- 
cil, with a view to the Council taking effective measures to 

compel the Pretoria rtgime to desist from committing 
aggression against Zambia and to respect its sovereignty 
and territorial integrity. 

At the 2209th meeting on IO April 1980, the Security 
Council included the letter in its agenda. Following the 
adoption of the agenda, the Council decided to invite, 
at the same meeting, the representatives of Angola, 
Cuba, Liberia, Mauritius, Nigeria and Yugoslavia, at 
the 2210th meeting, the representatives of Algeria, Guy- 
ana, the United Arab Emirates and Zaire, and at the 
2211th meeting, the representative of India, at their 
request, to participate, without vote, in the discussion of 
the question.‘m The Council considered the issue at its 
2209th to 221 Ith meetings on 10 and I I April 1980. 

At the 2209th meeting on IO April 1980, the representa- 
tive of Zambia pointed out that the impending indepcnd- 
ence of the people of Zimbabwe, after years of sacrifice 
and struggle, was the most significant event in southern 
Africa. But while the international community welcomed 
Zimbabwe, the Government of Zambia felt compelled to 
complain before the Security Council about the escalating 
South African aggression against Zambia. This complaint 
showed that the process of liberation in southern Africa 
was not yet complete, as the people of Namibia were denied 
their independence and the vast majority of the people of 
South Africa continued to languish under the oppressive 
system of apartheid. 

He recalled earlier instances of systematic South Afri- 
can aggression and referred in particular to Zambia’s 
letter dated 14 September 19791w bringing to the atten- 
tion of the international community a list of South Afri- 
can acts of aggression against Zambia from January to 
September 1979. He stressed the damage incurred by 
Zambia in this situation and provided a long list of new 
aggressive acts launched by South Africa and causing loss 
of life and massive material damage. He noted that Zambia 
did not share a common border with South Africa, but 
only with Namibia whose freedom fight under SWAP0 his 
c;ovcrnmcnt fully supported. He added that his Govern- 
ment bud OIKC again come to the United Nations Security 
(‘ouncil IO urge the following course of action against the 
racist rCgime in South Africa: The Council should con- 
demn the intensified and unprovoked acts of aggression 
against Zambia, demand that South Africa withdraw 
forthwith all its military forces from Zarnbian territory and 
respect the sovereignty and territorial integrity of Zambia, 
and warn South Africa that if new attacks occurred the 
<‘ouncil would meet to take measures against it under 
Chapter VII of thecharter. These pronouncements by the 
Council constituted the minimum action required in view 
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of the threat posed to international peace and security by 
the apartheid rtgime. 11m 

The subsequent statements during the 2209th, 2210th 
and 221 I th meetings showed unanimous condemnation of 
the South African acts of aggression against Zambia and 
general support for a strong warning by the Security Coun- 
cil that it would adopt further measures under the Charter 
if the South African rCgime did not heed the demands of 
the international community. 1)6p1 

At the beginning of the 221 lth meeting on I1 April 1980, 
the president drew attention to the text of a draft resolu- 
tion which had been prepared in the course of consulta- 
tions. 1m At the same meeting, the draft resolution was 
put to the vote, received fifteen votes in favour and was 
unanimously adopted as resolution 466 (1980).“* It 
reads as follows: 

The Sauriiy Council, 

Turing nofe of the kttcr dated 8 April Ml0 from the P cmuncnt Repre- 
scnta1ive of the Republic of Zambia contained in document S/l 3878. 

Having consideredthe statemen of the representative of the Republic 
of Zambia, 

Gruvclyconcernedat the escalation of ho&c and unprovoked PEIS by 
the racist rtime of South Africa. vioiating the sovacigr~y, air space and 
territorial inlcgrity of the Republic of Zambia. 

Rcralling its resolution 455 (1979). in which, inferuliu. ii s1rongIy con- 
demned the collusion by racist South Africa with 1hc then illegal rtgimc 
in Southern Rhod&a in acts of aggression against the Replblic of Zambia, 

GM II the tragic loss in human life and e rbou1 the damage 
and destruaion of property resulting from the escdrtcd acts and armed 
incursions by the racis1 rCgime ol South Africa against the Republic of 
Zambia. 

Devply roncerncrf that the wanton 8~1s by the racial dgimc ol South 
Africa arc aimed at the destabilization of the Republic of Zambia. 

Conscious ol the need IO take elfcctive measures IO mainlain intcrna- 
tional peace and security. 

I. Strongly condemns the racist rwme of South Africa for its con- 
tinued, in1cnsificd and unprovoked acts rgains~ the Republic of Zambia, 
which conslilute J flagrant violation of the sovcrcignry and 1crriforial 
integrity of Zambia; 

2. Drmonds that South Afriu withdraw forthwith all its military 
forces from the territory of the Republic of Zambia. ccuc all violations 
of Zambia’s air space and, henceforth. scrupulously respect the sovcr- 
cign1y and tcrri1orirl integrity of the Republic of Zambia; 

3. Solrmn/.v WWILI South Africa that. in the event of any further 
armed incursions against the Republic of Zambia, the Sccuri~y Council 
will meet IO consider lurther appropriate action under the provisions of 
the Charter of the United Nalions, including Chapter VII thereof; 

4. Commcdr the Republic ol Zambia for exercising maximum 
rntrunt in the face of serious provocations rcpatedly commillcd tins1 
it by the racist rtgime of South Africa; 

5. Llecrdes IO remain seized of the mallcr. 

1%~ 22C9th meeting (PV), pp. 3-16. 
lM*Scc the followi 

15 
statcmcnls: II the 2209th meeting: Angola, 

Cuba (speaking for the on-Aligned Movcmm~). Liberia (representing 
thecurrent Chairman of the Or&lion of African Unity), and Muri- 
tius (spuking on b&M of the African Group), II the 2210th meeting: 
Algeria. China, the German Democratic Republic. Jamaica. the United 
Arab Emirates, Yugoslavia and tire, andat the221 Ithmcetiq:,&gla- 
dcsh. France. Guyana, India. Niger. Nigeria. Norway. the Plulrppmcs. 
Portugal, rhc President (Mexico). Tunis% USSR, United Kingdom and 
the U&cd States. 

1 w S/ 13887, subuqucntly adopted without change as resolution 466 
(19eo). 

r1691For~hevolc~ZTIIthmc*ing(PV),p.UldO.Sccllroch~~lV 
rn this Supplement. 



COMPLA[NT BY GREECE AGAINST TURKEY 

~k&l~a of 25 August 1976 (1953rd meeting): resolu- 
tion 395 (1976) 
By letter”‘0 dated 10 August 1976 addressed to the 

President of the Security Council, the Permanent Rep- 
resentative of Greece requested that a meeting of the 
Security Council be urgently convened to consider 
repeated violations by Turkey of Greece’s sovereign 
rights in the Aegean. 

At the 1949th meeting on 12 August 1976, the 
Council included the item in its agenda and invited the 
representatives of Greece and Turkey to participate in 
the discussion.“” The question was considered at the 
1949th, 1950th and 1953rd meetings on 12, 13 and 25 
August 1976. 

At the 1949th meeting the representative of 
Greece”‘* said his Government’s request for a meeting 
on the basis of Article 35 of the Charter was due to the 
dangerous situation in the Eastern Mediterranean 
caused by provocative Turkish acts. On 6 August, while 
consultations between the two countries on the dispute 
over the Aegean continental shelf were proceeding, 
Turkey dispatched a research ship, Sismik-I, in order to 
carry out seismic explorations of certain areas of the 
continental shelf that Greece was entitled to consider as 
belonging to it. Greece considered a provocation the 
Turkish seismic tests conducted while negotiations were 
under way and in spite of a note of protest, Turkish 
operations did not cease. The Council was not asked to 
take a decision on the legal dispute, since the Intcrna- 
tional Court of Justice had already been seized with the 
matter, but it was up to the Council to call upon Turkey 
to cease provocative activities in the Eastern Meditcrra- 
nean. 

At the same meeting the representative of Turkey, 
regretting the absence of his Foreign Minister, ex- 
pressed surprise at the move of the Greek Government 
in bringing the Aegean situation before the Council, 
since Greece was to be blamed for its lack of co-opera- 
tion, militarization of some islands and harassment of 
Turkish research vessels in yet undelimited areas of the 
Aegean.“” 

At the 1950th meeting on I3 August, the Minister for 
Foreign Affairs of Turkey’J” charged that Greece had 
resorted to military harassment of a Turkish civilian 
ship conducting research outside Greek territorial wa- 
ters. Furthermore, the allegation of Turkish violations of 
Greek sovereign rights on the continental shelf was 
unfounded since both countries had conflicting claims 
over it and the question was under negotiations. 

Turkey considered Greek claims as unilateral and not 
based on international law since the legal concepts in 
that regard were still evolving. The mission of the 
research ship should have been considered in the context 
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of the preparation of the Turkish Government to 
negotiate with Greece in full possession of relevant 
scientific data.“” 

Speaking in exercise of its right of reply, the Greek 
representative stressed that in the absence of a bilateral 
agreement on the continental shelf. applicable intcrna- 
tional law, both conventional and customary, dctcr- 
mined the extent of the rights of the parties. In this 
regard Turkey should have asked for Greek consent to 
carry out scientific research by virtue of the 195X 
Geneva Conventions on the law of the sea which, 
according to the International Court of Justice, wcrc 
binding upon non-signatories.“” 

The Turkish representative replied th;‘I if (ircccc 
wished to discuss the legal aspects of the problcn’ 
instead of concentrating on the question of the threat IO 
the peace, he was also ready to do ~0.‘~” 

At the 1953rd meeting on 25 August 1976, the 
representative of the United Kingdom introduced”” a 
draft resolution”” jointly submitted by France. Italy, 
the United Kingdom and the United States which, he 
said, reflected the concern of the Council over the 
disagreement between Greece and Turkey and called 
upon both parties to resume negotiations in view of 
reaching a satisfactory settlement. 

A number of representatives, noting the complexity of 
the issue, involving legal, political and economic aspects, 
stressed that the criteria to resolve the dispute were to 
be found in the Charter and in particular in article 1, 
2(3), 33 and 36.‘JM 

At the same meeting, the draft resolution was adopt- 
ed by consensus as resolution 395 (1976). It reads as 
follows:“” 

The Srcurify Council. 

TaLing no~c of the letter of the Permanent Rcprcsentative of 
Grecccdrtcd IO August 1976 (S/12167). 

Having heard and noted the various poinls made in the slatcmcms 
by the Ministers for Foreign Affairs of Greece and Turkey. 

Exprrssing irr concwn over the .prcscnt tensions bc~ween Grcccc 
and Turkey in relation to the Aegean Sep. 

Bearing in mind the principles of the Charter of the United 
Nations concerning the peaceful scttlcmem of disputes. as well as the 
various provisions of Chapter VI ol the Charter concerning procedures 
and methods for the peaceful settlement of disputes. 

No:ing the importance of the raumption and continuance of direct 
negotiations between Greece and Turkey to resolve their differcnccs. 

Conrciour of the need Tar the partia both IO rcspcc~ each other’s 
international rights and obligations and IO avoid any incident which 
might lcad IO the aggravation of the situation and which, conscqucm- 
ly. might compromise their efforts towards a peaceful solution, 

I. Appculr to the Govcrnmcnts of Greece and Turkey IO exercise 
the utmost restraint in the prcscnt situation; 

I”’ Ibid.. paras. I l-26. 
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2. Urges the Governments of Greece and Turkey to do everything 
in their power to reduce the proem tensions rn the area so that the 
negotiating process may be facilitated. 

3. Co//r upon the Govcrnmcncs of Crcccc and Turkey IO resume 
direct negotiations over their differences and appeals IO them to do 
everything within their power to ensure that these negotiations will 
result in mutually acceptable solutions; 

4. lnvifrs the Govcrnmcnls of Greece and Turkey in this respect 
IO continue to take into account the contribution that appropriate 
Judicial means. in parlicular the Inlcrnational Court of Justice. arc 
qualified IO make IO the scttlcmcnt of any remaining legal diffcrcnccs 
which they may identify in conncxion with their present dispute. 

COMPLAINT BY LESOTHO AGAINST 
SOUTH AFRICA 

INITIAL PRocEEDtNGs 

By IctterJJ’* dated 16 December 1976 addressed 10 the 
President of the Security Council the representative of 
Lesotho requested that a meeting of the Council be 
convened to consider the grave situation affecting his 
country. following the closure of the border by the 
Republic of South Africa, between the south-eastern 
part of Lesotho and that part of South Africa referred 
10 as Transkei. 

In a previous IetterJJ‘J dated 27 October 1976 ad- 
dressed to the President of the Security Council, the 
representative of Lesotho had transmitted a communica- 
tion to the President of the Council from the Prime 
Minister of Lesotho calling attention to problems faced 
by his country due to instability created on its borders. 
The area was seething with discontent of the inhabitants 
of Transkei, who moved from one so-called bantustan 10 
another, as an expression of their dissatisfaction with 
political arrangements of the newly styled “Republic of 
Transkei”. He said that conditions of that nature were 
bound to affect the prevailing peace and stable economy 
of Lesotho and appealed for support for the African 
people of South Africa in their struggle for basic rights 
and for his country, which had become part and parcel 
of that struggle. 

In a IetterJJ” dated I2 November 1976, addressed 10 
the President of the Security Council, the representative 
of the Libyan Arab Republic, on behalf of the African 
Group, drew attention to the explosive situation created 
by South Africa’s action which not only posed a serious 
economic prohlenr to I.csotho but constituted a threat to 
the pe;~cc ;Jntl security in the region. The letter main- 
taincd that the international community had to assume 
its responsibility to give every support required by 
Lesotho. 

By letlerJJU’ dared I6 November 1976, the representa- 
tive of South Africa transmitted to the Sccretary-Gener- 
ul 3 Icttcr from the South African Minister for Foreign 
Aflairs stating that the Republic of Transkei had 
already denied that it had closed the borders between 
Lesotho and Transkei, but merely insisted on valid 
tra\cI documents for people crossing the border into 

Transkei. The allegation that South Africa had 
breached international law was completely without 
foundation. 

At the 1981~1 meeting on 21 December 1976 the 
Security Council adopledJJM the agenda and considered 
the item at the 1981~1 and 1982nd meetings held on 21 
and 22 December 1976. At the 198lst meeting the 
representatives of Lesotho and Madagascar”” and at 
the 1982nd meeting those of Botswana and MauritiusJJ1’ 
were invited, at their request, to take part in the 
discussion without the right to vote. 

Decision of 22 December 1976 (1982nd meeting): 
resolution 402 ( 1976) 
At the 198lst meeting on %I December 1976, at the 

opening of the discussion, the representative of Lesotho 
said that the closure of the border by South Africa 
which had had profound consequences for the politico- 
economic life of his country was meant to constitute 
pressure on Lesotho because of its refusal to recognize 
Transkei. Lesotho reiterated its right to exercise one of 
the basic attributes of sovereignty, namely, to accord 
recognition to States that it held qualified for recogni- 
tion. The Lesotho Government could not be pressured 
into entering into bilateral negotiations with Transkei. a 
step that would be tantamount to recognizing the 
homeland’s independence and thereby giving legitimacy 
to apartheid. He went on to say that closing the borders 
of a landlocked country was tantamount to an act of 
aggression. The adoption of a positive and constructive 
resolution by the Council would reaffirm and uplift the 
cardinal principles of the Charter and remove a possible 
threat to international peace and security in the re- 
gion.JJaq 

The representative of Madagascar speaking on behalf 
of the African Group stated that the facts of which the 
Government of Lesotho was complaining fell into the 
same category as acts of blackmail and open aggression 
directed against neighbouring independent States in 
order to force them to renounce their support for the 
liberation movements and thus to abandon their opposi- 
tion to colonial domination and uparrhdd. He declared 
that the Council should take such decisions that would 
(I) contribute to strengthening the position of those who 
formed the overwhelming majority in southern Africa 
and who did not intend in any way to give up their 
rights, their dignity and to jeopardize the territorial 
integrity of their countries, (2) repeat once again the 
various appeals which had been made by the General 
Assembly in favour of sanctions against South Africa. 
whether through economic blockade. an obligatory arms 
embargo or the ending of military co-operation and 
relations between banks and transnalional corporations 
on the one hand and the racist regime on the other 
hand, and (3) give the highest priority lo ensuring that 
Lesotho’s right of transit be respected in all circum- 
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stances by South Africa. He also said that South Africa 
had to be forced to respect its contractual obligations 
and to fulfil all the norms of international relations 
relating to the preservation of international peace and 
security, But above all, the international community had 
to hell Lesotho to improve its internal means of 
communication thus reducing its vulnerability to acts of 
blackmail. The Charter contained provisions concerning 
the granting of assistance to those countries that find 
themselves in economic difficulties as a result of mca- 
surcs decreed by the Organization.lJPo 

At the same meeting the representative of the Libyan 
Arab Republic called on the Security Council to imple- 
ment effective measures against South Africa to end its 
defiance of United Nations resolutions, to condemn the 
plans of South Africa to create so-called independent 
bantustans and to support the Government of Lesotho in 
its plans for an emergency programme to offset the 
effects of the closing of the border.lJP1 

The representative of China urged the Security Coun- 
cil to endorse General Assembly resolution 31/6 A and, 
in the spirit of that resolution, sternly condemn the 
South African authorities for their scheme of concocting 
the sham “independence” of Transkei and their criminal 
activities against Lesotho and other countrics.~J9* 

At the 1982nd meeting on 22 December 1976, the 
representative of Mauritius noted that in deciding not to 
recognize the so-called independent Transkei, Lesotho 
had made an important contribution to the realization 
of United Nations objectives in South Africa and had 
helped the Organization to uphold the purposes and 
principles of the Charter. For this, Lesotho deserved the 
active support and assistance of the international com- 
munity. On behalf of the OAU, he urged all members of 
the Security Council to supper, the programme of 
assistance presented by the Foreign Minister of Leso- 
t ho.“9’ 

The representative of Panama said that the Security 
Council would be justified in making an appeal to all 
United Nations Member States to co-operate in resolv- 
ing the financial and economic crisis from which 
Lesotho was suffering and to co-operate in its pro- 
grammc for economic development. Such United Na- 
tions bodies as the Economic and Social Council, the 
World Food Programme, the United Nations Develop- 
ment Programme and others might consider direct 
assistance to Lesotho and the Secretary-General, in 
co-operation with the competent organizations, might 
prepare and provide a programme of technical and 
financial assistance for Lesotho to overcome the difficul- 
ties it was encountering because of the closure of the 
border posts between that country and South Africa. He 
suggested that the Security Council should keep the 
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matter under review so that the situation would not 
deteriorate but rather be resolvcd.1Yg4 

At the same meeting the representative of France 
proposed the Secretary-General to send a team of 
experts to proceed to evaluate the aid which Lesotho 
would need in order to set up a communication system 
that would enable it to maintain its economy. By 
expressing censure and recommending that the required 
aid be granted to Lesotho the Security Council would be 
carrying out an act of solidarity and justice. He went on 
to say that he did not believe that it would serve any 
useful purpose to extend his comments beyond I hc item 
on the agenda. In the same spirit, the drnft rssolution 
which would be submitted should be limitctl 10 IIIC 
subject of the dcbatc.“P‘ 

The representative of Botswana pointed out that the 
international community should not allow any State to 
be blackmailed into recognizing bantustans as independ- 
ent entities because of the hardships they might encoun- 
ter as a result of implementing decisions of the United 
Nations. The decisions relating to the Transkci were 
those of the international community, and so the 
solutions to the problem should be the collective respon- 
sibility of the international community.“~ 

The representative of the USSR urged the Security 
Council to stand fully behind the General. Assembly’s 
decisions as expressed in its resolution 3116 A. South 
Africa, in his view, was striving to conduct relations 
with the liberated African countries from a position of 
brute force and overt coercion, with the collusion of 
certain circles in Western countries and the broad 
economic cc+operation of certain transnational monopo- 
lies which facilitated the development of South Africa’s 
economy and military potential. The USSR, he said, 
would support a resolution by which the Council, 
condemning South Africa’s actions and practices, would 
set forth steps that would force South Africa to end its 
blockade of Lesotho, rquirc the implementation of 
General Assembly and Security Council decisions dc- 
manding an end to military assistance, economic co- 
operation and other forms of help to South Africa. and 
envisage steps to be taken to respond to the burdensome 
economic situation that had arisen in Ltsotho.‘19’ 

At the same meeting a draft resolutiontJ9* sponsored 
by Benin, Guyana, the Libyan Arab Republic, Panama, 
Romania and the United Republic of Tanzania was 
introduced by the representative of the United Republic 
of Tanzania. 

The representative of Romania supported the appeal 
of several delegations that the draft resolution be 
adopted by conscnsus.l’p9 
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At the same meeting the draft resolution 912260 was 
unanimously adopted by consensus as resolution 402 
( 1976).lW 

The resolution reads as follows: 

Tht Srcuriry Council. 

Having heard the statement of the Minister io: Foreign Affairs of 
the Kingdom of Lesotho on 2 I December 1976. 

Grow/y conccrncd at the serious situation created by South 
Africa’s closure of certain border psls bctwccn South Africa and 

Lesotho aimed al coercing Lesotho into according recognition to the 
bantustan Transkci. 

Rrcolling relevant General Assembly resolutions, in particular 

resolution 3411 D (XXX) of 2B November 1975, condemning the 
csrabllshmcnl of bantustans and callmg on all Govcrnmcncs to deny 
rccognitlon IO the bantustans, 

Rrcolling jurrhrr General Assembly resolution 3116 A of 26 
October 1976. on the xxallcd independent Transkei and other 

bamustans. which. inrcr oliu. calls upon all Governments IO deny any 
form of recognition IO the so-called indcpcndcnt Transkci and IO 
refrain from having any dealings with the so-called indcpcndcnt 
Transkci or other brnrusrans. 

Noring wirh appreciation the decision of Ihe Government of 
Lesotho not to recognize the banluslan Transkei in compliance with 

United Nations decisions, 

Considering that the decision of Lesotho constitutes an important 

contribution IO the rcaliLation of United Nations objcctiva in 
southern Africa in accordance with the principles and purposes of the 
Charter of the United Nations. 

Taoking nofc of the urgent and special economic needs of Lesotho 
aristng from the closure of the border posts. 

I. Endorses General Assembly resolution 3116 A. which, inrcr 
aliu. calls upon all Governments IO deny any form of recognition IO 
the ~callcd indcpcndcnt Transkci and to refrain from having any 
dealings with the so-called indcpcndcnt Transkcr or other bantustans; 

2. CommcndJ the Govcrnmcnr of Lesotho for its decision not 10 

recognize the so-called independence of the Transkci; 

3 Condemns any action by South Africa imended to cocrcc 
Lesotho into accordmg rrxognition IO the banlustan Tranrkei; 

4 Calls upon South Africa to take immediately all ncccssary 
v~cps IO reopen the border posts; 

5 Apprall to all States IO provide immedtatc financial, lcchnical 
and material assistance IO Lesotho so that it can carry out its 
economic development programmer and enhance its capacity to 
rmplcmcm fully the United Nations resolutions on aparrbcid and 
bamustans; 

6. Rcqurlr~ the United Nations and the organizations and 
programmcs concerned, in particular the United Nations Dcvclopmcnl 
Programme. the World Food Programme and all the United Nations 
\pccurllrcd ngcnclcs. IO assist Lesotho in the prcscnl situation and IO 

consldcr pcriodlcally the question of economic assistance IO Lesotho as 
rnvrragcd in the prcscm resolution; 

1 Hcqur~rr Ihe Secretary-General, In collaboratron with the 
tipproprlatc organrzations of Ihc United Nations system. IO orgamzc. 
with Immcdlatc effect. all forms of financial. rcchmcal and material 
arsrrtnncc IO Ihc Kingdom of Lesotho IO enable it IO overcome Ihe 
economic drfficuhrcs artsing from the closure of the border posts by 
South Africa owing to the refusal of Ixsolho IO recognize the so-called 

rndcpcndcncc uf the Transkcl: 

x Furlhrr rryue.rfr I~C Secretary-General IO keep the situation 
under comtlrnt rcv~cw. IU rnarntam close Ilarson wrlh Mcmbcr Slalcs. 

rcyrontil and other ~mcrgovcrnmcn~al organlrairons. the spcclahrcd 
.rgcncrch and rntcrnatumal financral rnstI~u~rons. and IO report IO the 
Sccurrly (‘ouncrl III 11% rub*cqucm mccllng on the questIon: 

Y fkidrr IO rcmam selled of the quc~~ron 

Speaking in explanation of joining the consensus, the 
representative of the United States noted that one of the 
.__- 

paragraphs of the rcsolutron quoted and endorsed Gcn- 
cral Assembly resolution 3116 A, on which the United 
States had abstained. He said his Government had 
already made it clear that it had no intention of 
recognizing the so-called Transkci. However, it reserved 
the right to attend to the welfare and protection of 
American citizens and the occasion might arise when it 
would be necessary to have some contact with the 
authorities of the entity in question. The main purpose 
of the resolution, he added, was clearly to encourage 
assistance to Lesotho, and the United States had 
accordingly joined in the conscnsus.r@l 

The representative of the United Kingdom said that 
in endorsing the appeal for economic assistance he did 
not think it appropriate for a Security Council resolu- 
tion to endorse a resolution of the General Assembly. 
The functions of the Assembly and the Council were 
separate and it was neither appropriate nor necessary 
for one to have the endorsement of the other for its 
actions.r”1 

Decision of 25 May 1977 (2009th meeting): resolution 
407 (1977) 

By notc”“r dated 30 March 1977, the Secretary-Gcn- 
cral transmitted to the Security Council the report of 
the Mission appointed by him pursuant to paragraph 7 
of resolution 402 (1976) which had visited Lesotho in 
order to consult with its Government and obtain an 
assessment of the assistance it needed so that the 
Secretary-General could organize an international pro- 
grammc of financial, technical and material assistance. 
The report identified areas of assistance necessary to 
enable Lesotho to carry out its economic development 
programmes and enhance its capacity to implement 
fully the United Nations resolutions on upurrhcid and 
bantustans. Furthermore, it covered the assistance 
necessary to enable Lesotho to overcome the economic 
difficulties arising from the closure of certain border 
posts by South Africa because of Lesotho’s refusal to 
recognize the so-called independence of Transkci. 

By Iettcrr’O’ dated 18 April 1977 addressed to the 
Governments of all Member States and members of the 
specialized agencies, the Sccrctary-General transmitted 
the report of the Mission to Lesotho and said he had 
designated the Assistant Secretary-General for Special 
Political Questions to co-ordinate action by the United 
Nations system. He also expressed the hope that all 
Governments would respond positively to the appeal of 
the Security Council for immcdiatc financial, technical 
and material assistance to Lesotho. 

At the 2007th meeting on 24 May 1977, the Council 
included the note of the Secretary-General in its agen- 
da. Following the adoption of the agendarWs the repre- 
sentatives of Lesotho and Sierra Leone were invited, at 
their rcqucst, to participate in the discussion without the 

Ia’ IYg2nd m\B, pnrdr 1.1X-14) 
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right to vote.‘” The Council considered the item at the 
207th and 2009th meeting on 24 and 25 May 1977. 

At the 2007th meeting the Secretary-General submit- 
ted the report of the Mission for the consideration of the 
Council. He noted that it was vital for Lesotho to 
receive from the international community the assistance 
to overame the economic difficulties with which it was 
faced, He expressed the hope that the Security Council 
would endorse the two programmes recommended by 
the report.‘“” 

At the same meeting the representative of Mauritius 
introduced, on behalf of the non-aligned members of the 
Council, the draft resolution140@ sponsored by Benin, 
India, the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Mauritius, Paki- 
stan, Panama and Romania. 

The representative of Lesotho declared that the 
implementation of the recommendations of the report 
would enable the Government and the people of Lesotho 
to uphold and abide by the principles of the Charter of 
the United Nations, effectively to implement the dcci- 
sions and resolutions of the United Nations and to 
safeguard their independence and sovereignty.lW 

At the 2009th meeting, the representative of India 
noted that the Security Council was dealing with a 
situation which was very special and which, apparently, 
had not been envisaged by those who drafted the 
Charter of the United Nations. Even so, the Charter 
provided the General Assembly and the Security Coun- 
cil with ample general powers to rectify situations which 
were the direct consequences of the discredited policies 
of the Pretoria rtgime.‘4’0 

The representative of France voiced the wish that the 
unanimous position of the international community in 
the matter under consideration would prompt those 
responsible for the situation which had been imposed on 
Lesotho to face up to reality. The common attitude of 
the Security Council should help them to understand 
that it was an illusion for them to hope to obtain 
international recognition for any of the entities which 
they might set up artificially.l411 

At the same meeting, the representative of the USSR 
reiterated that the inter-governmental relations should 
be based on such principles as the rejection of the use or 
the threat of the use of force, respect for the sovereignty 
and territorial integrity of States, the inviolability of 
State frontiers, non-interference in internal affairs and 
the peaceful settlement of disputes. He said that the 
Security Council not only should condemn the racist 
policies of South Africa but also adopt more effective 
measures which would put an end to the aggression and 
other hostile activities of the racists and their supporters 
against independent African States.l*l* 

chonpc as 

Then the draft resolution was adopted unanimously 
without a vote.“” 

It reads as follows: 

R~co///na itr resolution 402 (1976) ol 22 Dcccmbcr 1976. 
Tokfng norr ol the lcttcr dated 111 April 1977 uddrcnrcd IO ull 

Statm by the Sccrctsry-General In occorduncc with puruaruph I of 
resolution 402 (1976). 

Hov/ng rxomlard the report ol the Miaslon IO Lc8otho. oppointod 
by the Secretary-General in accorduncc with rctolution 402 (1976). 

/f~vln# hard the ~tutcmcnt of the Minintcr ror Foreian hrlairl ol 
Lcaotho. 

~orb~g w/rh drrp ronrrrn the continued acts of coercion und 
hnraumcnt apainrt the paoplc ol Luotho by South hlrica In complctc 
diaryrrd of raolution 402 (1976) 

RrofJ?rm/n# its cndoncmcnt of Gcncrel Assembly resolution 3116 
A ol26 October 1976 on the so-called independent Trunskci ond other 
hlllUIl1nS. 

Cur/y aworr that the decision ol the Government or Laothonot IO 
rco&tc the bantustan Transkci has imposed a ~peciul economic 
bur&n upon Lesotho, 

Convlncrd that international mlidarity with Lesotho, ns a ncigh- 
bourinp SI~IC ol South Africa, II essential IO counteract effectively 
South hlrica’r policy to coerce Lesotho into rccopniting the -Iled 
independent Transkci. 

I. Commrnds the Government ol Luotho for its decision not IO 
rccoanixc the ~cnllcd independent Trannkci; 

2. &xprr.trrs Irr apprrlorlon lo the Secretary-General for having 
urranpcd lo send a Miuion IO Luotho to ascertain the l ui#trnce 
nccdod; 

3. Tokrs norr with .rofl.~&~/on of the report of the Mirgion to 
Lesotho; 

4. Fu//y rndorrrf the nucument and rocommcndation~ of the 
Mission to Laaotho under ruolution 402 (1976): 

5. Furfhrr/ul/y rndorsrr the appeal made by the Secretary-Gcn- 
cnl in his letter ol I8 April 1977 to ull Slata for immcdiatc financial. 
tcchniwl and material auistancc to Lcaotho; 

6. Wrlcomrs the establishment by the SecretPry-General cl a 
special nccount at Haadquartcn to receive contributions to Lesotho: 

7. Rryurm the United Nutions und the orgnnizationr ond 
progrumma conconed, includiny the Economic ond Sociul Council, 
the Food and A@riculturc Orpniution of the United Nations, the 
lntcrnntional Fund for Agricultural Davclopmcnt. the United Nutions 
High Commiuioncr for Refugees, the United Nations Educationul. 
Scicntilic and Culturul Orpeniaation. the United Nutionr Confcrcncc 
on Trade and Development. the United Notions Dcvelopmcnt Pro 
prommc and the World Health Organir~tion. to usmist Lesotho in the 
ficldn idcntifmd in the report of the Mission IO Lesotho; 

H. Rryurm the Sccrctary-Gcncrul to pive the matter ol usaiq- 
tuncc to Lcwtho his continued uttcntion and IO keep the Security 
Council informed; 

9. krldrr IO remain rcixd ol the yucttion 

COMPLAINT OF THE COVERNMEM OF BYI?SWANA 
AGAINST THE ILLEGAL RbClME IN SOUTHERN RHODEStA 
E;LcR;ING VIOLATIONS OF ITS TERRITORIAL SOVE- 

Decihn of 14 January 1977 (1985th meeting): resolu- 
tion 403 (1977) 

By a letter dated 22 December 197P’ the reprcsen- 
tativc of Botswana submitted his Government’s com- 
plaint that the illegal regime in Southern Rhodesia had 
committed serious acts of aggression against Botswana, 

I”’ f&J. Iollouina the Prcqidcnt.3 statcmcnt (p.lra 9~) udoptcd ,I, 
rc3olution 407 (1977). 
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the most recent of which had occurred between I7 and 
19 December 1976. The letter also quoted the Vice- 
President of Botswana as stating that since 27 Dccem- 
bcr 1966 there had been 31 such violations of Bot- 
swana’s territorial sovereignty by forces of the illegal 
rkgime. In a further letter dated I2 January 1977”” the 
representative of Botswana transmitted additional infor- 
mation concerning his Government’s complaint. 

In a letter dated I I January 1977”‘* the representa- 
tive of Morocco, in his capacity as Chairman of the 
African Group of nations at the llnited Nations, 
expressed the African Group’s support for Botswana’s 
request for an urgent meeting of the Council with 
expectation that the Council would take the necessary 
measures. 

At the 1983rd meeting on I2 January 1977 the 
Security Council decided to include the letter of 22 
December 1976 from Botswana in its agenda, which was 
adopted without objection,“” and the matter was con- 
sidered at five meetings held in two sessions: between 12 
and I4 January and on 24 and 25 May 1977. 

In the course of the three meetings held during the 
first session, the President, with the consent of the 
Council, invited the representatives of Botswana, Cuba, 
Equatorial Guinea, the German Democratic Republic, 
Kenya, Lesotho, Mali, Morocco, Mozambique, Nigeria, 
Sierra Leone, Somalia, Togo, the United Republic of 
Tanzania, Yugoslavia and Zambia, at their request, to 
participate in the discussion without the right to vote.“” 

At the l983rd meeting the Minister for External 
Affairs of Botswana opened the discussion by listing and 
describing some of the specific incidences when viola- 
tions of Botswana’s territorial sovereignty had occurred 
since 1966. The violations had often consisted of over- 
flying Botswana’s air space by military aircraft of the 
illegal rCgime, actual air landings inside Botswana, and 
crossings into Botswana by groups of soldiers on foot, 
particularly those of the commando type known as the 
Selous Scouts, who made, clandestine and sporadic 
incursions into the country. He reported that those raids 
had often resulted in harassment of citizens of Bot- 
swana, some of whom had been illegally abducted, and 
that ths invaders had often mounted bombing raids 
which h.rtl rrsultcti 111 loss nf hum;ln lift, phy\ic;ll Injury 
IO pcr\ons ;lnd d;rrn;lgc to property. Ilc said thi\I those 
incidenccq m;lnifcstcd unprovoked acts of war by the 
Illegal rdglmc In Struthcrn Rhodesia. which had declared 
the entire Botsw;\na-Southern Rhodesia border arca a 
war zone. Ncvcrthclcss, hc affirmed. Botswana was 
dctcrmined to dcfcnd itself within the limits of its 
rcsourccc and would maintain its rcsolvc to assist the 
victims of oppression in southern Africa, In view of the 
increarc in cxpenditurc on self-defence at the cost of 
dcvclopmcnt programmcs. he appealed to the United 
NJtions and IO ihe international community in general 
for financial assistance to Botswana In order to enable 
the country to sustain its Infrastructure.l’l” 

The representative of Mauritius said that the attacks 
against Botswana must be seen in the light of the 
struggle of the freedom fighters of Zimbabwe against 
the illegal rCgime in Southern Rhodesia; that struggle 
had the full backing of the whole membership of the 
Organization of African Unity (OAU), and that back- 
ing was in conformity with the relevant United Nations 
resolutions which affirmed and reaffirmed the Iegitima- 
cy of the struggle of all people striving for their freedom 
and independence. Out of desperation in view of its 
impending defeat, he said, the illegal rtgime had 
resorted to indiscriminate acts of aggression against its 
neighbours on the pretext of the so-called policy of hot 
pursuit of the freedom fighters. He therefore urged the 
Council to treat the situation as a threat to peace in the 
area and take decisive measures.‘4m 

The representative of the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 
said that the troubles in the region stemmed from the 
denial to the people of Zimbabwe of their rights to 
self-determination and independence and the adamant 
clirlging to power by the illegal minority rCgime there in 
defiance of various efforts by the Security Council and 
General Assembly to put an end to that rtgime. In order 
to ameliorate the situation he suggested that the Coun- 
cil should: ensure the removal of the illegal rCgime and 
the granting of independence to the people of Zimbab- 
we; condemn the illegal rCgime for its acts of aggression 
against Botswana; call for effective enforcement by all 
States of the sanctions against the illegal rCgime and the 
extension of those sanctions to South Africa, a country 
that continued to defy world public opinion and the 
relevant United Nations resolutions.‘4z’ 

The representative of Venezuela also underlined that 
there could be no peace for Botswana so long as it was 
surrounded by the aporrheid-practising countries in 
southern Africa; it was therefore necessary to ensure the 
attainment of independence in Namibia and the change 
of conditions in both Southern Rhodesia and South 
Africa.“” 

At the 1984th meeting on 13 January 1977 the 
Minister for Foreign Affairs of Zambia recalled similar 
previous attacks on the neighbouring countries, includ- 
ing his own, by the forces of the illegal rCgime in 
Southern Rhodesia and said that such attacks were a 
clear manifestation of the minority racist rCgimcs inten- 
tions in southern Africa, that is, to destabilize the 
neighbouring countries and to manipulate the local 
populations into submission through the system of divide 
and rule. The object of those rtgimes was to ensure their 
own perpetuation. Furthermore, he said that the illegal 
rCgime aimed at forcing Botswana to abandon its stand 
on racism, oppression and on giving refuge to freedom 
fighters and victims of such injustices. He too called for 
the condemnation of the illegal rCgime and also ap- 
pealed to the Council to ensure that Botswana received 
generous assistance from the United Nations and the 
international community in order to enable the country 
to maintain its development programmes.“” 
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‘the representative of Panama urged the Council to 
reach a consensus in condemning the illegal rCgime in 
Southern Rhodesia and also expressed the hope that the 
Council would show interest in the procedures under 
way, referring to the Geneva Conference on Zimbabwe 
at the time, for agreement on the constitutional future 
of that country in accordance with the relevant resolu- 
tions adopted by the General Assembly and Security 
Council.“2’ 

The representative of China stated that the violation 
of Botswana’s territorial sovereignty was undoubtedly 
contrary to the Charter of the United Nations. He 
noted, however, that the situation in southern Africa 
was aggravated by the contradictory and self-serving 
policies pursued in the region by the super-Powers: one 
Power supporting and aiding the racist, minority rCgime 
and the other exploiting the nationalist liberation move- 
ments. He expressed the conviction that the people of 
southern Africa would nevertheless heighten their vigi- 
lance, strengthen their unity and persevere in the 
struggle until complete victory was achieved.‘425 

The representative of Canada said that the Security 
Council had two primary and overriding responsibilities: 
to do everything possible to stop the violations of 
Botswana’s territorial sovereignty, and to assist the 
country in its special economic hardship resulting from 
the defence obligations imposed upon it. In that connec- 
tion he mentioned specific assistance programmes al- 
ready extended to Botswana by his Government on a 
bilateral basis.“u 

The representative of the United Republic of Tanza- 
nia said that the humanitarian act of Botswana in 
accepting refugees from the oppressive illegal regime in 
Southern Rhodesia was in conformity with the OAU 
call to all States to render assistance to the people of 
Zimbabwe in their struggle for their freedom. He 
therefore invited the Council to bear in mind that the 
attack against Botswana constituted also an attack 
against the principles and ideals for which the OAU 
stood. He said that mere condemnation of the illegal 
rtgime was not enough, and urged that in addition the 
Council should extend against the rCgime all the manda- 
tory sanctions provided for under Article 41 of the 
Charter.“]’ 

The representative of India referred to the position of 
Botswana, which, like Lesotho, he characterized as 
being surrounded by hostile, illegal rCgimes. For that 
reason those two countries merited special consideration 
and assistance from the United Nations. With regard to 
the complaint under discussion he said that his delega- 
tion would support any action to liquidate the illegal 
rdgime in Southern Rhodesia and to provide the assis- 
tance needed by Botswana.“” 

The representative of the United States said that the 
best solution to the problem of relations among the 
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neighhuring countries in the area lay in the advent of 
majority rule in Southern Rhodesia; for that reason his 
delegation had been instructed by his Government lo 
follow closely and support the negotiations by the 
United Kingdom Government under way on Southern 
Rhodesia’s future.“:” 

At the 1985th meeting on 14 Januery I977 the 
representative of Mozambique sitid that IIS one of the 
countries in the arca that h;\d suffcrcd similar ;Ittncks 
from the racist. minority rCpimcs in Soulhcrn Rhodcsie 
and South Africa, Mozambique had sympilthy for 
Botswana in its plight and fully deplored the acts of 
aggression committed against that country. He reitcrat- 
cd that Botswana deserved the full support of the 
international community so as to enable the country to 
cope with the resulting economic hardships.“‘” 

The representative of the Federal Republic of Germa- 
ny said that his Government considered the unilateral 
declaration of independence by the rCgime in Southern 
Rhodesia to be illegal, and that the Government had 
strictly applied the Security Council sanctions imposed 
against the illegal illegal rtgime since 1968, even before 
the Federal Republic was a member of the United 
Natins. What was now required was support for the 
Geneva Conference sponsored by the United Kingdom 
and extension of assistance to Botswana; for its part the 
Federal Republic Government was already co-operating 
with the Government of Botswana in certain develop- 
ment programmes.‘41’ 

The representative of the German Democratic Repub- 
lic said that the aggression committed against Botswana 
was deplorable and he wondered how the illegal rtgime 
in Southern Rhodesia was able to disregard world 
opinion with such impunity. He suggested that the 
situation required the Security Council to institute stern 
measures against both the Pretoria and Salisbury 
rCgimes, namely: to extend the sanctions and to ensure 
their strict implementation against Southern Rhodesia, 
to impose a mandatory arms embargo against South 
Africa, to isolate the two racist rtgimes politically, and 
to recognize and support the national liberation move- 
ment.1412 

In the course of the 1985th meeting. the representa- 
tive of Mauritius introduced a draft resolution co-spon- 
sored by the delegations of Benin, India. the Libyan 
Arab Jamahiriya, Mauritius, Pakistan, Panama, Roma- 
nia and Venezuela,“” which was subsequently adopted 
without change at the same meeting as resolution 403 
(1977).“” He said that the draft resolution concentrat- 
ed on three main objectives: the cessation of hostilities, 
the despatch of a mission by the Secretary-General and 
the question of financial and other assistance to Bot- 
swana.“” 
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The representative of the USSR referred to the policy 
of his Government in southern Africa and declared that 
only by the elimination once and for all of the illegal 
racist regimes there would the people of southern Africa 
be able to enjoy conditions of peace and stability. But 
the acts of provocation and aggression against its 
ncighbouring countrics showed that the illegal rCgimc in 
Southern Rhodesia was resorting to such methods in 
efforts to maintain its racist, minority domination in the 
country. In the circumstances, he said that his delega- 
tion supported the draft resolution before the Coun- 
cil.14M 

The representative of the United Kingdom informed 
the Council that his Government already provided 
substantial economic aid to Botswana and would contin- 
ue to do so. With regard to Botswana’s specific com- 
plaint he said that it stemmed from the continuing 
problem of Southern Rhodesia, which had to be resolved 
if peace was to be maintained in the area. In that 
connection he referred to the course of the negotiations 
under way in Geneva and announced that in efforts to 
maintain the momentum and goodwill necessary for 
those delicate negotiations, his delegation would be 
obliged to abstain on the draft resolution before the 
Council.‘437 

Similarly, the representative of the United States, 
citing the desire of his Government to maintain its 
contribution to the Unitad Kingdom’s effort, announced 
his delegation’s intention to abstain from the vote.“” 

The draft resolution was then put to vote and was 
adopted as resolution 403 (1977) by 13 votes to none 
with 2 abstentions (the United Kingdom and the United 
Statcs).14JP The text of the resolution reads as follows: 

Thr Srrurify Council. 

Taking note of the letms dated 22 December 1976 (S/12262) and 
I2 January 1977 (S/12275) from the Permanent Representative of 
Botswana lo the United Nations, and having heard Ihe stalemcm of 
the Minister for External Affairs of Botswana concerning hostile acts 
against Botswana by rhc illegal minority rCgime in Southern Rhodc- 
sia. 

Gruvrly concerned 81 the dangerous situation created by the 
provocative and hostile acts committed by the illegal rCgime in 
Southern Rhodesia against the security and well-king of Botswana. 

Reaffirming the inalienable right of the people of Southern 
Rhodesia 10 self-determination and independence in accordance with 
General Assembly resolution 1514 (XV) of 14 Deccmkr 1960. and 
the legitimacy of their struggle lo secure the enjoyment of such rights 
as set forth in the Charter of the United Nations. 

Rtcolling its resolutions 232 (1966) of 16 December 1966 and 253 
(1968) of 29 May 1968. by which ir determined and reaffirmed 
respcclively that the situation in Sourhcrn Rhodesia constituted a 
threat IO international peace and security. 

Taking norc of General Assembly resolution 31/I 54 of 20 Decem. 
her 1970. 

Conwncrd that the recent provocarlve and hostile acts perpetrated 
by the illegal rCgimc against Botswana aggravate the situatmn, 

Dcrply grieved ond concerned at the loss of human life and damage 
to property caused by the acts of the illegal rCslmc In Southern 
Rhodesia against Botswana, 
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Noting with appreciation Botswana’s decision lo continue IO give 
asylum lo political refugees fleeing from inhuman oppression by the 
illegal racist minority rCgimc, 

Rroliring the need for Botswana lo slrcnglhcn its security in order 
(0 safeguard its sovereignty, territorial integrity and independence. 

ReuJJrming the legal responsibility of the Government of the 
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland over Southern 
Rhodesia. in accordan= with the relevant resolutions of the United 
Nations. 

I. Strong/y condemns all acts of provocation and harassment, 
including military threats and attacks. murder. arson, kidnapping and 
destruction of property. committal against Botswana by the illegal 
rtgime in Southern Rhodaia; 

2. Comfemnc all measures of political repression by the illegal 
regime that violate fundamental rights and frealoms of the people of 
Southern Rhodaia and contribute 10 instability and lack of peace in 
the region as a whole; 

3. Dqdore~ all acts of collaboration and collusion which sustain 
the illegal rtgime in Southern Rhodaia and encourage defiance with 
impunity of the resolutions of the Security Council, with advcoc 
consequcncts for peace and security in the region; 

4. Dcmonds the immediate and total cessation of all hmtile acts 
committed against Botswana by the illegal rtgimc in Southern 
Rhodesia; 

5. Tukes cognizoncr of the special economic hardship confront- 
ing Botswana as a result of the imperative need lo divert funds from 
ongoing and planned development projects lo hitherto unplanned and 
unbudgctai security mcasura necessitated by the urgent nerd cffec- 
lively to defend itself against attacks and threats by the illegal rtgimc 
in Southern Rhodaia; 

6. Rccepf~ Ihe invitation of the Government of Bolawana (0 
dispatch a mission (0 asses the needs of Botswana in carrying out its 
development projects under Ihe present circumstances and, according- 
ly, requats the Secretary-General. in collaboration with appropriate 
organizations of the United Nations system. lo organize with immcdi- 
ate effect financial and other forms of assistance lo Botswana and to 
report IO the Security Council not later than 3 I March 1977; 

7. fhqursrs the United Nations and the organizations and 
programma concerned. including the Economic and Social Council. 
the United Nations Educational. Scientific and Cultural Organization. 
the World Health Organization. Ihe United Nations Development 
Programmc. the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United 
Nations and the International Fund for Agricultural Development. lo 
assist Botswana in carrying out the ongoing and planned development 
projects without interruption as staled in paragraph 5 and envisaged 
under paragraph 6 of the present resolution: 

8. Appco/~ lo all Stales lo rapond positively in providing 
assistance (0 Botswana. in Ihe light of the report of Ihe Mission of the 
Secretary-General. in order lo enable Botswana lo carry out its 
planned developmcm projects; 

9. Drcidrs 10 remain seized of Ihe mallcr. 

After the vote the Secretary-General made a statc- 
mcnt in which he informed the Council that pursuant to 
the request in the resolution just adopted he would carry 
out the responsibilities indicated, and that he was 
arranging to assign to the mission to Lesotho established 
by him under resolution 402 (1976)luo the additional 
mandate to visit Botswana as well and ascertain the 
situation thcrc.lU’ 

The representative of Canada said that in view of 
Canada’s substantial involvement in development pro- 
grammes with Botswana already in progress, his Gov- 
ernment intended to study carefully the impact of any 
proposals arising out of paragraph 6 of the rcsolution.‘uz 

‘M See the itern enlltlcd “Complaint by Lesotho against South 
Afr1c.t”. p 2Y.l 
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The representative of Botswana expressed his Govern- 
ment’s deep appreciation for the sympathy and solidari- 
ty with his country shown by various delegations in their 
statements, and expressed gratitude to the Council for 
the resolution just adopted, despite the regrettable 
abstentions by the United Kingdom and United 
States.r”’ 

Decision of 25 May 1977 (2008th meeting): resolution 
406 (1977) 
On 28 March 1977 the Secretary-General issued the 

report of the mission to Botswanalti assigned there 
pursuant to resolution 403 (1977). The report described 
the situation of Botswana and recommended a number 
of new development programmes. It also suggested ways 
in which assistance to Botswana could be effected by the 
international community to enable the country to con- 
tinue with its normal development, the cost for which 
the report estimated at $53.5 million over the following 
three years. By a letter dated 18 April 1977,“” the 
Secretary-General transmitted the report to all Member 
States and members of the specialized agencies. 

At the 2006th meeting on 24 May the Security 
Council included the Secretary-General’s report in its 
agenda, which was adopted without objection,ru6 and 
resumed its consideration of the complaint by Botswana 
at two meetings held on 24 and 25 May 1977. 

At the 2006th meeting the President, with the consent 
of the Council again invited the representatives of 
Botswana and Sierra Leone at their request to partici- 
pate in the discussion without the right to vote.“” 

At the same meeting the Secretary-General made a 
statement in which he introduced the report on Bot- 
swana before the Council. He said that in asking him to 
make an appraisal of the situation of Botswana the 
Council had recognized the main problem of the country 
to consist in the diversion of development funds to 
security requirements. But he noted also that the 
country was shouldering a heavy financial burden in 
catering to the influx of refugees from Southern Rhode- 
sia and South Africa. In view of the importance 
Botswana attached to its livestock industry he drew 
particular attention to the country’s difficulties in 
carrying out veterinary control programmes bordering 
on Southern Rhodesia. He concurred with the mission’s 
assessment that in all Botswana would need some S53 
million to maintain its existing and new programmes for 
the following three years. He announced that as part of 
the measures he proposed to mobilize assistance for 
Botswana he intended to convene a meeting at Head- 
quarters on 6 June 1977 of all the Governments 
interested in contributing, to which he would invite the 
Minister for External Affairs of Botswana.‘“” 

I”’ Ibid.. paras. 222-227. 
‘@ Sll2307. OR, 32nd Yr Suppl. for Jan.-March 1977. p. 2 I. 
IuJ St1 2326. OR, 32nd Yr.. Suppl./vr April-June 1977. 9. 36. 
‘+M 2006th mtg.. preceding para I, 
I”’ For details of these invitations. see chapter 111. 
‘u’ 2006th mlg.. paras 7-l 7. 

The representative of Mauritius, after reviewing gome 

of the salient points of the report, introduced a draft 

resolulion1u9 co-sponsored by Benin, India, the Libyan 

Arab Jamahiriya, Mauritius, Pakistan, Panama, Roma- 
nia and Venezuela. He analysed the relevant operative 
paragraphs of the draft resolution in the course of which 
he drew special attention to the role to be played by the 
Secretary-General and the United Nations specialized 
agencies in implementing the recommendations of the 
report.‘4W 

The Minister for External Affairs of Botswana said 
that even as the Council had convened to consider the 
report of the mission to Botswana further acts of 
aggression were continuing to be committed against his 
country by the forces of the illegal regime. He recounted 
a number of such attacks which had occurred before 2 
March and 16 May 1977 of which he said the most 
serious had been the bombardment of the Francistown 
Mopane Club by about 150 troops of the illegal rtgime 
in helicopters and troopcarriers, who had employed 
heavy machinery and had tossed hand grenades into the 
club premises.“” 

The representative of Sierra Leone, speaking on 
behalf of the African Group at the United Nations, 
condemned the aggressive attacks committed against 
Botswana and, in view of the findings and recommenda- 
tions of the mission, he urged the Council to adopt the 
draft resolution by consensus as a natural consequence 
to resolution 403 ( 1977).r4” 

At the 2008th meeting on 25 May 1977 all the other 
13 members of the Council made statements in which 
they variously commented on the findings and recom- 
mendations of the mission’s report; they commended the 
work of the mission and expressed their appreciation for 
the Secretary-General’s role. Some of them urged 
unanimous adoption of the draft resolution before the 
Council; others reiterated their delegations’ position 
presented at meetings during the first session. The 
representatives of the United Kingdom, the Federal 
Republic of Germany, Canada, the United States and 
France”” referred to their Governments’ existing or 
proposed bilateral co-operation with Botswana, or the 
assistance being rendered by the European Economic 
Community and indicated that relevant discussions with 
the Government of Botswana would be undertaken in 
the light of the mission’s report. 

At the conclusion of the 2008th meeting the draft 
resolution contained in document S/12334 was adopted 
unanimously as resolution 406 (1977), the text of which 
reads as follows: 

Thr Security Council. 

Rccolling its resolution 403 (1977) of I4 January 1977. 

Taking nofc of the letter dated I8 April I977 (S/I 2326) addressed 
IO all Sraks by the Secretary-General in accordance with paragraph 8 
of resolution 403 ( 1977). 

Iu* S/12334. subsequently adopted as resolution 406 ( 1977) 
ItY) 2006th mtg.. paras. 18-29. 
I”’ Ibid.. paras. 32.4g. 
lo1 Ibid.. paras. 52-60. 
I”’ 2008th mcg.. paras. 5-8. 12-19. 42-46. 53-56 and 72-76. 

respcclivcly. 
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Xecallingjurther its resolutions 232 (1966) of 16 Dcccmbcr 1966 
and 253 (1968) of 29 May 1968. by which it determined and 
reaffirmed, respectively, that the situation in Southern Rhodesia 
constituted a threat to international peace and security. 

Having examined the report (S/12307) of the Mission to Botswana 
established under resolution 403 (I 977). 

Having heard the statement of the Minister for External Affairs of 
Botswana on the continued attacks and acts of provocation by the 
illegal racist regime in Southern Rhodesia against Botswana, 

Convinced that international solidarity with Botswana, as a neigh- 
bouring State to Southern Rhodesia, is essential for the promotion of a 
solution IO the question of Southern Rhodesia. 

I. Expresses full support for the Government of Botswana in its 
efforts to safeguard ita sovereignty. lcrrilorial integrity and indcpcn- 
dencc; 

2. Expresses ifs appreciation to the Secretary-General for having 
arranged to aend a Mission IO Botswana IO ascertain the assistance 
needed; 

3. Takes note wirh sa:isjocrion of the report ol the Mission to 
Botswana (S/12307); 

4. Fully endorses the asacasment and recommendations of the 
Miwion to BotswZtra under resolution 403 (1977); 

5. Furrher/ully endorses the appeal made by the Secretary-Gen- 
cral in his letter of I8 April 1977 (S/12326) to all States to give the 
matter of assistance to Botswana their most urgent attention and to 
provide Botswana with the ftnancial and material help it urgently 
needs; 

6. Welcomes the establishment by the Secretary-General of a 
special account at Headquartcn to receive contributions for assistance 
to Botswana through the United Nations; 

7. Requests the United Nations and the organizations and 
programmcs concerned, including the Economic and Social Council. 
the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations, the 
International Fund for Agricultural Development, the United Nations 
High Commiuioncr for Refugees. the United Nations Educational, 
Scientific and Cultural Organization. the United Nations Conference 
on Trade and Development. the United Nations Development Pro- 
grammc and the World Health Organization, IO assist Botswana in 
the liclds identified in the report of the Mission to Botswana; 

8. Requessrr the Secretary-General to give the matter of assis- 
tance to Botswana his continued attention and to keep the Security 
Council informed; 

9. Decides to remain seized of the matter. 

COMPLAINT BY BENIN 

Decision of 8 February 1977 (1987th meeting): resolu- 
tion 404 (1977) 
In a Ietter14J4 dated 26 January 1977. the representa- 

tive of Benin requested, in accordance with Article 35 of 
the Charter, that a meeting of the Security Council be 
convened for the purpose of discussing the cowardly and 
barbarous aggression committed by the imperialists and 
their mercenaries against the People’s Republic of 
Benin. The letter charged that on 16 January 1977 a 
commando unit of mercenaries, brought by a military 
aircraft, had attacked the airport and city of Cotonou 
but had been forced to retreat, abandoning a considera- 
ble quantity of weapons and ammunition after causing 
the loss of some lives and material damage. 

By a letter’4J5 dated 4 February 1977, the representa- 
tive of Guinea transmitted a message from the President 

I”‘S/ 12218. OR, 32nd Jr. Suppl. for Jan.-March 1977. p. 6. 
1”’ S/I 288 1, ibid.. p b The Prestdcnt of the Council rcccrvcd three 

other letters supporting Bcntn’s request a letter dated 7 February 
1~77 (S/I 2883. ibid., p 7) from the representative of Srr Lanka, 

transmitting in hts capactt) ds Chairman of the Co-ordinaling Bureau 

of Guinea in which he objected to the alleged attempt 
by some members of the Security Council to refer the 
complaint by Benin to the Organization of African 
Unity (OAU) and requested the President of the 
Security Council to call an immediate meeting of that 
organ. 

At the 1986th meeting on 7 February 1977, the 
Security Council included the two letters in its agenda 
and considered the item at its 1986th and 1987th 
meetings on 7 and 8 February 1977. During these two 
meetings, the Council decided to invite the representa- 
tives of Algeria, Cuba, Guinea, Madagascar, Mali, 
Rwanda, Senegal, Somalia and Togo to participate, 
without vote, in the discussions.14M 

At the 1986th meeting, the representative of Benin 
opened the discussion with a very detailed description of 
the events of 16 January 1977 at Cotonou and charged 
that the aim of the act of aggression carried out by a 
group of mercenaries was to immobilize the armed 
forces of Benin and to place the city under military 
occupation as a first stage. He pointed out that the 
mercenaries carried highly sophisticated quipment in 
large quantities and gave rise to severe fighting leading 
to death and injury of soldiers and civilians as well as to 
substantial material damage. He accused imperialist 
and neo-colonialist Powers of having instigated this 
attack and called for a special Security Council mission 
to ascertain the facts, to determine who was responsible 
and who carried out the armed aggression and to help 
assess the damage caused. He also expressed hope that 
in a second phase appropriate action should be taken to 
prevent the recurrence of such barbaric acts of aggres- 
sion by mercenaries.‘437 

The representative of Mauritius also condemned the 
mercenary attack on Cotonou and called for the dis- 
patch of a Security Council mission of inquiry to Benin 
as soon as possible. In this connexion he introduced a 
draft resolution co-sponsored by the delegations of 
Benin, Libyan Arab Republic and Mauritius under 
which the Council would decide to send such a mission 
to investigate the de/ucto aggression.14JD 

Members of the Security Council and other speakers 
joined the representative of Benin in denouncing the 
attack on Cotonou and in seeking the establishment of 
the relevant facts surrounding the act of aggression by a 
Council mission.‘459 Several representatives underlined 

of Non-Aligned Countries a communique issued by that body 
regardmg the attack on Cotonou; a letter dated 8 February 1977 
(S/12284. tbid, pp. 7-8) from the representative of Jordan who as 
Chairman of the Arab Group transmnted a communique from that 
group; a letter dated 8 February 1977 (S/12285. ibid. p. 8) from the 
representative of Rwanda who as Chairman of the African Group 
rcportcd that the African countries had expressed unanimous support 
for Hcnin’s request 

I”* For dctsl’\. see chJptcr III 
I”’ 19l4bth mtg, paras- 10-41 
I”” Ibid.. p~rar 43-W The draft rtsolutwn S/l?282 was subsc. 

qucntly sltghtl! rcvtrcd and adopted as rcsolutton 404 (1977) Fur the 
1~x1 of the orlgln.tl dr~fr see OR, jlnd j’r, Suppl /or Jan -March 
IV77 on lb-l’ 

“‘v’&c the !nlcrvcntions by Rwanda. Madagascar. Guinea. A)gcri;r 
.II the 1986th mtg and by the USSR. Libyan Arab Rcpubhc. France. 
Romania, Pdktrt.tn. China, Indta. Togo. Somalta, Malt and Panama 31 
the 1987th mrg 
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the basic responsibility of the Council to look into such 
situations,i*60 others emphasized the universal validity of 
the basic Charter norms regarding the maintenance of 
international peace and security and the non-use of the 
threat or use of force.1*1 

At the end of the 1987th meeting on 8 February 
1977, the President stated that as a result of informal 
consultations, the members of the Council were agreed 
to adopt the revised draft resolution1*61 by consensus, 
without putting it to the vote, and accordingly, he 
declared the draft resolution adopted as resolution 404 
(1977).‘*’ The resolution reads as follows: 

The Stcuriry Council. 
Tuking MIC of the letter dated 26 January 1977 from the Charge 

d’Affaires. a.i.. of the Permanent Mission of the People’s Rcoublic of 
Renin to the United Nations addrused to the President of the’Security 
Council. 

Having hcord the statement of the Permanent Representative of 
the People’s Republic of Benin. 

Bcoring in mind that all Member States must refrain in their 
international relations from the threat or UK of force against the 
territorial integrity or political independence of any State. or in any 
other manner inconsistent with the purpues of the United Nations, 

I. Ajjlrms that the territorial integrity and political indcpen- 
dcnce of the People’s Republic of Renin must be respected; 

2. Derldrs to send a Special Mission composed of three members 
of the Security Council to the People’s Republic of Renin in order to 
invatiptc the events of I6 January 1977 at Cotonou and report not 
later than the end of February 1977; 

3. Lkides that the members of the Special Mission will be 
appointed after consuliatiorts between the President and the members 
of the Security Council; 

4. Requests the Secretary-General to provide the Special Mission 
with the necessary auistance; 

5. Decides to remain seized of the quation. 

Following the adoption of the resolution, the Presi- 
dent announced that he would begin consultations with 
the members of the Council on the appointment of the 
members of the Special Mission and keep the members 
informed of progress.iW 

In a notci”J dated 10 February 1977, the President of 
the Security Council reported that the Council members 
had agreed to appoint three Council members: India, 
the Libyan Arab Republic and Panama as members of 
the Special Mission and the Ambassador of Panama as 
Chairman. 

In a further notei*66 issued on 23 February 1977, the 
President informed the Council members that on 22 
February he had received a telegram from the Chair- 
man of the Special Mission to Benin requesting, in view 
of the extensive volume of evidence acquired in the 
course of its investigation, an extension until 8 March of 
the deadline for submission of its report. The President 

lLoSee. for example. 1986th mtg.: Mada 
39). 1987th mtg.: Pakistan, para. SO (Article ? 

ascar, para. 68 (Article 
4). 

I(61 Sec. for example. 1987th mtg.: Pakistan. para. 48 (Article 
I (I )). India. pra. 64 (Article 2(4)). 

t&r S/I 22 2/Rev. I, adopted as resolution 404 (1977). The revision 
involved the deadline in paragraph 2 and the addition of paragraph 4 
regarding the assistance to be provided by the Secretary-General. 

I*’ 19g7th mtg.. para I23 
I4 Ibid.. para. 131. 
‘u’S/I 2286. OR. 32nd yr Suppl /or Jonuary-March 1977. p 8. 
‘“S112289,ibid.p 9. 

added that the members of the Council had agreed to 
the request. 

On 7 March 1977, the Security Council Special 
Mission to the Pc~plc’s Republic of Benin submitted its 
report,” in which it gave an account of its investigation 
of the events of 16 January 1977 at Cotonou. During its 
visit to Benin from 16 to 25 February, the Special 
Mission had interviewed members of the diplomatic 

corps, witnesses of the attack and a capturd mercenary 
and had examined material evidence including docu- 
mentation left behind by the invaders. The report 

offered a detailed reconstruction of the events of 16 
January, described step by step the operation launched 
by the mercenaries. the number and background of the 
attackers and the action of the Beninese forces who 
successfully repulsed the invasion. 

The report concluded that on the basis of the 
testimony received and evidence examined, the attack of 
16 January had been launched with the primary objcc- 
tive of overthrowing the Government of Benin and that 
the act of aggression had been carried out by merce- 
naries for pecuniary motives. According to the testimo- 
ny of the prisoner held in Benin and parts of the 
documentation left behind by the attacking force, the 
attackers had been recruited in Europe and Africa, 
trained near Marrakesh, Morocco, transported from 
Morocco to Gabon on 15 January and flown in different 
aircraft to Cotonou arriving on the morning of 16 
January. A Colonel Maurin, who was in charge of the 
operation, had been hired by an organization called the 
Front de Libtration et de RChabilitation du Dahomey, 
whose objective was to replace the Government of Benin 
with a rCgimt of its own choice. According to the 
documents, a French national, Gilbert Bourgcaud, had 
been employed as an adviser to the President of Gabon 
since August 1976, and his photograph had been 
identified by the prisoner as that of Colonel Maurin. 
However, the Special Mission had decided that’ the 
terms of its mandate and the time at itrdisposal did not 
permit it to investigate further and verify the testimony 
of the prisoner pertaining to those matters. 

By letteriW dated 28 March 1977, the Secrctary- 
General transmitted a copy of a telegram from the 
President of Gabon who expressed astonishment at the 
conclusion contained in the report of the Special Mis- 
sion and disappointment at the cursory manner in which 
the inquiry had been conducted. He requested the 
documentation on which the report was based and 
invited the members of the Mission to visit Gabon to 
supplement their information and reiterated that his 
country had at no time been involved in the alleged 
aggression. Subsequently, by a letttr1”9 dated 4 April 
1977, the Secretary-General transmitted to the Council 
a letter dated 23 March from the President of Gabon 
who complained that a charade had been staged to 
discredit his country and rquestad that another fact- 

‘*‘S/I 2994 and Add. 1 replaced by S/I 2994IRcv. I. issued in OR. 
jZtrd2. Special Suppltm;nr No 3. 

St I23 I 3. ibid., Suppl. /or January-March 1977. 
F’ 50. IMdp St I 23 I 7. OR. 32nd yr.. SuppI. for April-Jm 19 7. p. 2 
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Ending mission should be authorized to visit Gabon 
together with the witness to conduct a full counter- 
investigation on the spot. 

Decision of 14 April 1977 (2005th meeting): resolution 
405 (1977) 
At the 2000th meeting on 6 April 1977, the Security 

Council included the report of the Special Mission to 
the People’s Republic of Benin in its agenda and 
considered the item during its 2000th to 2005th meet- 
ings from 6 to 14 April 1977. During these meetings, 
the Council decided to invite the representatives of 
Algeria, Botswana, Cuba, Egypt, Equatorial Guinea, 
Gabon, Guinea, the Ivory Coast, the Lao People’s 
Democratic Republic, Madagascar, Mali, Mauritania, 
Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique, Niger, Saudi Arabia, 
Senegal, Somalia, Togo, United Republic of Tanzania 
and Upper Volta to participate, without vote, in the 
discussion of the qucstion.“‘O 

At the bc@ning of the meeting, the President drew 
the attention of the Council members to additional 
documents, including the two communications from the 
Government of Gabon,“” and two letters’4’1 dated 4 
April from the ChargC d’affaircs a.i. of Benin requesting 
the circulation of reports prepared by his Govcrn- 
ment.14TJ 

The representative of Panama, speaking in his capaci- 
ty as Chairman of the Special Mission, opened the 
deliberations of the Council and introduced the report 
giving special emphasis to its principal concIusions.1474 

The representative of Benin expressed his apprccia- 
tion for the thorough report submitted by the Special 
Mission and noted that other investigations carried out 
under Beninese or African auspices corroborated the 
conclusions of the Security Council inquiry. It was clear 
in the judgcmcnt of his Government that the act of 
aggression had been organized, by the reactionary nco- 
colonialist circles in France who had never accepted the 
revolution of 1972 in Benin. He appealed to the 
representative of France to see to it that the criminals 
who had launched the operation from French soil be 
brought to justice. He stated that as a result of the 
attack on Cotonou, Benin was forced to pay particular 
attention to problems of dcfencc and security; the 
civilian and military population had been mobilized 
since 16 January 1977, and for reasons of security, the 
Government had been obliged to close Benin’s western 
frontiers for a time. He addressed an urgent appeal to 
the international community for assistance in repairing 
the extensive damages caused by the aggression and in 
ensuring its dtfcnce and security in the futurc.1475 

The representative of Mauritius mentioned that the 
Council of Ministers of the OAU had already adopted a 

I”” For details. see chapter III of thus Supplement. 
14” See notes I468 and I469 
I”? For the ICIIC~S and the attached re rts see S/I ?I 38 and Add. I. 

OK. 3,‘nd y, . SuppI. for Jon -March I9 r 7. pp. 2-5. and SI I2 I39 and 
Add. I, ibid, pp. 5-26. 

1”12000th mtg., para. 9 See also his extensive statement a~ the 
2005th mtg . paras. 166-203 

l”’ 2000th mtg.. paras. 18-34 
I”’ lhrd, paras. 49-83 

resolution condemning the act of armed aggrwion 
against Benin; the consideration by the Security Council 
should lead not only to condemnation of the events of 16 
January and to compensation to the Government of 
Benin for the damages suffered, but it should also result 
in a further attempt by the Council to come to terms 
with the spreading disease of “mcrcenarism”. He re- 
viewed some recent provisions in resolutions of the 
General Assembly dealing with mercenary activities and 
international norms designed to prevent such occur- 
rences, reported to the Council that the OAU was 
currently reviewing a regional draft convention on 
mercenaries and called upon the Security Council to 
seek actively a solution at the global level for this 
growing problem.“‘* 

During the subsequent extensive discussion of the 
report of the Special Mission and in particular of the 
causes and effects of the attack on Cotonou there was 
general agreement that the Republic of Benin had been 
the victim of a mercenary attack and that the Council 
should condemn this criminal act. Several African 
representatives and the representative of France, howcv- 
cr. took exception to charges and allegations that were 
contained in the report”” prepared and distributed by 
the Government of Benin. The resulting exchange 
involved also the representatives of Benin and Guin- 
ea 1.7: 

At the beginning of the 2004th meeting on 14 April 
1977, the representative of Mauritius introduced a draft 
rcsolutionr479 sponsored initially by the delegations of 
Benin, the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya and Mauritius and 
subsequently also by the representatives of India and 
Panama;‘- he presented its provisions in detail and 
expressed his pleasure that the draft would be adopted 
by the Council members by consensus.r”’ 

At the conclusion of the 2005th meeting on 14 April 
1977, the President stated that, as a result of consulta- 
tions, the draft resolution would be adopted without 
putting it to a vote, and declared the text adopted by 
consensus as resolution 405 (1977).““’ The resolution 
reads as follows: 

Thr Sccuriry Council, 

Having considered the report of the Security Council Special 
Mtuion to the People’s Republic of Benin established under resolution 
404 (1977) of 8 February 1977, 

Grow/y concurrnrd at the violation of the territorial integrity, 
indepcndcnce and sovereignty of the State of Benin. 

I”* Ibid.. paras. 89-l 16. 
I”’ See note 1472. for the rcnort issued as SI I2 I 39IAdd. I 
I”’ For arguments dts utin’g iknin’s charga see 2000th mtg.: 

Gabon, paras. 139-160; 2 lo 1st mtg.: Senegal. paras. 33-46: France. 
paras. 52-67: Morocco, paras. 72-96; Ivory Coast. paras. 101-I 38. 
2OOZnd mtg.: Togo, paras. 57-90; 2004th mtg.: Senegal. paras. 57-83. 
2OO5th mtg.: Gabon, paras. 30-42; Ivory Coast. paras. 108-126. 
Senegal. paras 128.144. For views in support of Benin’s position. scc 
2000th mfg.: Gumea. paras. 163-179; 2003rd mtg Benin. paras 
73.1 IO. 2004th mtg. Guinea. parw 85.1 16. 2005th mtp Gumc.t. 
parar I50- 156. 

“” St 2322 subsequently adopted wrthout change as resolution 
405 1977). * 

Lao The co-sponsorship of lndra and Panama *as announced by the 
President at the 2004th mtg.. para S5 

“‘I For the statement by the rtprcscnratrvc of Haunttus. rnld. 
paras. S-22. 

‘W See 2005th mtg., para 207. for the statement of the Prcsrdcnt 
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&tpply gri~td at the loss of hfc and subrlanltal damage lo 
property caused by the invading force during its attack on Cotonou on 
16 January 1977. 

I. rah tt~rt OT the report of the Spccisl Mission and CxPrcsss 
its appreciation for the work accomplished; 

2. Srrong/y ~~ndrmn.s the act of armed aggression perpetrated 
against the People’s Republic of Llcnin on I6 January 1977; 

2. ~ra~firnrs its resolution 239 (1967) of IO July 1967. by which, 
jnrrr olio, it condemns any State which persists in permitting or 
tolerating the recruitment of mercenaries and the provision of 
facilitia to them, with the objective of overthrowing the Governments 

of Member States; 

4. Calls upon all States IO exercise the utmost vigilance against 
the danger postd by international mercenaries and to cnsurc that their 
territory and other territories under their control. as well as their 
nationals, arc not used for the planning of subversion and recruitment, 
training and transit of mcrccnarics daigncd IO aerthrow the Govern- 
ment of any Member State; 

5. Fur/her CO//S upon all States to consider taking ncccssary 
measures to prohibit. under their rcspcctivc domestic laws, the 
rccruitmcnf training and transit of mcrccnarics on their territory and 
other tcrritorics under their control; 

6. Condemns all forms of external interference in the internal 
affairs of Member Stata, including the use of international mcrce- 
narics to dcstrbilize Stata and/or IO violate their territorial integrity, 
sovereignty and’indcpendencc; 

7. Rrqursrs the Secretary-General to provide appropriate tcchni- 
cal assistance to help the Government of Benin in rsscasing and 
cvalualing the damage resulting from the act of armed aggrtuion 
committed at Cotonou on I6 January 1977; 

8. Appcob lo all State, to provide material assistance to the 
Pmplc’s Republic of Rettin in order to enable it to r+ir the damage 
and loaaa inflicted during the attack; 

9. NOMS that the Government of Benin has rcacrvcd its right with 
respect to any eventual claims for compensation which it may wish to 
auerl; 

IO. Culls upon all Statcs 10 provide the Security Council with 
any information they might have in conncxion with the events at 
Cotonou on 16 January 1977 likely to throw further light on thcu 
evc”ts; 

I I. Requesfs the Secretary-General to follow closely the imptc- 
mcntation of the present resolution; 

12. Dccidrs to remain seized of this quation. 

Dccisi~a of 24 November 1977 (2049th meeting): 

resolution 419 (1977) 

By Ictttr’“’ dated I3 October 1977, the representative 
of Benin transmitted the revised report by his Govern- 
ment evaluating the damages resulting from the act of 
armed aggression committed at Cotonou on 16 January 
1977. The revised report’* was based on new statistical 
data and on the reports prepared by two expert consul- 

tants who had visited Cotonou in accordance with 
paragraph 7 of resolution 405 (1977). Copies of the 
reports of the two expert consultants on material 
damage and on damage to persons were annexed. 

By lettcr1u5 dated 4 November 1977, the rcpresenta- 
tivc of Benin requested the President of the Security 
Council to convene a meeting of the Council to resume 
consideration of the question of armed aggression of 16 
January 1977 against Benin. 

luJ St241 5. OR. Hnd VI.. Suppl./or Or:.-Lk. 1977. pp 27-33. 
““’ It superseded the first report circulated on 5 April as document 

SII2318/Add.l (we note 1472) 
““S/12417, ihrd.. p 51 

At the 2047th meeting on 22 November 1977, the 
Security Council included the letter dated 4 November 
in its agenda and considered the item at its 2047th to 
2049th meetings from 22 to 24 November 1977. During 
these meetings, the Council decided to invite the repre- 
sentatives of Algeria, Angola, the Congo, Cuba, Equato- 
rial Guinea, Guinea, Madagascar, Mali, Mozambique 
and Viet Nam to participate, without vote, in the 
discussion of the item.‘& 

The representative of Benin opened the deliberations 
by recalling the resolutions 404 and 405 (I 977) which 
the Council had adopted in response to the events at 
Cotonou and charged that the hostility against his 
country continued in overt and covert ways: after the 
imperialist aggression in January Benin was now subject 
to economic reprisals consisting of denial of credits that 
were routinely granted in the past and other forms of 
economic coercion. The Government of Benin regretted 
in particular that the Government of France had not yet 
responded to its request for assistance in investigating 
th,: origin of the mcrc;.-.arJ agg;:ssiIon of 16 January as 
far as it could be traced to French nationals acting on 
French territory. 

He urged the Council members to consider the attack 
on Cotonou once again for two reasons: The case offered 
an exceptional opportunity to adopt effective measures 
to eliminate the scourge of international mercenaries. 
Moreover, paragraph 7 of resolution 405 (1977) bad 
requested the Secretary-General to assist the Govem- 
mtnt of Benin in assusing and evaluating the damage 
resulting from the aggression against Cotonou. Two 
experts whom the Secretary-General bad made avail- 
able conducted surveys regarding human lasses and 
material damages and arrived at a total estimate of 7 
billion CFA or $28 million. Tbe reports prepared by the 
two experts indicated that their estimate was on the low 
side. The Government of Benin did not ask for charity 
but only for justice, as far as these damages were 
concerned.~u7 

At the same meeting, the represenGtivc of France 
rejected the charges of the Beninese representative, 
reiterated his Government’s commitment to the princi- 
ple of respect for the independence of States and 
non-interference in their internal affairs and noted that 
his Government bad carried out an independent investi- 
gation, following the request by the Benin authorities, 
which, however, had produced nothing; the Government 
of Benin had been informed of the outcome of the 
French inquiry. He concluded by once again declaring 
his Government’s principled condemnation of all forms 
of interference and by reiterating its denial of any 
involvement in actions by adventure-seekers, such as the 
attack of 16 January.lU 

General support in the subsequent discussion for the 
concerns expressed by the representative of Benin result- 

i”I For details, see chapter III 
I”’ 2047th mlg . paras. g-31 
I*’ lhid. paras. 18-83. 
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rtgime in Southern Rhodesia. Its policy was inflexible 
and aggressive and it had, through foreign investment 
and foreign loans, created a garrison State to prevent, 
not promote, change.14P’ 

The representative of Nigeria, in his capacity of 
current Chairman of the African Group of Member 
States and Chairman of the Special Committee against 
Aprrrrhcid, stated that the Security Council continued to 
adopt resolutions on mandatory sanctions against South- 
ern Rhodesia but would not apply any sanctions against 
South Africa, which provided the main loophole in those 
sanctions. It was easy for the Security Council to apply 
Chapter VII of the Charter against Southern Rhodesia 
because Western vested interests in that country had 
been limited at the time of the unilateral declaration of 
independence by Ian Smith and because Southern 
Rhodesia was no major source of raw materials and was 
of little strategic importance. He hoped that Powers 
which had in the past vetoed mandatory arms embar- 
goes against South Africa would heed the appeals from 
the overwhelming majority of Member States.‘** 

At the same meeting the representative of Egypt drew 
the attention of the Council to the danger of the 
increasing tics between South Africa and Israel, which 
continued to refuse to implement resolutions of the 
United Nations and to participate in the search for 
peaceful and just solutions. He expressed his conviction 
that the violence and repression by the South African 
regime had greatly aggravated the situation in South 
Africa and would certainly lead to violent conflict and 
racial conflagration, with serious international repcrcus- 
sions. The Council should call on the South African 
rtgimc to take steps to comply with its obligations under 
the Charter and the provisions of the relevant rcsolu- 
tions of the Council and to report within a specific 
time-limit on the steps it had taken. If that rdgime failed 
to comply with such resolutions, the Council should 
consider immediate action under all the appropriate 
provisions of the Charter, including those of Articles 5 
and 6 and Chapter VII.rya 

At the 1990th meeting on 23 March 1977 the 
representative of Sierra Leone noted that a repeated call 
by the world body for a mandatory arms embargo 
against South Africa under Chapter VII of the Charter 
had failed to gain acceptance from the Western Powers 
in the Security Council on the grounds that the situation 
in South Africa did not constitute aggression or a threat 
to peace and security in the area. But the Council was 
well aware of South Africa’s aggression against Zambia 
and Botswana, and the involvement of that rtgimc in 
Angola, after its accession to independence, was now in 
the open. Therefore, the excuse that South Africa was 
not an aggressor and a threat to peace and security 
could not be seriously maintaincd.‘JO’ 

At the 1991st meeting on 24 March 1977 the 
representative of China observed that the South African 

lea 1988th mtg.. paras. 16-47. 
I’* Ibid.. pmras. 49-95. 
lyx) Ibid.. pmras. I lO-148. 
Iso’ 1990th mtg.. parns. S-30. 

authorities, while continuing their political manocuvrcs, 
had intensified their violent repression of the Azanian 
and Namibian peoples and their armed provocations 
against the neighbouring independent African countries, 
thereby demonstrating once again to people the world 
over that the nature of the racists would never 
change.tMz 

At the 1992nd meeting on 25 March 1977 the 
representative of Zambia stated that the time had come 
for the United Nations to re-examine its methods. The 
Security Council had to decide what role it was going to 
play regarding the grave threat to international peace 
and security in southern Africa. Since the voluntary 
arms embargo against South Africa had not been 
effective the Security Council should no longer leave it 
to the good will of States to ban arm sales and other 
forms of military collaboration with South Africa. He 
bllcd on the Council to impose a mandatory arms 
embargo against South Africa under Chapter VII of the 
Charter and prevent any further foreign economic 
investments in South Africa.rwl 

At the same meeting Mr. Abdul S. Minty stated that 
the international arms embargo against South Africa 
was being evaded in a number of ways. The United 
Kingdom, for example, claimed to implement it, yet the 
way in which it interpreted and applied the embargo left 
gaping loopholes which permitted the South African 
armed forces to obtain a wide range of British cquip- 
ment.iwY 

Speaking in exercise of his right of reply the rcprcsen- 
tativc of the United Kingdom said that he rejected the 
allegations of Mr. Minty and reiterated the British 
Government’s commitment to implementing its undtr- 
takings in respect of the United Nations arms cmbar- 
go.‘Jo’ 

At the 1998th meeting. on 30 March 1977 the 
representative of Canada suggested that the Council 
depart for a time from the kind of approach which had 
so far proved ineffective and instead adopt a declaration 
of principles on southern Africa which would serve as a 
statement of purpose for all members of the Council in 
terms of their objectives in that region of the world. The 
adoption by consensus of such a document would serve 
as an unequivocal declaration to South Africa of the 
Council’s intentions and as a vehicle to mobilize public 
opinion towards the Council’s objcctivcs.‘~ 

At the same meeting the representative of the United 
Republic of Tanzania stated that the South African 
rCgime was determined to perpetuate its white suprem- 
acy, using maximum violence and other repressive 
measures. Furthermore, to accomplish this objective, the 
rtgime bad cmbarkbd on a frenzied military build-up. 
That excessive militarization was taking place not only 
in South Africa itself but also in the international 
territory of Namibia. South Africa’s military power was 

Jy)* 199181 mlg.. paras. 25-33. 
lJaJ 1992nd mtg.. psras. 39-U 
IJo( Ibid.. paras. 124-162. 

2 :~~,~~~:.l~~:~-20. 
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being used for internal oppression of the African people 
and external aggression against ncighbouring independ- 
ent African States. South Africa was the only country in 
the history of the Organization ever to be specifically 
condemned by the Security Council as an aggressor.lW7 

At the 1999th meeting on 31 March 1977 the 
representative of France said that the Council and the 
world community had three basic complaints against 
South Africa: its oporrheid policies; its illegal occupa- 
tion of a territory with international status, Namibia; 
and its failure to comply with the mandatory measures 
imposed by the Security Council against the illegal 
regime in Southern Rhodesia. But hc did not agree with 
those who said that they had no further use for moral 
condemnation, the time for which had passed, or for 
pressure, the effectiveness of which they questioned. and 
with those who believed the time had come for obliga- 
tory sanctions. He expressed the belief that the most 
appropriate course would be to collect in a solemn 
document the principles which should be incorporated in 
the reforms that the Council would call upon South 
Africa to put into effect. He hoped the Pretoria 
Government would not be mistaken about the signifi- 
cance of the declaration that had been worked out in the 
working groups of the Council: the draft text rejected 
the basis of upurlheid, the conduct of the South African 
authorities and the different aspects of the way of life 
unjustly imposed upon the black majority, and called 
upon Pretoria to carry out precise changes, to undertake 
a reexamination in depth of its policy.‘W 

During the Council’s discussions, a large number of 
speakers criticized South Africa’s policies of up~rlheid 
as violating the provisions of the Charter. They called 
for action under Chapter VII against South Africa.‘- 

Four draft resolutions were submitted to the Council, 
each sponsored jointly by ‘Benin. the Libyan Arab 
Republic and Mauritius.“‘o 

Under the first draft resolution,r’” the Security 
Council would, inter olio, strongly condemn the South 
African racist regime, demand that regime end violence 
and repression against the black people and request the 
Secretary-General to report to the Council on the 
implementation of this resolution. 

Under the text of the second draft resolution’512 the 
Security Council would: 

I Drrlorr that the South Afrrcan racist rCgimc had flagrantly 
and pcrs~s~cn~ly vrolatcd the princrplcr conldrncd rn the Chnrtcr of the 
Umtcd Natrons. 

Iu)’ 1998th mtg . paras 46-55. 
Iy* 1999th mtl. paras 64-7X 
IM1 1989th mtl.. paras lH.21. 2tt 

(I.hcm); ihrd, 
lbrd. para 911 ( P 

aras. 47. 61 (Indut). ibc 
ambra). 1990th mt 

mtg.. para 84 (Madagascar): 1992n cf. mtg.. pars II6 (Mr. Makatim). 
rbtd.. para. 146 (Mr. Mmty); 1994th mtg, pdra. 26 (Libyan Arab 
Rcpublrc); ibrd. para. 43 (Ghana): ibid.. para 60 (Kenya), ibid. 
para 76 (Mongolta). 1996th mt 

f 
. paras. 63. 73 (Somalia): 1998th 

mtg.. para. 54 (United Repub rc of Tanzania); Ibid, para. 81 
(Romania); 1999th mta. paras. 31.62 (Panama) 

“‘0 1998th mtg , pa;a ‘4 
“‘I S/12309. OR. 33nd y,. SuppI /or Jan:March 1977. p 48 

(Thus draft rcsolutron uas r&cd and adopted at subsequent meetings 
of the Councrl in October-November 1977 as resolution 417 (1977)). 

“‘1 S/12310. ibtd.. p 49 

2. furrhrr declare that the policies and actions of the South 
African ractst rCgime had seriously disturbed pcocc in the region and 
constituted a grave threat IO international peace and accurity; 

3. Urgrnfly roll on the South African racist rCgimc to take steps 
lo comply with its obligations under the Charter and the provisions of 
the relevant resolutions of the Security Council; 

4. H~qurrr the Secretary-General IO follow the situation and 
report on the rmplcmentation of the present resolution not later than 

3 I August 1977, 

5. Drcidr that, in case of non-compliance with paragraph I of the 
present resolution. the Security Councrl should consider appropriate 
actton under all the provisions of the Charter. including Articles 39 lo 
46 of Chapter VII. 

Under the operative paragraphs of the third draft 
resolution15” the Security Council would: 

I. Drcidr that all States should cease forthwith the sale and 
shipment IO South Africa of arms. ammunition of all types and 
military equipment and vehicles. and equipment and materials for the 
manufacture and maintenance of arms, ammunition and military 
equipment and vehicles; 

2. Furrhrr deride that all States should: 

(u) Fully implement the provisions of paragraph 4 of rcaolution 
282 ( 1970). adopted by the Security Council on 23 July 1970. for :he 
strengthening of the arms embargo; 

(b) Refrain from any co-operation with the South African racist 
rCgimc in nuclear development; 

(c) Take necessary steps IO prevent corporations under their 
jurisdiction from providmg any form of direct or indirect assistance to 
the South African Government in its military build-up; 

3. Rrqursr all States to report lo the Secretary-General nol later 
than 31 July 1977 on mcasura taken IO implement the present 
resolution; 

4. Hryursf the Secretary-General to report IO the Security 

Council on the progress of the implementation of the present 
resolution. the first report IO bc made not later than 31 August 1977; 

5. Drrrdr to maintam this item on its agcndn for further action 
as appropriate in the light of dcvclopmcnts. 

Under the text of the fourth draft rcsolution15’4 the 
Security Council would: 

I. Cull uporc all Governments: 

(o) To refram from any investments in, or loans to, the South 
African racist rCgime or companies registered in South Africa; 

(b) To take all appropriate steps to ensure that compniu and 
financial institutions within their jurisdiction cease all further invest- 
ments in, or loans to. the South African racist rCgime or companies 
registered in South Africa; 

(c) To refrain from any agreements or measures to promote 

trade or other economic relations wrth South Africa; 

2 furrhrr co// upon all the specialized agencies and other 
international mstttutrons of the United Nations lo refrain from any 
loans. crcdrts or assistance to the South African racist rCgimc or 
companies rcgrstcrcd in South Africa. 

3 Rrquclr all States Members of the United Nations or 
members of the spcciahrcd agencta IO report IO the Secretary-Gcn- 
era1 by 31 July 1977 on measures taken to implcmcnl the prcacnl 
rcsolutron; 

4 Rrqutlf the Secretary-General IO report to the !kcwly 

Counctl on the progress of the rmplcmentatton of the prcacnt 
rcsolutrun. the first report IO be made nol later than 31 August 1977: 

5 Derrdr IO mamtain thus item on its agenda for further action 
as appropriate tn the hght of developments. 

The four above-mentioned draft resolutions were not 
put to the vote. 

‘5” S/l231 I. ibid., pp, 49.50. 
rs”S/l2312.ibid.p. 50. 
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hision of 3lst October 1977 (2045th meeting): rrsolu- 
tion 417 (1977) 

Decision of 31st October 1977 (2045th meeting): rclcc- 
tion of three draft resolutions 

Decision of 4th November 1977 (2046th meeting): 
resolution 418 (1977) 
By letterl~l~ dated 20 October 1977 addressed to the 

President of the Security Council the rcpresentativc of 
Tunisia, Chairman of the African Group for the month 
of October, requested the convening of a meeting of the 
Security Council to resume urgent consideration of the 
question of South Africa in the light of the series of 
repressive measures which the racist rtgimc had taken 
recently against the South African people. 

By a letterl’lh dated 21 October 1977 addressed to the 
Secretary-General the representative of Sri Lanka 
transmitted the text of a communique issued on that 
date by the Co-ordinating Bureau of Non-Aligned 
Countries on the most recent reprcssivc mcasurc\ adopt- 
cd by the South African rdgime. The Co-ordinating 
bureau called, inler olio. upon all supporters of black 
African rights to demand that a time-limit bc set to the 
negotiations being conducted by the five Western Pow- 
ers and that, after the expiration of the time-limit. 
Chapter VII of the Charter of the United Nations be 
invoked against the Pretoria rCgime. 

At the 2036th meeting on 24 October 1977 the 
Security Council adopted the agenda and considered the 
item at the 2036th to 2040th and 2042nd to 2046th 
meetings between 24 October and 4 November 1977. 

In’the course of its deliberations the Council invited 
the representatives of Algeria, Botswana. Ghana, Guin- 
ea, Guyana, Lesotho, Mauritania, the Niger. Nigeria, 
Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Somalia, the Sudan. Togo, 
Tunisia, the United Republic of Cameroon and Viet 
Nam.‘!” It also extended invitations to representatives 
of the Pan Africanist Congress, to the Chairman of the 
Special Committee against Aporfheid. to ,Mr. ftorst 
Gerhard Kleinschmidt. External Reprcsentativc of the 
Christian Institute of Southern Africa, and to Mr. Eli;is 
1.. Ntloedibe of the Pan Africanist Congrcb\ of 
Azania.“” 

At the 2036th meeting the rcpresentativc of TunisI; 
recalled that the General Assembly, by its decisions on 9 
November 1976, had asked the Security Council to take 
action under Chapter VII of the Chnrter to implrment 
military sanctions against South Africa, and to consider 
steps to achieve the cessation of further foreign invcst- 
ments there. But the measures advocated by the interna- 
tional community had not been adopted. South Africa 
had taken advantage of the situation to step up its 
repression, continue its oporfhdd policy. try to create 
more bantustans and pursue with impunity its atr,lckq 
on neiphbouring countries. Hc said th;\t the >itu,l;lon 13 

South .Africa was dctcrioratinp swiftly. posing ;I grc;itcr 
threat to the are;\ and to intcrntitional pcrtcc ;lnd 
security. Ilc cxprcssccl the hcjpc of the AfriCiln group of 
Member States th;lt the Srcurity Council would pivc 
unanimous approv;ll to the four draft rcsolutlon\ uhich 
had been submitted in March by three Afric;ln III~I~. 
bcrs.“‘+ 

At the 2037th meeting on 25 October 1977 the 
representative of China strongly condemned the South 
African racist regime for the new scrics of grave crimes 
it had committed recently against the Azanian people. 
He called on the Security Council to adopt a resolution 
to condemn strongly the atrocities of the South Afric;ln 
authorities, impose a mandatory arms emb;lrpo ;~nd 
economic sanctions against South Africa.“‘” 

At the same meeting Mr. Makatini said that the 
condemnations of and appeals to the South African 
rCgimc by the international community through the 
United Nations had been ignored with impunity, The 
same went for the appeals to some States which bud 
continued their economic. diplomatic and military col- 
laboration with Pretoria ‘I’hc result had been the 
intensification of rcprcssion and rcpeatcd massacres, as 
well as the aggression against Angola, the continued 
occupation of Namibia. economic and military support 
for the Smith rCgime, economic aggression against 
I.csotho, the repeated violation of the territorial integri- 
ty and sovereignty of land-locked States such as Bot- 
swana, Lesotho and Swaziland. He charged that some 
of the major trading partners of South Africa had 
increased their military collaboration with the Pretoria 
rCgime by furnishing it with licences which enabled it to 
be virtually self-sufficient in the production of war 
equipment and by supplying it with the technological 
know-how for producing atomic weapons.‘Jz’ 

At the 2039th meeting on 26 October 1977 the 
representative of the USSR noted that the system of 
violence and repression, which had been elevated by the 
South African regime to the level of State policy, and its 
acts of aggression against sovereign African Statcq had 
created a situation in that pn’;t of the world that pose\ a 
direct threat to pc;~cc and security. The rtgims’s 
militnry machine was being continuously improved; its 
intention of’ acquiring weapons of mass destruction 
including nuclear weapons w;1s a chnllcnge to Afric;i 
;lnd to the whole world and was contrary to the propo\;nl 
of the Unitrd Nations ;lnd the OAU th;lt the continent 
of Africa bc dcclured ;I nuclc,lr-free Ions. It URIS also 
contrary to the United Nations efforts to prevent the 
danger of the spread of nucleilr weapons throughout the 
planet. [{c supported ths African proposal\ bcforc the 
Security Council that demanded, among other things, 
that South Africa CC;LX its violence and repression of 

opponents of apartheid. release political prisoners, desist 
from the policy of banrustanization and end its attacks 
ap;linst African countries. However. it could not be 
expected that South Africa \tould heed the demands of 
rhc Security Council unless the]; were backed b) 
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sanctions under Chapter VII of the Charter, a step that 
he considered long overdue.“” 

At the 2040th meeting on 26 October 1977 the 
representative of Mauritius introduced”” the revised 
texts (S/l2309/Rev.l. S1123lO/Rev.l, S/l23111Rev.l, 
S/l2312/Rcv.I) of the draft resoIutionsl’z’ which were 
originally submitted to the Council jointly by Benin, the 
Libyan Arab Republic and Mauritius in March 1977 
during the discussion of the question of South Africa 
and which had been revised -- in general to update the 
texts and set new dates for the submission of reports to 
the Council. In some cases new provisions had been 
added. 

The first draft resolution (S/I2309/Rcv.l) was re- 
vised to make reference to events since I9 October 1977 
and to add a demand for abrogation of bans on 
organizations and news media. 

The second draft resolution (S/I 23 IO/Rev. I ) was 
updated. 

In the revised text of the third draft resolution 
(S/ I23 I I /Rev. I ) two new prcambular paragraphs were 
added so that the Council would tdkc note of the Lagos 
Declaration for Action against Aprrheitf adopted at the 
World Conference in August 1977, and would express 
grave concern that South Africa was tit the threshold of 
producing nuclear weapons. A new operative paragraph 
was added by which the Council would call upon all 
States to take measures to revoke contractual arrange- 
ments with South Africa and all existing licences 
granted to South Africa relating to the manufacture and 
maintenance of arms, ammunition of all types and 
military equipment and vehicles. The resolution was also 
updated. 

The fourth draft resolution (Sl2312/Rev.l) was 
updated and revised so that the Council would call on 
Governments to refrain from any investments in, loans 
to. “or any export and import credits” to the South 
African racist regime. 

At the 2042nd meeting on 28 October 1977 the 
representative of the United Kingdom said that his 
country wanted a pcaccful and democratic transforma- 
tion in South Afric,r. ruthcr than ;I disintegration into 
violcncc. The conflict could still bc averted, but only if 
the South Al’rtcan Govcrnmcnt began to change its 
prchcnt policies. For m;tny years Britain had observed a 
voluntary arms emb;trgo against South Africa and did 
not co-operate in the nuclear field. It had come to the 
concluston that the acquisition by South Africa of arms 
and related material in the current situation constituted 
a threat to the maintenance of international peace and 
security and she would therefore accept and vote in 
f.tvour of a mandatory arms embargo under Chapter 
VII of the Charter. South Africa had to begin serious 
steps to dismantle apurfheid. Cosmetic changes were 
not enough.lJzJ 

At the 2043rd meeting on 28 October 1977 the 
represcntativc of Canada observed that the fact that the 
Security Council debate on South Africa and its policy 
of aparrhr*id had been suspended for several months did 
not reflect any lack of interest but. on the contrary, was 
the result of the intensive international diplomatic 
efforts to resolve the problems of South Africa. South 
Africa had been advised that it travelled on a road to 
disaster, which only a commitment in favour of funda- 
mental change could avert. But the response had been 
uncompromising. He went on to say that the Canadian 
Government was prepared to support the imposition of a 
mandatory arms embargo against South Africa under 
Chapter VII of the Charter and to support a call to all 
Governments to review their economic relations with 
South Africa. If  adopted it would be the first time that 
a Member State was to be the subject of such mea- 
surcs.15zb 

At the same meeting the representative of India noted 
that five generations of Africans had endured injustice 
pcaccfully in the hope that the international community 
would be able to bring about a change in South Africa. 
The African people of South Africa had now apparently 
no hope of any peaceful change for the better. There 
wcrc only IWO choices open-either armed struggle or 
mandatory action by the Security Council.rJz’ 

At the’ 2044th meeting on 31 October 1977 the 
representative of the Federal Republic of Germany said 
that the events of I9 October were a challenge to all 
who had worked for a peaceful change in South Africa. 
The acquisition of arms by South Africa in the current 
circumstances constituted a threat to peace and security. 
Consequently his Government was ready to accept and 
vote in favour of a mandatory arms embargo under 
Chapter VII.‘JzB 

The representative of France stated that the interna- 
tional community had to take measures to make South 
Africa understand that it had to end its reprehensible 
and dangerous practices. He noted that in their state- 
ments a number of African representatives had sugges- 
ted that sornr latitude should be allowed for negotia- 
tions. France shared their concern and wanted to 
preserve opportunities of arriving at peaceful solutions 
of the prnblrms of that pdrt of Africa. He added that in 
strictly legal terms, no country could be denied the right 
of self-dcfencc provided for in Article 51 of the Charter, 
but the Intention here. in the aftermath of the recent 
crackdown by the South African Government, was to 
protest against the stockpiling of weapons intended for 
purposes of internal repression. The French Government 
had therefore decided to vote in favour of a mandatory 
ernbargo on arms shipments to South Africa.“?* 

At the 2045th meeting on 31 October 1977 the 
representative of the United States said that his Govern- 
ment was prepared to join with others in supporting 

- 
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Security Council action to establish a mandatory arms 
embargo. He urged South Africa, as well as others 
which had not signed the Treaty on the Non-Prolifcra- 
tion of Nuclear Weapons, to do so promptly and to put 
all their nuclear facilities under full international safc- 
guards.r”0 

In their statements before the vote the reprcscntativcs 
of CanadaI’” and the United Statesr5J1 indicated that 
they were unable to support three of the proposed four 
draft resolutions, namely S/l23IOIRcv.l, S/l231 I/ 
Rev.1 and S/l2312/Rev.l. They called upon the mem- 
bers of the Council to have preliminary discussions that 
would enable them to come to a consensus. 

The representatives of the Libyan Arab Jamahi- 
riya.“” Beninr5” and Mauritius”” on behalf of the 
African Group and as sponsors of the draft resolutions 
requested the President to proceed to put them to the 
vote. 

At the same meeting the Council proceeded to vote on 
the first draft resolution (S/l 2309/Rev. I ) and adopted it 
unanimously as resolution 4 I7 (I 977).15J6 

The resolution reads as follows: 
Thr Srcuriry Council. 

Rrcollrng its resolution 392 (1976) of 19 Juuc 1976. strongly 
condemning the racist regime of South hfrrca for its re\ort IU mawvc 
violence agrinst and wanton kilhngs of the African people. mcludmg 
schoolzhtldrcn and students and othcrn oppmng cacrrl dwrrmmatwn. 
and callmg upon the South hfricrn racist regrmc urpcntly to end 
v~olencc against the African people and IO take urgent step to 
clrmmatc upurrhrid and racial discrtminatron. 

N’oring wrth deep anxiety and indignation that the Soutl. African 
racist regime hds contrnued v~olcnce and masstvc rsprcsswn agarnst 
the black people and all op~ncnts of aparrhrid rn defiance of the 
resolutions of the Security Councrl. 

Gruvrl~ concrrtwd over reports of torture of political prrwncrs and 
the deaths of a number of detainees. as well as the mounting wave of 
repression against individuals, organizations and the news media since 
I9 October 1977. 

Convincrd that the violence and repression by the South African 
racist rCgime have greatly aggravated the situation in South Africa 
and will certainly lead to violent conflict and racial conflagration with 
serious international repercussions. 

RcafJrming its recognition of the lcgitrmacy of the struggle of the 
South African people for the elimination of aporrhrid and racial 
discrimination, 

A/jirming the right to the exercise of self-detcrmtnatron by all the 
people of South Africa as a whole. irrcspecttve of race, colour or 
creed. 

Mlndjul of its responsibilrtics under the Chdrtcr 01 the United 
h.)trons for the m.tintcn.tncc of intcrnatiowl pc.tcc Jnd LCC’II~II~. 

I SrrongIJ, wndrmn.r the South Afrwan racist rfprmc for it\ 
resort 10 massive violence and represston agdrnrt the black pwplc. who 
constitute the great maJority of the country, a\ well a\ all othrr 
opponents of aparthrtd. 

2 Erprrtrrr IIS support for. and solrdarrty wrth. ,111 thw 
strugglmg for the clrnunatron of apurrhrcd .tnd r.rcral dl\Lrlrnrrr.rtmn 
and all *KII~\ of vwlcncc and rcprc\sron bb the South Afr~~.rn r.rc’r\t 
dpmc. 

“‘O 2045th mtg., paras 5-25 
“‘I /bid. para 30-35 
I”! lhrd. para\ 36-13 
I”’ Ihtd. pJra> 44 and 45 
“I’ lbld, paras 40-48. 
“I’ lhrd para, 49 4nd 50 
“W Rrr~durron~ and /krc~rmt (I/ rhr 50 ur,,~ ( ,,,,,,,,I IV”, pp 

4.5 

3 lkmundc that the racrct dglmc of South Africa, 

(a) End vtolcncc and repression agJmst the black people and 

other opponents ol’apurrhrrd. 
(h) Rclcorc all perwns rmprrwncd under arbitrary sccurrty laws 

and all thwc dctdincd for their qyw~~!wn 10 aparrhrid. 

(4,) Cease furthwth its rndrrcrim~natc vtolencc against peaceful 
dcmonstratorr agarnvt aptrrrhr~rrl. murder\ tn dctcrltron and turturc of 
polrlical prrsoncrs; 

(d) Abrogate the bans on orpamratwnv and the IICW mctl~a 
opposed IO uparrhrid. 

(r) Abolrsh fhc “Bantu cducatwn” s~slcrn and all other ntc.r~urcs 
of uparthrid and racial drscrimm~tron; 

V, Abolrsh the policy of bantualdnl?Jlion. abandon the twlicy of 
uparrhrid and ensure majorrty rule bared on justice and cqu.rlrty, 

4 Hrqursrs all Govcrnmcnt\ and organiratiunl to rake all 
appropriate measures to secure the implcmcntation of paragraph 3 of 
the present resolution; 

5. Furfhrr rrqursrs all Governments and organizations to con- 
tribute generously for assistance IO the victims of violence and 
repression. including educational assislancc IO student refugees from 
South Africa, 

6. Rrqursrr the Secretary-General. in co-operation with the 
Special Commrttcc against Aparrhrid. to follow the situation and 
report to the Security Council, as appropriate. on the implcmcntatron 
of the present resolution. and I* submit a first rcpurt not later than I7 
February 1978. 

The Council then proceeded to vote on the remaining 
three draft resolutions (S/l23lO/Rev.l, S/I 231 I/Rcv.l 
and S/l 23 I Z/Rev. I ) which received IO votes in favour 
to 5 against and were not adopted owing to ncgativc 
votes of three permanent mcmbers.rY~7 

Following a brief suspension of the meetingr’Jn the 
Prcsident”re informed the Council that in order to seek 
a consensus he took the initiative as the representative 
of India to circulat,: informally a new draft resolution 
for consideration :IS the basis of a consensus. Some 
members of the Courdcil wanted more time to study it. 
As a result of the consultations, a draft resolution 
sponsored by Canada and the Federal Republic of 
Germany had been circulated”” by which the Council, 
inter dia. would determine, having regard to the 
policies and acts of the South African Government, that 
the acquisition by South Africa of arms and related 
material constituted a threat to the maintenance of 
international peace and security and would direct all 
States to cease forthwith any provision of arms to South 
Africa. 

After a brief procedural discussion regarding the 
terms of rule 33 of the provisronul rules of proccdurc the 
President adjourned the meeting.“” 

At the 2046th meeting on 4 November 1977 the 
President informed the Council that the draft resolution 
sponsored by Canad. and the Federal Republic of 
Germany (S/12433) h.~d been withdrawn. tic also 
announced that a draft rcsolutic~n”4z had been prcprrcd 
in the course of consultations I”’ 
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At the same meeting the draft resolution was put to a 
vote and was adopted unanimously.‘J” It reads as 
follows: 

Hrcullrn~ iis rcsnlullon 392 (19761 of IV .lunc 1976. strongly 
condemning Ihe South hfr1c.m Govcrnmcnl fur 115 rcborl to massive 
violcncc agdln\t and kdltngs of the Afrlcdn pcuple. Including school- 
children und siudcnir .md olhcrb opposing r.xl.11 dlscriminatlon. and 
cblllng upon Ihal Govcrnmcnl urgcntty IO end violence against Ihe 
hfrxan people and 10 take urgent s~cps lo cllmlnatc opurrhrid and 
racial discrimination. 

RfroRnrzrnR Ihal the mitllrry budd-up by South Afrxa .ind IIS 
pcrsislcnl XI) of aggrc\slon agJln\l the nclghbourlng SI~ICS scrlously 
disturb the security of those SILICA. 

furfhu rrcognrzing that the cri\ting arms embargo must be 

$lrcngthencd and umverbally applied. without any reservalions or 
qualifications whatsoever. in order IO prevent J further aggravation of 
the grave siruation in South Africa, 

Tukrng nofr of the Lagos Declararlon fur Action against Aparr- 
held. 

Crovcl~~ roncrmed that South Africa i> at the threshold of 
producmg nuclear weapons, 

.Srrongly condrmninR the South Afrvznn Cobcrnmcnl for its acts of 
rcprcsslon. IIS defiant continuance of the system of aporrhrid and its 
attacks again51 ncighbourlng tndcpcndcnl SI.IIO. 

C’onridrrrng Ihat the pot~c~cs and LICIF of the South African 
(iovcrnmcnt are fraught with danger tu inlcrnatlundl peace and 

rccurily. 

Hr~//in~ its rcrolullun IHI (1903) of 7 Augur1 1961 and other 
rcsolutlons concerning a votuntar? arm> embargo against South 
Afrlc;l. 

(mvinrrd Ihal a mandatory arm> embargo needs 10 be universally 
dpphcd ugdinsl South AfrlLa tn Ihc flrsl In\l&ncc. 

Ac,rrng therefore under Chdplcr VII of ~hc Charter of the United 
Nattons. 

I Drfrrmrncv. hdvlng regard lo the policies and acts of the South 
Afrxan Govcrnmcn~. Iha1 the acquisttton by South Afrxa of arms and 
related morCrirl consiltuics a threat IO the mamtenancc of intcrna- 
tional peace and security; 

2 Dtcidrs that all Slates shall cease forthwIth any provlslon IO 
South Africa of arms and related mor&rr/ of all lypcs. inctudlng Ihe 
salt or transfer of weapons and ammunitIon. military vehicles and 
equipment. paramillrary pol~cc equipment. and spare parts for the 
aforcmenrioncd. and shalt cease as well Ihe provision of all types of 
equipment and suppl~cs and grants of lrccnsmg arrangements for the 
manufaclurc or maintenance of the aforcmcntioncd. 

3. Calls upon all States IO rcvlew. hdvlng regard 10 the ObJectives 
of the present rcsoturlon. all cxislmg conlr.xIuat arrangements with 
and Ilccnccs grdnlcd IO South Afrlcr relallng IO Ihe mJnufac!urc and 
mJInlenancc ot arm\. ammllnlllan of all lypc\ .~nd mltilary equipmcnl 
J~J vchlclcr. wllh a YICW tr) Icrmlndllng them. 

4 f’1rrrht.r rlrt trlvr Ih.11 nil S~.ltcr \h.,ll rcII.lIn fravn nny co-opcr. 
atllln wllh S~MIII AlrIc.1 in lhc n~.~nuf.~~~urc .lnd dcvctopmcnr of 
nuclc.lr uc.~p~~n\. 

5 (LIII uprn alI Sl.~lc\. IIICIUJIII~ \I.~IC\ n~m.wcmbcr\ of Ihc 
llnllcd Ndtlun\. IU XI r~r~cll) ,n ;IcL~vdancc ulth lhc prov’\,ons of the 
prchcnl rcsolultcm. 

fv Hryurtft Ihc >r<‘rc! II\ (;cncr.lt I&I rqxvl IO !hc Seiurlry 
( ouni~l on I hc pv~grr\\ 811 I hr III~~~CII~CIII.III,I~I d Ihe prcscnl 

rc\(Itullon. lhc CI~\I rcpstrl IO tx xubmlttcd not I.ltcr III.IO I hI.1) 197X. 

7 Dccrd~s II) hccp I~I\ IICIU $111 II\ .~gcnd,l for furrhcr actIon. a\ 
appropr,Jlc. In the Ilghl of dc\clupmcntr I”’ 

Following the adoption of the resolution the Secretary 
General said that it was the first time in the 32-year 
history of the Organization that action was taken under 
Chapter VII of the Charter against a Member State. It 
was clear that the policy of cporrheid as well as the 
measures taken by the South African Government to 
implement it were such a gross violation of human 
rights and SO fraught with danger to international peace 
and security that response commensurate with the 
gravity of the situation had been required. He asked the 
Governments to provide him with the most complete 
information as quickly as possible on the measures taken 
by them to comply with this binding dccision.‘Ja 

The representative of the United States stated that 
the Council had sent a clear message to the Government 
of South Africa that its measures announced on 19 
October had created a new situation in South Africa’s 
relationship with the rest of the world. At the same time 
he looked forward to the day when South Africa would 
no longer be an issue before the Council and hoped that 
its resolution would not mark the beginning of a process 
of increasing international sanctions against South 
Africa but, rather, the end of a period of growing 
confrontation between South Africa and the rest of the 
world.“” 

The representative of the USSR observed that the 
resolution bore the traces of compromise and thus did 
not go as far as might have been wished. Nevertheless. 
the USSR was able to support it since, by its adoption, 
the Security Council was in essence taking the first 
definite step in the application against South Africa of 
mandatory sanctions in accordance with Chapter VII of 

the Charter.“” 

Decision of 9 December 1977 (2052nd meeting): resolu- 
tion 421 (1977) 
By lettcr”‘9 dated 5 December 1977 addressed to the 

President of the Security Council the representative of 
the United Republic of Cameroon on behalf of the 
group of African States requested the convening, as 
soon as possible, of a meeting of the Security Council to 
consider the establishment of a body to supervise the 
implementation of Council resolution 418 (1977) con- 
cerning the mandatory arms embargo against South 
Africa. 

At its 2052nd meeting on 9 December 1977, the 
Council adopted I’50 the agenda and considered the item 
at the 2052nd and 2053rd meetings on 9 December 
1977. 

At the 2052nd meeting the representative of the 
United Republic of Cameroon was invited, at his 
request, to participate in the discussion without the right 
to vote. Subsequently such invitation was extended to 
the representative of Saudi Arabia at his request.“” 

Iw S/12419. OH. jlnd )r Suppl Ju? Oir -Drc 1077, pras 6.9 
I’(’ 2046th mtg . paras ?Z-28 
I”’ Ibtd, 
“‘*S/l24 P 

Jr&s 49-52. 
0. OR. 3Zndyr. SuppI jOr Ckr-Der IV77. p 89 

I550 2052nd mlg , precedmg ara 4 
I”’ For dclalls. see chapter P II 
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The Council also agreed to extend invitations under 
rule 39 of the provisional rules of proccdurc to Mr. M. 
J. Makatini of the African National Congress and to the 
Chairman of the Special Commitlce against Apurlhid. 
Mr. Leslie 0. Harriman, to participate in the debate.“” 

At the 2052nd meeting the rcprescntative of Camer- 
oon in his capacity as Chairman of the African Group 
for the month of December said that the adoption of 
resolution 418 (1977) opened up new prospects for the 
expansion and strengthening of measures of more sub- 
stantial and more energetic external pressure against the 
racist minority at Pretoria. The draft resolution to be 
presented to the Council on behalf of the African 
countries was an extension of resolution 418 (I 977) and 
thus intended to set up machinery to provide the 
Secretary-General with an additional means of dis- 
charging the difficult and delicate mission entrusted to 
him under that resolution.l55z 

At the same meeting the representative of Benin 
introduced the draft resolution155’ sponsored by Benin, 
the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya and Mauritius. 

The resolution was adopted unanimously as resolution 
421 (1977).“” 

The resolution reads as follows: 

Thr Srrurity <‘uuncil. 

Rmalling its resolution 418 (1977) of 4 Novcmbcr 1977. in whtch 
II determined. having rceard IO the policies and PLY\ of the South 
African Government. that the acquisition by South Afrtca of arm, and 
related mor&itl constituted a threat to the maintenance of mterna- 
tlonal peace and security and established a mandatory arms embargo 
agamst South Africa, 

Mind/u/ of the need IO have appropriate machmery in order to 
examine the progress of implementation of the measurer envisaged in 
rcsolulion 418 (1977). 

Noring that it requested the Secretary-General IO report IO the 
Council on the progress of the tmplemcntation of rc.olutlon 41 II 
(1977). 

I. &c/&s lo establish. in accordance with rule 28 of its 
provisional rules of procedure, a Commit& of the Security Council, 
consisting of all the members of the Council. IO undertake the 
following tasks and IO report on its work IO the Council with its 
observations and recommendations: 

(o) To examine the report on the progress of the implcmcntation 
of resolution 418 (1977) which will be submitted by the Secrct;lry. 
General; 

(b) To study ways and means by which the mandatory arms 
embargo could be made more cffcctlvc agrtnst South Africa and to 
make rccommendatlons IO the Council. 

(z) TO reck from all States further InformatIon rcgJrdlnp the 
action taken by them concerning the cffcctlvc implcmcntJ\ion of the 
provlslonr laid down in resolution 418 (1977); 

2. Cal/s upon all States to co-operate fully with the Committee 
in regard lo the fulfilmcnt of its tdsks conccrnlng the cffcclivc 
implemenlal~on of the provisions of rcsolutlon 418 (1977) and 10 
supply such informalion as may be sough1 by the Committee In 
pursuance of the present resolution; 

3 Rqur~rs the Secretary-General IO provide all necessar) assir- 
tance IO the Committee and to make the necessary arrangements in 
the Secretariat for that purpose. including the provIsIon of approprtarc 
staff for the servlclng of the Commltlec 

Ii:i f;zn;E;t:, paras 14-21 

resolution 4il (1977). 
S 34 S/l2477 uas adopted ulthtiui change .I, 

I”’ Rrrolurron.s and Decisions of rhr Se~~urrry CMOV~I. lVT7, p 6 

At the same meeting the reprcscntativc of China 
observed that since the adoption of resolution 418 
(1977) the rCgimc of South Africa had tot;~lly ignored 
the Council’s decisions. and inrtc;td htid stcppcd up its 

brutal repression of the just struggle of the A7;tni;ln 
people against racism and for national libcrntlon. C’hina 
supported the proposal of African countries IO establish 
a Council Committee to examine and supervise the 
implementation of the mandatory arms embargo against 
South Africa. But in the light of the Rhodesian 
experience, he considered it imperative to urge all States 
Members of the United Nations strictly to implement 
resolution 4 I8 ( I977).“” 

The representative of Canada recommended that 
whc’I the Committee began its work it should adopt 
procedures similar to those evolved over the years by the 
Committee on sanctions against Southern Rhodcsia.15’b 

The representatives of the Federal Republic of Gcr- 
many, I”’ the United Kingdom”‘” and Francel”p shared 
that view. 

The represcntativc of the USSR said his country 
regarded the Council’s decision on the mandatory arms 
embargo as the basis for further effective mcasurcs in 
the struggle against opurrlreid in southern Africa and a~ 
a point of departure for the application of effcctivc 
economic and other mandatory sanctions against the 
Pretoria rtgime.l’W 

At the same meeting the reprcscntativc of Panama 
noted that the Security Council had already established 
similar Committees made up of all mcmbcrs of the 
Council. It was logical. therefore. that the work of the 
Committee which had just been established should be 
governed by the same procedural rulcs.1’61 

At the 2053rd meeting Mr. Makatini stated that the 
Committee on Sanctions against Southern Rhodesia was 
riddled with so many loopholes that it was never 
intended to be effective. He hoped that the shortcoming 
of that Committee would not be repeated, that the new 
Committee would hold open public hearings of experts 
in the various fields and that decisions would be taken 
by vote.““‘* 

By letter ‘W dated 25 January 1978 addressed to the 
President of the Security Council the rcprcscntativcs of 
Gabon, Mauritius and Nigeria. on behalf of the African 
Group, rcquestcd the convening of the Security Council 
to resume consideration of the question of South Africa. 

At the 2056th meeting on 26 January 1978 the 
Security Council adoptcd”b4 the agenda, which also 
included a notel’b’ dated 23 January 1978 from the 
Secretary-General transmitting the text of a letter dated 

‘3” ?OS!nd rn~g . p~ras 6X-72 
I”* Ibid, prrar. 75-77. 
1”’ lbld. pdrJ\ X1-X5 
I”” lhrd, pJrJ\ K< ‘40 
!“‘I lhld p.,r~. Q-t.90 
“‘o /hfd pJr.i\ i 1). 1 I I) 

“6’ /hd ~3rd~ 123.1 Jj 

\far(.h I’XR. p I5 

1IdlL.h I973 pp 10-14. 
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19 January from the Chairman of the Special Commit- 
tee against Apartheid and an enclosed review of dcvel- 
opmcnts in South Africa since 31 October 1977. In this 
letter the Chairman of the Special Committee stated 
that the apcmheid rCgime not only had rejected the 
Security Council resolution 417 (1977) but also had 
intensified violence and repression. The Special Com- 
mittee therefore considered it imperative that the Coun- 
cil consider the situation urgently and take measures to 
secure the full implementation of resolution 4 I7 ( 1977). 

The Council decided to invite the representatives of 
Sweden and Uganda at their request to participate 
without vote in the discussion.“@ 

The Council also decided to extend invitations, under 
rule 39 of the provisional rules of its procedure. to Mr. 
Donald Woods. former editor of the South African EUSI 
London Daily Dispatch, to Mr. M. J. Makatini of the 
African National Congress and to Mr. David M. Sibcko 
of the Pan Africanist Congress of Azania.r” The 
Security Council considered the item at the 2056th to 
2059th meetings between 26 and 31 January 1978. 

At the 2056th meeting Mr. Woods said that while 
race prejudices existed in many parts of the world, it 
was only in South Africa that racism had been institu- 
tionalized through statute. The United Nations had 
already agreed on the principle that apurrheid was a 
threat to international relationships, and therefore to 
world peace, but he was more concerned now with its 
disastrous effects within his country and with the saving 
of as many lives as possible within South Africa itself. 
He therefore asked that the United Nations action 
against aparrheid should be positive, constructive and 
non-violent. The adoption of such action depended on 
the nations of the West which for many years had 
resisted the implementation of effective punitive mea- 
surcs against South Africa. He urged the Western 
powers to reassess their past attitudes. Their first 
priority should be an immediate policy of discngagc- 
mcnt from the existing diplomatic. cultural, sporting, 
trade, military, investment and general economic ties 
with South Africa.“* 

At the 2057th meeting on 27 January 1978 the 
rcprcstntativc of Gabon advocated the total isolation of 
South Africa in all fields-economic, trade, cultural, 
sports, diplomatic and military-and condemned the 
ignoble system of apartheid and all its practical mani- 
festations, such as political trials, arbitrary arrests and 
detentions. and Bantustanization, which destroyed the 
territorial integrity and national unity of the country 
and deprived the black African majority of South Africa 
of its inalienable rights.‘%’ 

At the same meeting the representative of Mauritius 
said that four things needed to be done to put significant 
pressure on the Vorster rCgimc: (I) the creation of 
effective machinery to ensure that the mandatory arms 
embargo against South Africa was properly implement- 

cd, (2) imposition of an oil embargo, (3) economic 
sanctions under Chapter VII of the Charter and (4) 
creation of adequate machinery in the Secretariat to 
ensure the implementation of economic sanctions.‘“’ 

At the 2058th meeting on 30 January 1978 the 
representative of the USSR stated that recent events in 
South Africa had shown that the racist rulers had 
practically unleashed racial war in the country in their 
unsuccessful attempts to repress and stifle the mass 
movement of the African population against the policy 
of uporfheid. That situation had created a serious threat 
to peace and security in the southern part of the African 
continent and beyond. The USSR would support any 
effective decisions of the Council that were likely to 
bring nearer the day of total liberation of all peoples 
and the final elimination of the last vestiges of colonial- 
ism from the African continent. The embargo on the 
delivery of arms to the Pretoria regime was in itself 
insufficient and could be viewed only as a first step 
towards the full international isolation of the South 
African racists.1”0 

The representative of China observed that the brutal 
murder of Steve Biko, who advocated non-violence, and 
the ruthless suppression of peaceful appeals, rallies and 
demonstrations had made the black people realize more 
clearly that in dealing with the white racist rCgime the 
use of non-violent means did not suffice and that it was 
imperative to use revolutionary violence against countcr- 
revolutionary violence if they were to win final victory in 
their struggle for national libcration.r”’ 

At the 2059th meeting on 31 January the rcpresenta- 
tive of Mauritius on behalf of the African members of 
the Council introduced two draft resolutions sponsored 
by Gabon, Mauritius and Nigeria. He requested the 
Council to take note of the draft resolutions for the 
purpose of appropriate action on them in the near 
future.“‘r 

By the operative part of the first text,“” the Security 
Council would have: strongly condemned the minority 
racist rtgimc of South Africa for its further aggravation 
of the situation by the escalating and massive repression 
against all opponents of apartheid. and for its defiance 
of Assembly and Council resolutions, in particular 
resolution 417 (1977); strongly condemned also the 
establishment of Bantustans and the proclamation of the 
so-called “independence” of Transkei and Bophutha- 
tswana; declared that the violence and repression by the 
racist regime had greatly aggravated the situation in 
South Africa and would certainly lead to violent conflict 
and racial conflagration with serious international rc- 
percussions; and demanded that the racist rCgimc of 
South Africa terminate all political trials, release all 
persons imprisoned under arbitrary security laws and all 
those detained for opposing aporfheid. and end violence 
and repression against the black people and other. 
opponents of aparrheid. 
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By the operative part of the second text.“” the 
Council, acting under Chapter VII of the Charter of the 
United Nations, would have: decided that all Slates, 
including non-member States of the United Nations, 
were to prohibit any loans to or investments in South 
Africa, or guarantees for such loans for investments. 
take effective steps to prohibit any loans to or investa 
merits in South Africa by corporations and financial 
institutions in their countries, and terminate all incen- 
tives for investments in or trade with South Africa; and 
urged all States to reconsider all their existing economic 
and other relations with South Africa. 

The two draft resolutions were not put to the vote. 

Decision of 5 April 1979 (2140th meeting): statement 
by the President 
By letterlr” dated 5 April 1979 addressed to the 

President of the Security Council the representative of 
the Ivory Coast, on behalf of the African Group of 
States at the United Nations, requested the convening 
of an urgent meeting of the Security Council to consider 
the situation created in South Africa by the renewed 
outbreak of acts of repression by the racist regime of 
South Africa against the African nationalist freedom 
fighters and against the black population of that country 
committed in implementation of that Government’s 
policy of oporfheid. 

By letter”‘* dated 5 April 1979 addressed to the 
President of the Security Council the representative of 
Sri Lanka, as Chairman of the Coordinating Bureau of 
Non-Aligned Countries, also requested an urgent meet- 
ing of the Security Council to consider the intention of 
the South African Government to execute Solomon 
Mahlangu. He also urged the President of the Security 
Council to contact the South African authorities to 
secure a stay of the execution. 

By letter I”’ dated 5 April 1979, the representative of 
South Africa stated that the South African Government 
had in recent days received appeals for clemency in the 
case of Mr. Solomon Mahlangu. He furnished back- 
ground information on Mr. Mahlangu and on the events 
which had led to his conviction for murder and subse- 
quent sentence. Among other things, he stated that the 
trial court had found no extenuating circumstances. 

At the 2140th meeting on 5 April 1979 the Security 
Council adopted I”‘ the agenda and invited the represen- 
tative of the Ivory Coast, at his request, to participate in 
the discussion without the right to VOIC.~~‘~ 

The representatives of the lvory Coastl’mo and Nige- 
ria”*’ urged the Security Council to take measures to 
save the life of Solomon Mahlangu. 

At the conclusion of the meeting the President of the 
Council said that after consultations with the members 

I)“ s. I254L1. lbld p 2 I 
““S/13223. OR, 34th J’. Suppi J,>r A/mi.Jtiw IV-0 p 14 
“‘O Si 13224. rhrif 
I”’ s/i 3225. IblJ I pp 14. I5 
I’.& 2140th mlg . prcccdmg para ? 
I”* For details. see chapter III 
t”021401h mtg.parar.9.I4 
“I’ lbld, parar 16-23 

of the Council he was authorized to make a statement 
which would be conveyed immediately to the State 
President of the Republic of South Africa.lY8* The 
statement reads as follows: 

The Securil) Counctl cxprcwcs 81s grave concern Iw the Gwcrn. 
men1 of South Africa proceed with the execution of Mr. Solomon 
Mahlrngu despite appcalr from various coun1rler and a number 01 
world leaders. as well a, the Sccrctary.Gcncral. 

II also recalls the appcrl for clemency made by the family of Mr. 
Mahlangu to the South African au1horbtics through his lawyer. ‘The 
Sccurily Council alw recalls 1he cffortc of 1hc General Assembly IO 
save the IIVCS of Mr Mahlangu and other Sou1h African lcadcrr of 1hc 
African people under xn1ence of death. 

Members of the Sccurtly Council hereby endorse the appeal 
already made b) their President. They make a solemn call on 1hc 
Governmen of Sourh Africa IO spare the life of Mr. Mahlangu and 
o1herr facing the same fare in South Africa. 

Decision of 21 September 1979 (2168th meeting): 
statement by the President 
By letter”” dated 14 September 1979 addressed to 

the President of the Security Council the representative 
of Liberia, Chairman of the African Group for the 
month of September, requested the President to undcr- 

,take consultations among the members of the Security 
Council in order that appropriate action might be taken 
by the Council in the light of the proclamation of the 
independence of the Bantustan Venda on 13 September 
by the Pretoria regime. 

By letter”” dated 20 September 1979. the Chairman 
of the Special Committee against Apurrheid transmitted 
the text of a statement which he had issued on I I 
September deploring the proclamation. 

Al the 2168th meeting on 21 September 1979 the 
Council adopted1515 the agenda. 

The President of the Council stated that as a result of 
consultations held among members of the Council he 
was authorized to make a statemcnt.l”* The statement 
reads as follows: 

The Sccuri1) Council no1es 1ha1.pn 13 Scplemkr 1979 1he South 
African regime proclaimed Vcnda. an integral part of South Arrican 
1crri1or). a so-called “indepcnden1” s1alc. in pursuance of its oporr- 
hrid and bantu\lanl7allon policy 

The Sc<uri\y Council recalls tt, resolution 417 (1977). in whtch it 
demanded that 1hc raw1 rCgimc of South Africa abohsh 1hc @ICY of 
bantuscani7a1iun. II also recalls 11s resoluilonr 402 (1976) and 407 
( IY77). in which it cndorrcd General Awmbly rcrolullon 3116-h 01 
26 Oc1obcr 1976 on thlk matter The Secw1y Council furlher takes 
note of Gcncrrl Assembly rc\olution 321105-N of I4 Dcccmbcr 1977 
on the question of banluslaw 

The Security Council condemns 1hc proclamation of the stxalled 
“rndcpcndcncc” of Vcnda and declares i1 totally Invalid Thor action 
by the South African rCgimc. followrng similar proclamarions 01 
Trrnskci and Bophu1h~lswana. denounced by 1he inlcrnational com- 
munity. is dcsigncd to dt\tdc and dqoascss 1he African people and 
c,tabllsh clleni ~IJICI under IIS domrnarlon in order IO pcrpe~ua~c 
uporrhrrd. IL further aggravates 1hc rltua1ion m the region and hinders 
m~crnalwnal cfforls for )url dnd laslmg solullons 

“Nz lbrd p.!r~ 24 
““ S/l 3542, OR, J4rh \ I flip/d f,M JUft -.%,U /g-v. p 11’ 
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The Security Council calls upon all Governments IO deny any form 
of recognition to the socalled “independent” bantustans; to refrain 
from any dealings with them; to reject travel documents issued by 
them; and urges Member Governments to take effective measures to 
prohibit all individuals, corporations and other institutions under thctr 
jurisdiction from having any dealings with the so-called “independent” 
bantustans.“” 

Following the President’s statement the representative 
of the United States said that there was no such entity 
as Venda, that the territory was an integral part of 
South Africa and that the United Stales would treat 
Venda exactly as it treated South Africa.“” 

Decision of 13 June 1980 (2231~1 meeting): resolution 
473 (1980) 

By Ictterl’av dated 29 May 1980 addressed to the 
President of the Security Council, the r,cprcsentativc of 
Morocco, in his capacity as Chairman of the African 
Group for the month of May, requested the convening 
of the Security Council as a matter of urgency to 
consider “the question of South Africa”, in 1he light of 
the situa1ion then prevailing in that country. 

At 1he 2225th meeting on 4 June 1980 the Council 
included the item in its agcnda.l’YO 

In the course of its deliberations the Council invited 
the representatives of Algeria, Bahrain, Benin, Bot- 
swana, Cuba, Egypt, Ethiopia, Guyana, Mozambique, 
Nigeria, Romania, Seychelles, Viet Nam, Yugoslavia 
and Zaire, at their request, to participate, without vote, 
in the discussion of the ittm.l’P1 

The Council also extended invitations as requested 
under rule 39 of 1he provisional rules of procedure to 
Mr. Johnstone F. Makatini, representative of the Afri- 
can National Congress of South Africa (ANC), and to 
Mr. Henri Isaacs, representative of the Pan Africanist 
Congress of Azania (PAC).IIP’ 

The Council considered ‘the item at the 2225th, 
2227th to 2229th and 2231~1 meetings from 4 10 I3 
June 1980.“yz 

At the 2225th meeting the representative of Mozam- 
bique, speaking on behalf of the African Group, said 
that the alarming and explosive situalion in South 
Africa, which since the beginning of the year had been 
progressively deteriorating, w;\s caused by apartheid. 
The international community could secure 1he elimina- 
tion of tension in Africa by discouraging any military or 
nuclear collaboration with South Africa, since it consti- 

“*’ In a leltcr (Si 13552, ON. Hrh yr Sup@ jar July-Sepr. 1979. 
pp 141. 142) dated 24 September I979 addressed to the President of 
the Securtty Counctl the rcprcscntattve of South Afrtca stated that the 
South hfrtcan Government rcjcclcd the statement made by the 
Prwdcnt. that the Counctl had no authority or jurisdtction in the 
matter and that Vcnda h.td become tndcpendcnt 

I’“” 2168th mtg p.rrds 3-5 
“““S/13%9. OR, JSlh y’,, Sup@ for Aprtl-June 1980. p. 72. 
““2225th mtg., precedrng para. 2. 
ts”t For details, see chapter III. 
““! Hy letter d.ttcJ 5 June 1980 (S/I 3986, OK. .I.Clh y, Suppl /OI 

.4p1/-J~rnc IVXfj. pp HO. X9) addressed lo the Prcstdcnt of the 
Sccurt~) t’ounctl the rcprc~cntattvc of South .Afrtca transmitted the 
1~x1 IJ .I ICIIC~ frurl~ the South Afrtcan M~nwcr for t orcign Affairs 
;tnd Informttum. who deplored the holdtng of a mcettng of the 
( ounctl .rnd rt.ttcd that. pursuant 10 the provtswns of Arttclc 2. 
p.tr.tgr.tph 7, of the ( hArtcr. South Afr1c.t would not cuunten.tncc 
rntcrfcrcncc rn II\ dwnc\ttc .cffJrr\ 

tuted a threat to international peace and security. The 
South African rtgimc no1 only was engaged in a massive 
hostile campaign against the neighbouring countries but 
had also systematically violated their airspace and 
territory in a deliberate effort to provoke an armed 
confronlalion. Africa had never indiscriminately incited 
armed struggle in any decolonization process. South 
Africa itself was causing unrest and uprisings within the 
country. He opined that it was time for appropriate 
measures to be taken by the Security Council to end all 
the sufferings of the South African pcople.~‘~’ 

A1 the same meeting the representative of Nigeria, 
speaking also as Chairman of the Special Committee 
against Apartheid, said that the Council should suppor1 
the campaign to free Nelson Mandela and other politi- 
cal prisoners. The situation in South Africa presented a 
challenge crying out for a solution. The United Nations 
had repeatedly proclaimed the way to a peaceful 
solution, which could bc attained only by effective 
international aclion; such action had been constantly 
resisted by the Western Powcrs.1Jp4 

At the 2227th meeting on 6 June 1980 the rcprcscnta- 
live of Zambia noted that the South African rCgime had 
to be made to realize that there could be no peace in 
South Africa as long as the vast majority of that 
country was denied its inalienable political rights. South 
Africa’s continued illegal occupation of Namibia and its 
repeated acts of aggression against independent African 
States, particularly Angola and Zambia, could no1 and 
would not divert attention from the problem of aparr- 
heid in South Africa itself. He expressed the hope that 
the Securiry Council and the international community 
as a whole would contribute fully to the endeavour of 
bringing freedom and justice 10 all the people of 
southern Africa.l’v’ 

The reprcscnlativc of the German Democratic Repub- 
lic supported the request that enforcement measures be 
introduced with the aim of completely isolating the 
apartheid rtgime and favourcd convening as soon as 
possible an international conference on sanctions against 
South Africa.lsPb 

The rcprcsentative of Tunisia observed that the 
participation of the liberation movements in any settle- 
ment efforls should be regarded as fundamental. Any 
attempt to reach a settlement without them must be 
unsuccessfuI.“p’ 

At the 2228th meeting on 9 June 1980 the reprcsenta- 
tive of the USSR said that apartheid was actually an 
official ideology and policy of the Republic of South 
Africa. The purpose of that policy was to split the 
indigenous population of South Africa into separate 
tribes, deprive the Africans not only of all their rights 
but also of formal citizenship, legitimize the creation of 
dependent territories and erect a barrier against the 
growing wave of the national liberation movement. At 

: g :b’IZ,r h;rt;g ; pz5a;; 6-24. 
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the same time, the South African racists were expand- 
ing their acts of aggression against ncighbouring Afri- 
can countries, in particular against Angola, and were 
continuing to carry out major punitive operations in 
Namibia. He added that the Soviet Union would 
support any effective measures on the part of the 
Security Council aimed at the final elimination of the 
remaining vestiges of colonialism, racism and upurrheid 
on the African continent. A necessary condition for the 
attainment of this goal was strict observance of the 
sanctions already established by the Security Council 
against the racist rtgimc of Pretoria and also the 
adoption by the Council of comprehensive sanctions as 
provided for in Chapter VII of the Chartcr.“P* 

At the same meeting the representative of China 
called on the Security Council to condemn the crimes 
committed by the South African authorities, and dc- 
mand that they stop forthwith all their repression and 
persecution of the Atanian people and release all 
political prisoners immediately.15’P 

At the 223 1st meeting on I3 June 1980 the represen- 
tative of the United States called upon South Africa to 
make a gesture of good faith by freeing, recalling and 
dealing with those whose participation was essential to 
the country’s peaceful and stable future. Such a gesture 
would warrant an equivalent response, in the form of 
co-operation instead of violent resistance. As to the role 
and responsibility of the Security Council, it could 
demonstrate a helpful attitude by offering its good 
offices, and those of the Secretary-General, as media- 
tors and facilitators of a solution. He expressed some 
reservations about the language of the draft resolution 
before the Council and also suggested a new approach. 
The present draft, which he believed to be clearly under 
Chapter VI of the Charter, did not fit that new 
approach in its entirety-particularly paragraph 7 (b), 
which was not appropriately worded. He was grateful 
that some of the ideas he had presented earlier had been 
included in the draft but felt that it did not go far 
enough. Therefore he was sending to the President of 
the Security Council a letter containing the text of some 
of the suggestions that he had made in the pas~.‘~ He 
said that the United States would, however. support the 
draft resolution.lW’ 

At the same meeting the draft resolution’m? was put 
to the vote and was adopted unanimously.‘@” It reads as 
follows: 

~s~?.Z28th mtg.. pnru. 13-33. 
“wlbid.. puss. -9. 
‘Iyx) S/13998, OR. JSfh yr.. Suppl. for April-Junr 1980. p. 100. 

The lcncr subsqucn1ly rubmltrcd and daicd I3 June 1980 contained 
1hc ICXI of a draft resolution which would have the Securl~y Council 
rccognlze rhal the situalion in Sou1h Afrxa made the climinallon of 
oporrhrid ncc?ssarl; urgently rquert Sou1h Africa, as a first step. IO 
release all polwca prlsoncrs; and rcilcraic i15 strong hope that the 
lncvl1ablc change in South Africa’s racial policies could bc attained 
1hrough peaceful means. while convinced Ihal. failmg a decision b! 
the Governmen and people of South Africa IO esldbllsh full and equal 
righI> for all the cailzens of 1ha1 couniry. prcsruw for such change 
from the lnlcrnatlonal commumly lncwrably would grow and. ulrh 
1hcm. the furlhcr tsola1ion and csirangcmeni of Sourh Africa from chc 
farnIl\ of nalionc 

1d12231s~ m[g., paras. 3-20. 
lbo’S’1399J, adopted without change as rcsolurion 473 (19RO). 
‘“‘22315~ mrg., para. 40 

fhr .%curi/y Com~l. 

Taking IWIC of 1hc Icllcr dJlcd 29 May l9Ml from 1hc (.‘hargr’ 
d’affairer :’ i. of the Pcrmdnrn1 Mlsswn of Morocw IO the (Inilcd 
Na1iom con1aincd In docunxn1 S/I SW). 

Grarr!, wncrmrd by Ihc apgr*Ivalwn uf 1hc ~IIU~~IIWI III Sou1h 
Africa. in pnrliculdr 1hc reprcswn end the kllllrlga of ~chootch~tdrcn 
prowling ngainr1 upor~hrrrl. a, welt IIL 1he rcprcrGon tllrcc1cd ;Igain\t 
churchmen and worker\. 

Noting o/so with graw concrm 1ha1 1hc racis1 rCBlmc hw 
intensified fur1hcr a series of arbi1rJry 1r13ls under i1s raw1 and 
repressive laws providing for death scnrcnces. 

Convincrd that this swa1lon has been brough1 about by the 
conlinucd imposi1ion by rhc Sou1h African racir1 rCgimc of oparrhrrd 
in defiance of resolulions of 1hc Sccuri1y Cuuncil 2nd the Gcncr;~t 
A5scmbly. 

Rrcwllin8 i1s resolulions on Ihe question of Sou1h Afrl<J. in 
parlicular rcsotu1lons 392 (1976). 417 (1977) and 418 (1977). 

Rccullrng jurrhrr i1s rcsolulions 454 (1979) and 466 (1980). in 
which it condemned Sourh Africa for the flagran viola1ion of the 
sovcrcign1y and territorial Inlegri1y of ncighbouring African Srrtcs. 

Rroffirming i1s recognition of 1hc legilimacy of the struggle of 1hc 
South African pcoplc for the climinalwn of apwfhrrd and ihc 
cr1ablishmcnl of a demwrallc sww) in accord;~ncc with thclr 
inaltcnablc human and political right\ a\ SCI for1h In 1hc C’hsr1cr of 
Ihe Unircd Na1iuns and 1hc Ilnivcrs.ll IIcclarallon of Ilum;~n Rights. 

Tuking norr of 1hc cxtcnswc demands w1hln and ou15ldc South 
Africa for Ihe r&arc of Nelson Mandela and other poli1ical prwner~. 

Grurrly conrrrnrd P~OUI reports of supply of arms and miltlary 
cquipmenl IO Sou1h Africa in contwvenlion of resolulwn 4t8 (1977). 

Tooking nofr of 1he lc11cr of 27 March 1980 from the Chairman of 
the Spcciel Commitlee again51 Aparrhrid concerning an oil embargo 
again51 South Africa, 

Mtnd/u/ of its rcsponsibtillties under the Char1cr for the mainlc. 
nancc of internarional peace and recurity. 

I. Sfrongly c-ondmrnx the r;LcI51 rCgime of South Africa for 
further aggravaling the situalion and IIS massive repression agains all 
opponcn1s of apurrhcid. for killings of peaceful demonstrators and 
polirical dc1ainccs and for i1s defiance of General Atumbly and 
Sccurily Council rcsolulions. In particular resolution 417 (1977); 

2 Erprrssrr irr f~o/“unil symporhy wi1h the victims of this 
violence; 

3. Reaffirmr tha1 1hc @ICY of aporrhrid is a crlmc again51 the 
conscience and dignity of manklnd and 15 incompdliblc wth the rlgh1s 
and dignity of man, 1hc ChJrler of the Unr1cd NaGon and 1hc 
lJmvcr5aI Dcclara1iun of Human Rights. and scriuuhly dlslurbs 
in1crnatiunal peace and VXU~II). 

4 Rrwxmzrs the Icgl1lmacy of the 51rugglc of ihc Sauih Afrlc;in 
people for Ihe chmlnatlon of opurrhrid and for Ihc cstabllrhmcnl of a 
dcmocrdllc WCICI~ m which .III the pcuplc of Sou1h Afro J\ a whole. 
~rrcrpcclivc of r,w. colour. or crcrd. will cn,uy cqu.11 and full polllicdl 
and o1hcr rlgh15 and p.lr11clp~lc frrcly in 1he de1crminaliun of thclr 
dcrllny. 

5 CO//C upon the Governmen! of South Africa urgcnlly IO end 
vIoIcncc agaIn the African pcoplc and IO lake urgcn1 mcarurcs 10 
cllmlnalc aporthrrd. 

6. L’.rprrrsrr i/3 hopr rhal 1he lncvirabte change m the racial 
policies of South Africa can bc attalncd through peaceful means and 
declares. however. 1hr1 the violence and repression by the South 
African racis1 rCgime and i1s continuing denial of equal human and 
poli1ical rlgh1s IO the grcz! majorit) of the South African people 
greatly aggravate the situa:lon In South Afrxa and will ccrlalnly lead 
IO violcnr conflict and racial confldgrallon with Icrious internaclonal 
rcpcrcuswons and the furt!wr ltcld1lon and utrangemenl of South 
Afrlca. 

7 Cal/c upon the South ,\fr:san rCgime IO take measures 
immedlawl> IO cllmlna!c 19c pollc) of opurlhrld and granr IO all 
Suurh Afrwxn cltlzens equal rlgh1s. including equal politxal rights. 

rnd a full and free voice In 1hc dcfcrmlndtlon of 1heir dcslln). these 
measurer should Include 
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Speaking after the vote, the representative of the 
Cnited Kingdom said that it was with some reluctance 
that his Government had voted in favour of the rcsolu- 
tion. However, it had supported the resolution because it 
agreed with the important proposition which emerged 
clearly throughout the text -- namely, that the funda- 
mental problems of South Africa derived from the 
sy>tcm of c~ytrrrhritl. The United Kingdom did not 
acc~‘pt III.I~ 1111: rcfcrcnce in the scvcnth prc;rmbul;lr 
p~lri~pr;tpll ;ind paragraph 4 to the recognition of the 
lcp~(~~wc~ of the struggle rclatcd to armed struggle or 
cxtcndcd IO the USC of force. and it did not rcgilrd 
p,ir;lpr;tph I I ;I\ prejudging the quchtion of whether the 
;\rm\ CI~~~;II~O should be cxtcndcd.‘N’J 

‘I‘hc rcprchentativc of France rcgrcttsd that only some 
of the suggc\tions of the Western countries members of 
111~ (‘our~~l had been acccptcd by the sponsors of the 
draft rc\olution and expressed reservations about the 
\\or~ln~ 01’ wnw of 11s operative paraprdphs.tOO’ 

1%) Icltcr”“‘” d;tted 23 September 1980 addressed to 
the I’rc>ldcnt of the Security Council the representative 
01. Sicrr.1 Lconc, in his capacity as Chairman of the 
.Afrlc;ln Group for the month of September. rcquestcd 
the urgent convening of the Council to consider the 
ritu:rtwn in South Africa.lwr 

At the ??Olht meeting held UI: 19 LIcccmbcr 10~0 111~ 
Council adopted the accnd3.1”“’ 

At the bcplnning of the mcctinp the Prcsidcnt drrir 
the attention of the members of the (Youncll IO the 

report of the Sccretarb-General on the in\plcl~~cn~atl~:~ 
of resolution 473 (1980). submitted to the Coun(.il on i ,’ 
Septcmbcr I 980.‘“01J and to the report of Ihe Secur~t> 
Council Committee cst.lblished by rccotution 42 I ( 1977) 
concerning the question of South Afric;~. \ubnlittcd on 
I Y Scptcmbcr I 980,‘L”’ on wa!s and means uf in.lhing 
the mandatory arm3 cmbarpo against South .\frlc,l 
more effcctivc 

‘I‘hc Secrctnry-Gcncral indicated in his report th;t~ $);I 
I3 June hc had transmitted ths text of the resolution IO 
~hc Mlnistrr for Foreign .Afl’,lirs of South :\IIIc.:I ;111d 
th,rt on I! July hc had .lddrc$\ed a note”,” to :iII .\[;IIc.L.. 

dr;rwing atlcntion lo paragr;iph IO of th< rc~oltrlio~~. III 

which the Council had called on ;tII SL\IC~ strictly ;1w1 

scrupulousI) to implsnicnt rcsolulion 4 IX ( 1077) :ind to 
enact, as appropriate. cffrctlvc national Icgislation Ior 
that purpose. as well AS to paragraph 12. in which the 
Council had requested him to report by 15 Scptcmhcr 
on the implementation of the resolution. 

The repclrt of thr Security (‘ouncil Committee dc.~lt 
with the objrctives, scope and State obligations set out 
in resolution 4 I8 (1977). the mandate of the Commit- 
tee, problems encountered in the implementation ol t!~c 
arms embargo, including circumvention of the embargo 
and cases of alleged violations of the embargo. Icp~\la- 
live and other measures taken b, States ;lnd the 
compliance of those meaburrs with the arms emh:trpo. 
the phraseology of resolution 41 X (I Y77) ;111d 11~ 

Comrnittce’~ conclusions and rccornrnend;tti~,ns. 
7’hc rcprc\cntativc of R.lnpl:tdrsh. spc.\bing III III\ 

c;lpdcit)- ;I\ C’hnirman of tile Security C‘OIIIICI~ < OII~~IIII 

tee cst;lbli\hcd by resolution 42 I ( 1977) conccrrlinp IIIC 

question of South Africa. intraduccd the repot1 of‘ IIIC 

(‘ommittee \t;ltinp th;lt it rcprc$entcd the culmin;ition 01 

intensive dlwwions and wstaincd effort\ IO ;lrri\c .II :! 

general consensus, with \cry fcu rcscrvations tic ~dtlcd 
that although the sxpcrience g;lincd by the C‘(jnlrllltt;c 
during the period which had elapsed slnc‘c its chtabl~\h- 
merit might hJve been disappointing in some rc\pccci. IL 
had been moct usel’ul in sho\rIng the WA) TV :I rncjtr: 
effective crnb;lrgo in the lulurc Jjredchcj and LIOLI~IO:I~ 

did tz\ibt. kind little could bc ddnc tc, stop them CIIIC.~~, 
declslrc ‘IC~IIIII U;IS taken. ,I! both ~IIC’ n;lirc)nai .IIII~ IhT 

international Icvels. The concIu~Ion~ and rcL~~nII;lcn~l.~ 
lion> contained in the report uere addrcsscll sycc~f~~ail> 

to that problem and ;tlmed YI I.l!lng down :! ncu b.l\i\ 
for ths future wi)rL of the (‘o~~I~I~III~c. A grc.it dc.\l 
\rould depend on the manner III \thish the C omnl~t~~‘c 
\+:I\ .lhlc to dlbchsrgc the r~bk< III the future. ~lrlri on \hc 

^._ .-_. ._ -- 
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means which would be put at its disposal. In that 
connection, the recommendations of the Committee 
emphasized the need for a clear and organized system to 
be adopted in setting up the necessary infrastructure to 
service the Committee.i6’1 

The representative of Zambia stated that some West- 
ern countries continued to flout the embargo against 
South Africa. The flow of arms and related material to 
South Africa constituted a threat to the maintenance of 
international peace and security, not only in Africa but 
also in the world as a whole. He added that the 
Council’s commitment to the enforcement of a compre- 
hensive mandatory arms embargo should not be doubt- 
ed. Resolution 421 (1977) had been adopted to ensure 
the full implementation of the arms embargo by closing 
possible loopholes. Despite this effort some members of 
the Council had deliberately created difficulties for the 
Committee by according different interpretations to 
resolution 418 (1977). He proposed that the Committee 
should summon representatives of countries which vio- 
lated the embargo to appear before it. It should not be 
content with correspondence; a system of verification 
and independent investigation had to be established 
quickly. Excessive reliance by the Committee on sccond- 
ary sources undermined its ability to discharge its 
responsibilitics.i*‘J 

The representative of the USSR said that there was 
special significance in the recommendations contained 
in the report on the need to end all forms of co-opcra- 
(ion with South Africa in the nuclear sphere bearing in 
mind the aggrcssivc nature of the racist rtgime in South 
Africa. The Security Council had repeatedly warned 
South Africa that if it did not comply with the demands 
of the Security Council, the Council would consider 
more effective measures provided for in Chapter VII of 
the Charter. The Soviet Union favourcd the adoption of 
sanctions against South Africa, as provided for by 
Chapter VII of the Charter, in their full scale. That was 
the most effective way to ensure that South Africa 
would comply with United Nations decisions on grant- 
ing independence to Namibia and eliminating the sys- 
tem of uparrhcid in South Africa itself.1h14 

At the outset of the discussion of the question of 
South Africa at that meeting the President stated that, 
as had been agreed among members of the Council, 
consultations would be held in January 1981 with a view 
to continuing consideration of the agenda itcm.lb” 

COMPLAINT BY MOZAMBIQUE 

Decision of 30 June 1977 (2019th meeting): resolution 
411 (1977) 
By letter dated 22 June 1977,1*‘6 addressed to the 

President of the Council, the representativc of Moram- 

~6~*Z261s~ mrg., puu. 2-8. 
IblJIbid., paras. 34-45. 
16141bid., pru. 636. 
l6lsfbid., pans. 109 and I IO. 
‘6’6S/123SO/Add.l, OR. JZnd yr,, Suppl. /or Apr.-June 1977, 

pp. 57-59 

bique transmitted the text of a message addrcsscd to the 
Secretary-General on 18 June by the President of 
Mozambique requesting an urgent meeting of the Coun- 
cil regarding the increased tension in southern Africa, 
which had been further intensified by the recent attacks 
against Mozambique, said to have been initiated by 
Southern Rhodesia. 

At its 2014th meeting on 28 June 1977. the Security 
Council included the complaint by Mozambique in its 
agenda. The representatives of Algeria, Angola, Botswana, 
Brazil, Cuba, Egypt, Gabon, German Democratic Rcpub- 
lit, Guinea, Lesotho, Mozambique, Nigeria, Senegal, 
the Sudan, the Syrian Arab Republic, Swaziland, the 
United Republic of Tanzania and Zambia were invited, 
at their request, to participate in the discussion of the 
item without the right to VOIC.~~” The Council consid- 
ered the issue at the 2014th to 2019th meetings from 28 
to 30 June 1977. 

At the 2014th meeting, the representative of Mozam- 
bique gave an account of the human and material losses 
suffered by his country as a result of attacks by 
Southern Rhodesia, and stated that his country had 
become the target of aggression because of its support 
for the liberation of the people of Zimbabwe and its 
implementation of resolutions adopted by the interna- 
tional community to that end. He claimed that the 
Smith rdgime was trying to internationalize the conflict 
by diverting the attention of the international communi- 
ty from this colonial issue. He referred to resolution 386 
(1976) which had called for financial, technical and 
material aid to Mozambique, and noted that to confront 
this problem that threatened international peace and 
security, Mozambique needed increased material sup 
port from the international community.16’e 

At the same meeting, the representative of Zambia 
pointed to the fact that the Council in its previous 
considerations of the issue had adopted resolutions 393 
(1976) and 403 (1977). both regarding cases of aggrcs- 
sion by Southern Rhodesia, and had imposed mandatory 
sanctions against it that remained in force. He stated 
that the existence of the illegal rCgime in Rhodesia was 
a threat to international peace and security and called 
upon the international community to fully apply sanc- 
tions against it.l~‘p 

The representative of the United Republic of Tanta- 
nia stated that the Council, in its consideration of the 
conflict, should take into account the source of the 
aggression, which in his view was the continued exis- 
tence of the illegal rCgime of Ian Smith. He pointed out 
that the struggle of the people of Zimbabwe and 
pressures arising from the resolutions of the United 
Nations would bring ahut the collapse of this illegal 
rtgimc. Hc urged the Council to take immediate and 
concrete action against this rCgime and its collaborators 

‘(I’ For details. see chapter III 
““2014th mtg. p~ras 16.31 
lb” Ibid, p~rac 56.74 
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and provide concrete assistance to Mozambique and the 
Zimbabwe liberation movcmcnt.‘610 

The representative of Senegal reminded the members 
of the Council of resolutions 216 (1965) and 217 (1965) 
which had called upon the international community to 
adopt the necessary measures to put an end to the Smith 
regime in implementation of General Assembly resolu- 
tion I514 (XV), and noted that the issue had become a 
question of credibility for the supreme organ of the 
United Nations, the Security Council, which in its 
resolution 217 (1965) had determined that the Smith 
regime constituted a threat to international peace and 
security.“*’ 

At the 2015th meeting on 28 June 1977, the represen- 
tative of Nigeria emphasized the need for concrete and 
effective action against the illegal minority rtgimes of 
Smith and Vorster, and called upon the Council to 
provide Mozambique with increased material and tech- 
nical assistance and urged the Western countries fully to 
apply sanctions against the Smith regime and its 
mentors.lhlz 

The representative of Lesotho stated that the unani- 
mous opinion of the Organization of African Unity 
required the Council to live up to the basic tenets of the 
Organization by taking effective measures to confront 
the dangerous situation prevailing in Zimbabwe. He 
drew the attention of the Council to the claim by the 
Smith regime that it relied on the right to self-dcfencc 
as provided for under Article 51 and noted that 
Rhodesia, not being a party to international law or a 
target of an armed attack, could not claim any rights or 
privileges under it.‘*21 

The representative of Mauritius informed the Council 
that a draft resolution was being discussed by a group of 
non-aligned countries and the African members of the 
Council.l”z’ 

At the 2016th meeting on 29 June 1977, the rcpresen- 
tative of Gabon urged all members to implement the 
relevant resolutions adopted by the Organization of 
African Unity and the Security Council calling for the 
strict application of economic, political, diplomatic and 
other sanctions against the illegal regime of Smith and 
urged the Council to adopt a resolution similar to the 
one adopted by the Organization of African Unity 
(OAU) that would call for the energetic condemnation 
of the Rhodesian rCgime.‘~*’ 

The representative of Algeria stated that Mozam- 
bique had become the target of Rhodesia’s aggression 
because of its non-recognition of this regime and its 
support for the Zimbabwe liberation movement. He 
pointed to the fact that this aggression was being 
directed by an illegal Government, not recognized by 

-- 

the United Nations and subject to economic sanctions 
imposed by the Security Council. He emphasized that 
Mozambique’s complaint put the authority of the Coun- 
cil to the test and urged the Council to take into 
consideration the strong wish of the African countries to 
strengthen their independence, to protect their freedom 
and lo put an end to colonial domination.t626 

The representative of the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 
suggested that mandatory sanctions imposed against the 
Smith rCgime should be extended to cover the Pretoria 
regime for its failure to implement these sanctions and 
for giving military and economic aid to that regime to 
enable it to evade these sanctions. He stated that 
material support should be given to Mozambique so that 
it could safeguard its sovereignty and territorial integri- 
ty by strengthening its defence capabilitics.16” 

The representative of the German Democratic Repub- 
lic stated that the Council in resolution 253 (1968) had 
called upon the United Kingdom to bring to an end the 
rebellion in Southern Rhodesia in conformity with the 
objectives of General Assembly resolution 1514 (XV) 
and expressed regret that its implementation had been 
ineffective. He urged all Members to apply a general 
arms embargo against Southern Rhodesia and to assist 
threatened African States in exercising their right of 
self-defence.t**’ 

At the 2017th meeting on 29 June 1977, the represen- 
tative of Romania stated that as a result of the 
aggressive acts of Rhodesia, peace and security in 
southern Africa and throughout the world as well as the 
credibility of the United Nations were at stake. The 
Council was duty bound to put an end to all acts of 
aggression, to prevent their repetition in the future and 
to safeguard international peace and security. Further 
action should be taken to that end by expanding 
sanctions and ensuring their strict application by all 
States.‘bly 

The representative of the Sudan also urged the 
Council to fulfil its .obligation by taking effective 
measures to end the dangerous situation prevailing in 
Zimbabwe, and emphasized the duty of the Council and 
the international community to assist Mozambique in 
the implementation of its rcsponsibilities.‘bJo 

The representative of the Soviet Union expressed 
regret that previous measures under Article 41 had 
failed to bring about an effective solution to the problem 
and noted that there was a need for the extension of the 
mandatory sanctions against Rhodesia. He further stat- 
ed that the Council should condemn those States that 
objected to the application of these sanctions and warn 
Rhodesia that serious action would be taken against it if 
its aggressive acts continued.‘bJ’ 

Following the resumption of the meeting after a brief 
suspension, the representative of Mauritius emphasized 

‘t*n Ihrd, parr, 23.32 
lb:’ Ihrd. paras. 36.47 
“I’ ltd. pdrar 32.b7 
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1bJ1 Ibid.. paras M-50 
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the seriousness of the crimes committed by the illegal 
Smith regime and described the situation as the victim- 
ization of a State because of its compliance with its 
obligations under the United Nations Charter. HC 
referred to Article 50 of the Charter, which provided 
that if a State confronted difficulties in its application of 
measures adopted by the Council, it would consult the 
Council with regard to these problems. He stated that 
the Council should assist Mozambique, which was 
having such difficulties. In the course of his statement 
the representative of Mauritius introduced a draft 
resolution sponsored by a group of non-aligned countries 
and the African members of the Council.16J1 

At the 2018th meeting on 30 June 1977. the rcpresen- 
tative of Botswana called upon the international com- 
munity to intensify its efforts to bring down the illegal 
regime of Smith by tightening and expanding the 
existing sanctions and assisting the Zimbabwe Libera- 
tion Movement to that cnd.r*” 

The representative of Brazil reminded the members of 
the Council that the international community, in adopt- 
ing resolution 386 (1976). had undertaken to assist 
Mozambique in the reconstruction of its economy. He 
emphasized that the eradication of racism and colonial- 
ism was a task incumbent upon the international 
community and urged the Council to strengthen the 
measures required to solve the conflict.“” 

The representative of Pakistan stated that resolution 
253 (1968) which had imposed mandatory sanctions on 
Southern Rhodesia had not been effectively implement- 
ed by certain Western States. He added that the 
Council should take prompt action to put an end to the 
aggressive acts of the Smith regime in the neighbouring 
African countries and consider taking action under 
Article 42 if necessary, with an emphasis on an arms 
embargo against South Africa.“” 

The representative of India indicated that the attacks 
by Southern Rhodesia not only had violated the sov- 
ereignty and territorial integrity of Mozambique but 
were challenging the authority of the Security Council. 
He stated that under Article 73 of the Charter the 
people of Southern Rhodesia were entitled to indcpen- 
dencc and had been deprived of it by the Smith group. 
He further added that his Government regarded the 
appeal of Mozambique as having been made in the 
exercise of its right to self-dcfencc under Article 51 of 
the Charter and urged the Council to give assistance to 
that country to enable it to defend itself.‘*” 

The representative of China stated that the Council 
should condemn the Smith rdgime in strongest terms for 
its criminal acts of invading Mozambique and other 
independent African states, warn South African author- 
ities who collaborated with the Smith regime. firmly 
support the people of Zimbabwe, Mozambique and the 
rest of southern Africa in their just struggle for national 

I*): lbrd. pars. 63.L(Y 
l6l1 2018th mig para, 9-12 
‘*” lhd. parar 40-44. 
Ih’! lhd, paras 6072. 
‘6~ /hid, parar. 74-80. 

liberation and call upon all countries to give them 
support.“” 

In the course of the deliberations, the representatives 
of Lesotho, the German Democratic Republic and the 
Sudan urged the Council to adopt strong measures as 
provided for under Chapter VII of the United Nations 
Charter,rb” and the representatives of the United Rc- 
public of Tanzania, the USSR, Botswana and Pakistan 
specifically referred to Article 41 and expressed their 
support for its wider application.‘b’q 

At the 2019th meeting on 30 June 1977. the rcprcsen- 
tative of Swaziland concurred with a number of repre- 
sentatives that the effectiveness of the Council was in 
question as a result of the continuous viol;rtion of its 
resolutions. He called upon the international community 
fully to apply the sanctions against the Smith rtgime 
and to provide Mozambique with assistance to enable it 
to reconstruct its economy. He added that Great Britain 
as the administering power should negotiate with the 
representatives of the Zimbabwe Liberation Movement 
for the establishment of majority rule and an indepcn- 
dent Zimbabwe.‘&“’ 

The representative of France joined other representa- 
tives in expressing his concern that the authority of the 
international community and the dignity of Africa were 
at stake because of this political problem. He urged the 
Member States to extend material aid to Mozambique 
and expressed his hope for the establishment of majority 
rule through peaceful negotiations.lM’ 

The representative of the United Kingdom stated that 
his Government was prepared to give further aid to 
Mozambique as called for in operative paragraphs 9 to 
1 I of the draft resolution under consideration. Hc 
emphasized that all countries should report to the 
Sanctions Committee of the Security Council all viola- 
tions so that action could bc taken.‘*‘r 

The representative of the United States informed the 
members of the Council that the United States policy 
was one of support for the majority rule and urged each 
member to redouble its efforts to ensure that sanctions 
would be fully implemented against the Smith 
rCgime.r”’ 

The President, speaking as the representative of 
Canada, stated that the Council’s unanimous adoption 
of the draft resolution would be a significant response to 
Mozambique’s request. He emphasized the importance 
of operative paragraphs 9, 10 and I I of the draft 
resolution requesting the international community to 
assist Mozambique in its economic as well as its dcfcnce 
needs.‘” 

‘b”/bid. paras. 101-107. 
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The draft resolution (912353) was voted on and 
adopted unanimously as resolution 4 I I ( 1977). It reads 
as follows: 

Thr Srcuri~y Coundl. 

To&zing nope of the telegram dated I g June I977 from the President 
of the Pcoplc’s Republic of Mozambique. Mr. Samord MoisCs Machel. 
IO the Secretary-General. contained in document S/l 2350 and Add.1. 

Hoving heard the statement of Mr. Marcclino dos Sanbx. member 
of the Pcrmancnf Political Commlctee of FRELIMO and Minister Tar 
Development and Economic Planning of Mozambique. concerning the 
recent acts of aggression against Mozambique committed by the 
illegal racist minority rCgime in Soulhcrn Rhodesia. 

Takrng RO~C of the resolution adopted by Ihe Council of Ministers 
of the Orgarwalion of African Unity at its twenty-ninth ordinary 
sewon al Librevillc. Gabon (S/12352). 

/n&~nonr a~ the ryslematic acts of aggrcwon committal by the 
illegal rCgimc in Southern Rhodeslr ag;llnsl the People’s Rcpubllc of 
Mw.tmbique and the resulting lwr of I& and destruction of property. 

(;rovr/y rowrmcd at the rapidly dctcrioralmg rllualwn in South- 
ern Who&w a? a rcwlt of the contlnucd cal\tcncc of the illegal 
rCglmc. 

Hrujlrrrmrn~ the inahcnablc righlc of the pcoplc of Zlmbabwc 10 
self-dcterminatwn and indcpcndencc. III accordance with General 
humbly rewlutwr. I514 (XV) of I4 Dcccmtcr 1960. and the 
Icgl~lmacy of thelr struggle IO secure the enJoymen of such rights as 
bet forth in the Charter o[ the United Natrons. 

HeraIling it\ rewlullon 232 (1966) of lb December 1966. in which 
it detcrmlncd that the situation I” Southern Rhodesia conslitutcd a 
threat IO international pcacc and security. 

(ognizon~ ol Ihe fact Ihat the recent acts of aggression pcrpctratcd 
by the illegal rCgime against the People’s Rcpubllc of Morlmbiquc 
together with thal rCgime’s constant acts of aggression and threats 
agaIns Ihe sovereignty and territorial integrity of the Republic ol 
Botswana and Ihe Republic ol Zambia aggravate the existing serious 
threat IO the sccurlly and stabihly of the region, 

Rtcalllng 11s rcsolu~ions on sanctions ugainrt the illegal tCgimc in 
Soulhern Rhodesia. in particular resolution 253 (1968) of 29 May 
1968. 

(‘~rn.r.wor of the imprfanl conlrlbution made by the Government 
of the Pcoplc’i Rcpubllc of Morambiquc through its decision of 3 
M.wh IQ7(r ~o vlwc 11s brdcrs with Southern Rhodew and to apply 
stnzrl! r~nc~~~w\ :lguinrt the ~Ilcgal ;+mc in conformity with United 
Na(w”\ rcsolulwns. 

I)wp/~* conwmrcl that the measures approved by the Security 
C’ouncil have 50 far failed IO bring 10 an end Ihe lllcgal rCglmc and 
c,mvlnccd thrl rancww cannot pul an end 10 that rCgimc unless they 
.Irc cumprchenrivc. mundalory and rtrw~ly rupcrvircd and unless 
wsdturc\ urc ldkc” ayalnrt Sldlc% which v~oldlc them. 

It’<, ~/IV< II\ tzr~~lutw” \Nfl I Iq7hl 411 I7 h!.tlL h IVIb, 

I tjvcttrnc 11, p\rl~cul.~r ionicrn YI lhr c~~nllnucd vlol;~lwn of 
sJnc~wm h! >uulh hCr1c.d and 115 wpp)rt t,f the dlcgal rCglnrc In 
Southern Rhodella. 

Rrofftrmtng the primary rcrpontiblhty of the United Kingdoln of 
GKJI Brit;lln dnd Northern Ireland. as the admlmstcring Power. 10 
take ;rll cllccil\e “xa>urcs IO bring to an end the illegal rCgimc tn 
Srwlhcrn Rho&w. m acwrdrncc wth the rclcvant United Nations 
rcwlutwm. 

Rcpubllc of Botswana by the illegal rCgimc m Southern Rhudcsla 
constitute a serious aggravawn of the sttuation in the area. 

3. Condemns South Africa ror IIS continued support of the lllcgal 
rdgimc in Southern Rhodesia In conlravcnlwn of Security Council 
rcsolulions on sanctions against the rCglmc at Salisbury; 

4. Rrafjirms that the cont~nucd existence of the illegal rCgime in 
Southern Rhodesia is a source of insecurity and instability in the 
region and consrllutes a serious threat IO inlernatiunal pcacc and 
security. 

5. Rraffirms Ihc righl of the people of Zimbabwe IO self-deter- 
minallon and Independence, in accordance with General Asscmbl) 
resolution IS14 (XV). and urges all Slates IO inbznsify assistance 10 
the people of Zimbabwe and their natlonal liberation movement in 
their struggle 10 achieve that objectjvc; 

6. CommrndJ tlw Government of the People’s Repubhc or 
Mozambique for its scrupulous observance of sanctions against the 
illegal rCgimc in Southern Rhodola and its steadfast support 10 Ihe 
People or Zimbabwe in their lcgitlmalc struggle. in accorddncc with 
the relevant General Assembly and Security Council resolutions: 

7 fkmandc Ihal the national sovcrcign~y and lcrritorlal integrity 
of Mornmblquc be scrupulously respected. 

H. &mom/r that all Stales refram from providing any support- 
overt or covert --to the illegal rCgtrnc III Southern Rhodew and. in 
particular. demands that South Africa adhere fully IO Securily 
Council resolutions and thus ccasc from any ceopcration or collabora. 
tion with rhc illegal rtglmc al Salisbury in violation of the Council’s 
dcclsions; 

9. Rryucsrr all Slates LO give immed~atc and substanllal material 
l sststancc to enable the Governmcn~ ol the People’s Republic of 
Mozambique 10 strengthen iIs dcfcncc capability in order 10 safeguard 
effectively its sovereignty and tcrritoridl integrity; 

IO. Rrqurrf~ all Slates. regional organizations and other appro. 
priate intergovernmental organizations 10 provide financial. technical 
and material assistance IO Moumbique in order IO enable it IO 
overcome the severe economic loss and dcswuction of properly brought 
about by the acts of aggrc*tion committed by the illegal rtgimc in 
Southern Rhodesia and to reinforce Mozambique’s capacity IO 
implement United Nations decisions in support of measure against 
the illegal rCgimc; 

I I. Rrqvrrrr the United Nations and the organizations and 
programmes concerned. Including Ihe Economic and Social Council. 
the Food and Agriculture Orgdnizarion of the United Nations. Ihc 
World Food Progrdmmc. the United Nations Childrcn’h Fund. the 
lntcrnallonal Fund for hgrlcullural Development. the Uniicd Nation\ 
lilgh Commissioner for Refugees. the Unctcd Nations EducatIonal. 
Scientific and Cultural Orgamzation. the United Nations Conference 
on Trade and Development. the United NatIons Development Pro- 
grammc and the World Health Organw;ltion. II) provide assistance 11, 
Mwambiquc on a prwrlly basis in Implemcnta1wn of the request 
cumaincd In paragraph IO of Ihe present resolution: 

I? (‘u//r u,wn all Slalcr lo lmplcmcnt rlrictly Securely Council 
rcsolutl~w\ on rdnction, and rcquws Ihe Sccurlly Council Committee 
cslabllrhcd I” pursuance of rcsolulwn 253 (1968) concerning the 
qucsfion of Sourhcrn Rhodcs1.t IO exJminc as a mdtrcr of priorll) 
further cffecl~rc measures 10 Ilgh!cn the scope of $anclwns in 
accordance with Article 41 of the Charter of Ihc UnIted Nrllons and 
urgently IO submit it, apprupridtc recommendations II) the Council. 

13. Rrqurs~s the Secrclary-Gencrdl IO co-ordmate the efforts 01 
the Umtcd NatIons system and IO organize tmmedtatcl, an effective 
programmc of Intcrnatlonal assistance IO Mozambique In accordance 
with the provirlons of paragraphs IO and I I of the present resolution; 

I4 DrcrdeJ IO remain actively wred of the matter. 

By a note dated 20 October 1977, the Secretary-Gen- 
eral transmitted the report of the mission to Mozam- 
bique which he had despatchcd in accordance with 
paragraph I3 of resolution 41 I ( 1977).lW’ The report 
described the effects of the Southern Rhodesirin attacks 
on the economy of Mozambique and the losses resulting 



from such aggression and listed urgent development 
projects necessitated by the prevailing situation and of 
particular importance to Mozambique as well as its food 
requirements. The report also reviewed the refugee 
situation and, in annex I, contained a recapitulation of 
Mozambique’s external assistance requirements in the 
light of resolution 41 I (1977). 

COMPLAINT BY CHAD 

INITIAL PROCEEDINGS 

By letter’m dated 8 February 1978 addressed to the 
President of the Security Council, the representative of 
Chad requested an urgent meeting of the Council “to 
consider the extremely serious situation now prevailing 
in northern Chad as a result of Libyan aggression and of 
the Chad-Libyan frontier problem”. 

By previous Ietterl”’ dated 6 February 1978 ad- 
dressed to the President of the Security Council, the 
representative of Chad transmitted the text of a tele- 
gram dated 4 February from the Minister for Foreign 
Affairs and Co-operation of Chad with regard to the 
disturbing situation prevailing in his country and result- 
ing from the aggression and military occupaticn of 
northern Chad by the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya. He 
charged that the Libyan authorities were attempting to 
destabilize the Government of Chad and dismember the 
country, completely ignoring the recommendations of 
the Assembly of Heads of State and Government of the 
Organization of African Unity, held at Libreville in July 
1977, which had established an Ad Hoc Committee for 
the settlement of the Chad-Libyan frontier dispute. He 
requested that the President of the Security Council 
intervene to end Libyan aggression and interfc:cnce in 
Chad’s internal affairs. 

In a further letterrua dated 8 February 1378 ad- 
dressed to the President of the Security Council, the 
representative of Chad transmitted the text of a tcle- 
gram of the same date from the Head of State of Chad, 
who charged that the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya had 
refused to participate in discussions of the OAU Ad Hoc 
Committee and had engaged in heavy fighting at Faya. 
Therefore, Chad had decided to break off Chad-Libyan 
diplomatic relations. 

By Ictterttiv dated I3 February 1978 addressed to the 
President of the Security Council, the representative of 
Chad transmitted the texts of a communication dated 8 
February from the Head of State of Chad to the heads 
of diplomatic missions accredited to N’Djamcna and a 
statement issued by the Head of State on 12 February 
in which he declared that if, by 16 February, a 
cease-fire had gone into effect, the Government of Chad 
would reconsider its complaint before the Security 
Council 

In a lctterlb’o dated 14 February 1978 addressed to 
the President of the Security Council, the rcprcscntativc 
of the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya rejected the complaint 
by Chad as unfounded, maintaining that his country 
was not involved in the internal struggle bctwccn the 
Chad people and the regime of that country. The 
problem of boundaries between his country and Chad, 
the Libyan representative said, could be dealt with by 
negotiations between the two countries or in the context 
of the OAU. 

By Icttcrt*” dated 17 February 1978 addressed to the 
President of the Security Council, the rcprescntativc of 
the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya gave an account of efforts 
which had been made to improve relations bctwccn his 
country and Chad. 

The Security Council included the item in its agcn- 
da’*‘* and considered it at the 2060th meeting on 17 
February 1978. The representatives of Chad and the 
Libyan Arab Jamahiriya were invited. at their request. 
to take part in the discussions without the right to 
vote.“” 

At the same meeting. the representative of Chad 
stated that Libya, in disregard of the provisions of the 
United Nations Charter and of the Charter of the 
Organization of African Unity (OAU) as well as of the 
relevant resolutions of those organizations and of the 
principles of international law, had committed aggrcs- 
sion against Chad by occupying a part of its territory, 
Aouzou, in the northern part of the country and by 
openly fighting on the side of the rebels. He stressed 
that despite this clear case of aggression by Libya, Chad 
had. since the establishment of the new rcgimc on I3 
April 1975, shown unusual patience in seeking to rcsolvc 
the dispute through peaceful means. He went on to say 
that the situation not only endangered the very existence 
of Chad as a sovereign State and a member of the 
international community but could seriously jeopardize 
peace and security in that part of the African continent. 
Chad was seeking the assistance of the Security Council 
in restoring its territorial integrity, obtaining the uncon- 
ditional withdrawal of Libyan troops from its territory 
and creating necessary conditions for the OAU Ad Hoc 
Committee to carry out the mission entrusted to it by 
the 14th OAU Summit Meeting in Libreville.‘b” 

The representative of the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 
said that it was not true that Libyan troops were 
involved in the fighting in northern Chad, nor was it 
true that Libya occupied parts of Chad territory. I f  
there was a Libyan administration in Aouzou, it was 
because after the revolution people in Libya began to 
take an interest in the interior and in areas on its 
frontiers, by building roads and creating an infrastruc- 
ture. If  there was a fr,Jntier problem, Libya was willing 
to discuss it with Chad and the OAU.‘“” 
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At the end of the 2060th meeting the President stated 
that there were no further speakers on his list and if 
members of the Council had no objections the next 
meeting of the Security Council to continue consider- 
ation of the complaint by Chad would be held on 21 
February 1978. 

De&Ion: deletion of the item from the list of matters of 
which the Council is seized 
By letter I*** dated I8 February 1978 addressed to the 

President of the Security Council, the representative of 
the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya stated that following 
discussions among representatives of the Sudan, Chad 
and the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya at Tripoli between 16 
and 18 February, a trilateral joint communique had 
been issued, as well as a bilateral joint press communi- 
que of the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya and the Sudan, 
copies of which were transmitted to the Council. 

By letterr6” dated 21 February 1978 addressed to the 
President of the Security Council, the representative of 
Chad also transmitted the text of the Chad-Libyan- 
Sudanese joint communique. 

In the penultimate paragraph of the joint communi- 
que, it was stated that the Chad delegation had decided 
to withdraw its complaint to the Security Council and to 
work for the restoration of diplomatic relations between 
Chad and the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya. 

In a Ietter’b” dated 22 February 1978 addressed to 
the President of the Security Council, the representative 
of Chad informed the President that the Government of 
Chad had decided not to press for further consideration 
of its complaint by the Council. 

In a Ietter’“P dated 22 February 1978 addressed to 
the President of the Security Council, the representative 
of the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya. noting that Chad had 
decided to withdraw the complaint, assumed that the 
Security Council had taken the necessary measures to 
delete the item “Complaint by Chad” from the list of 
matters of which it was seized. 

On 23 February 1978, the Secretary-General drew 
the two above communications to the attention of the 
members of the Security Council and proposed that if 
no objection was received by 27 February, the item 
“Complaint by Chad” should be deleted from the list of 
matters of which the Security Council was scired. As no 
objections were received, the item was deleted from the 
list. 

COMPLAINT BY ZAMBIA 

Decision of I7 March 1978 (2070th meeting): resolution 
424 (1978) 
By Ietterl”O dated 9 March 1978. the representative 

of Zambia requested the President of the Security 
Council to convene an urgent meeting of the Council to 

‘6’6 Si I2508. OH. JJrJ veer .Supp/ JOI Jun \ltmh IV7R. pp 40-4 I 
I*” S/I 2570. ibrd.. p 42 
‘h’“S/12!72. rhrd. pp 42-41 
‘“‘“S/12573. ibtd, p. 41 
‘-“S/l25119,ibtd.pp (I-5: 

consider the latest premeditated and unprovoked act of 
aggression against Zambia’s sovereignty and territorial 
integrity by forces of the rebel minority regime in 
Southern Rhodesia. Rebel Rhodesian forces, using in- 
fantry troops and war planes, had violated Zambian 
territory between 6 and 8 March in the Lungwa (Feira) 
district on the Zambia side of the Zambezi River. Five 
members of the Zambia National Dcfence Forces had 
been reported killed and 20 innocent civilians injured. 

The complaint by Zambia was supported by mes- 
sagesrUt from the Commonwealth Secretary-General, 
the representative of Upper Volta, on behalf of the 
African Group of States, and the Co-ordinating Bureau 
of Non-Aligned Countries condemning the act of ag- 
gression by the Rhodesian rebels and urging the Securi- 
ty Council to protect the territorial integrity of Zambia. 

At the 2068th meeting on I5 March 1978, the 
Security Council included the letter dated 9 March 
1978 from the representative of Zambia in its agenda 
and considered the item during its 2068th to 2070th 
meetings from 15 to I7 March 1978. During its 
deliberations the Council decided to invite the reprcsent- 
atives of Botswana, Cuba, Egypt, the German Demo- 
cratic Republic, Ghana, Jamaica, Mozambique, the 
United Republic of Tanzania, the Upper Volta, Vie1 
Nam and Zambia to participate, without vote, in the 
discussion of the item.ra* At the 2069th meeting on 16 
March 1978, the Council also decided to extend an 
invitation to Mr. George Silundika under rule 39 of the 
provisional rules of procedure.‘*’ 

At the 2068th meeting on I5 March 1978, the 
Foreign Minister of Zambia warned that unless the root 
cause of the Rhodesian problem was eliminated, the 
prospects of averting a generalized conflict engulfing the 
entire region were bound to recede irreversibly. HC 
offered a detailed description of the latest Rhodesian 
attack which had come within hours of the signing of 
the so-called agreement at Sahsbury. He expressed his 
Government’s appreciation that the Security Council 
had firmly rejected that internal settlement and indicat- 
ed that Zambia was deeply worried about ominous 
consequences of unbridled acts of aggression by the 
Rhodesian regime which was trying to draw the front- 
line States and their friends into direct conflict with 
Southern Rhodesia. He stressed that the latest attack 
was not directed against so-called guerrilla bases in 
Zambia nor was it a question of hot pursuit, but was a 
premeditated act of aggression against Zambia. Quoting 
words of President Kaunda he invoked Zambia’s right 
to retaliate in self-defence when its territorial integrity 
was violated and asked the Government of the United 
Kingdom to change the situation in Southern Rhodesia. 
Since the colonial Power had so far refused to coerce the 

Ib*‘Scc S. 12593. rbtd, p S3. for the IIOIC of the President of Ihe 
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rcbcls into \ubmission, Zambia \s~~ld pursue other 
avenue\ left to it. He recalled his Government’s efforts 
to sc:k ;I negotiated settlement in Rhodesia and its 
rccnmmcnda(ion urgently lo impost and cnforcc oil 
5nnctions against South hfrica itself under Chapter VII 
of the C‘hartcr.16” 

J‘he Icprehrntativc of Upper Volta. speahinp in his 
c,lp,lc‘lt!’ a\ Chairman of the African Group for the 
111()nttt of Alarch, strongly condcmncd the Rhodcsian 
;ttt;lch ;ind rcbtated the conviction of the African Group 
th:lt the ~1) \\a! to prcscrvc the sccurily and pcircc in 
s,\llthern .\Zfrlca wi\s to put an end to the existcncc of the 
rC:gInIcs of %uthcrn Rhodesia ;\nd South Africlt. flc 
crk*cd the (‘cyuncil to condemn the act of aggrcs\ion 
;I~.IIII,~ %ambi:l and to take mcasurcs to climin:rtc‘ the 
nllrlc>rit! rkgirnc in Southern Rhodcsiit ‘Oh’ 

‘1 hc rcprchcnt;ltivc of the UnIted Republic of ‘T‘iln/a- 
Iii.{ c;illcd for lhc ~limift~~lion of lltc rcbcl minoril) 
rCglmc in Southern Rhodesia and for a gcnuinc transfer 
ol’ p-j\scr to the pcoplc of Zimb;jbwc. tic dcscribcd the 
latest Jtt:lck against Zambia as part of a systematic 
c;tmp,lipn :qvin5t ncighbouring indcpcndent African 
Stntcs. whcrcby the Rhodcsian rigime tried to intcrna- 
tion;llizc the: <ollflict and to cut off the support for those 
flghtlng for the freedom of ZimbnbKc. Under these 
circum*t:ncs;. he called upon the Council to plug al! the 
I~~pholc~ b! tightening the sanctions against Salisbuq 
throu;:h the u?plication of the cntirc Article 41 of the 
Ch;lrtcr The Council should also bee to it that the 
llnited hi!igdom as the administering Poucr take 
Imntcdldt: .Iztion to bring to an end the i!lcg;tl rc’gimc in 
Southern R t!~~desia.‘LM 

At the 369th mcctinp on 16 XIarch 1978, the 
rcprc\cllt.tti\c of India .joincd in ccjndcmning the South- 
c*rll K Il~~tlc\i.lrl act uf ;qgrcs\ion and introduced ;I dr;lft 
rc~c~lution”3’.’ on bchnlf of six Council mcmbcr\. The text 
c.l)rlt.lincd ~Irc condemnation of ~hc ;Ittilck ag‘tin\t Zanr- 
bi.1. CWIINCIK~C~ the Govcrnmcnt of Zambia for \up 
psbrting the pc~~plc of Zimbabwe and called upon the 
L’llltcd hingdom to take strong mc;Izurc’s to bring the 
illcgdl riginlc to ;I speedy end. The reprcsentativc of 
Intli:l indicated th.lt the sponsors rcfr.lincd from asking 
for more cffcctivc mcasurcs under Chapter VII of the 
Ch.:rtcr. bur Lvould revert to thchc ideas in the Council, 
if the admir;l\tcring Pouer failed to take appropriate 
\tcps to tc’rmin,ltc the rebellion IhhX 

At the ‘070th mcetlng on 17 JlJrch 1978, the 
rcprc\cntdtivc of the Lnltcd States dcplorcd the latest 
ckcnth in the Rhodcslcln [raged) and rcaffirmcd his 
Govcrnmcnt’b commitment to the c\tablibhmcnt of gcn- 

uinc majority rule in an independent Stntc of Zimba- 
bwe. He referred to the Anglo-American plan as the 
best hope for a peaceful solution of the Rhodesinn crisis 
and indicated his delegation’s support for the draft 
resolulion.~Mp 

The rcprescntativc of the USSR stated that thcrc H;I\ 
a direct connection bctwecn the attempts crt’ the \rhitc 
Rhodcsinn r+imc 10 irnposc the so-callct! intcrn:ll 
scttlcmcnt on the people of Zimbabwe and the :~ctb 01’ 
aggression against the front-line States. In the discus- 
sion of the Zambian complaint, the Council sh~~uld 
dccidc on effcctivc measures to put an end II) the 
Rhodcsian aggression ;lnd to rcmovc the racilrt rtigtmc 
The task of liber,tting the long-suffering pc~~plc OI 
Zimbabwe from the colonial yoke could bc ACCOIII- 

pliahcd by the dectsivc application of the most ~.ffcc~ivc 
sanctions against the rCgimes of Pretoria and SaIlsbury 
in accordance with Chapter VII of the Charter. includ- 
ing an embargo on the dclivcry of pctrolcum prod- 
ucts.‘“‘” 

During the same meeting. the President put the draft 
resolution to the vote; it was adopted unanimously as 
resolution 424 (1978).‘“” It rcuds as follows: 
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1. Strong/y rondmvu the reccnl armed invablon perpetrated by 
the illegal racrst minority rCgimc in the British colony of’ Southern 
Rhodesia agalnrl the Rcpubllc of Zambia. which conslilules a flagranl 

violrl,on of the sovcrcignty and terrtitorial mtcgrity of Zambia. 

2 Comnwnd~~ the Rcpubllc of Zambir and other Cronl-llnc Stales 
for their contlnucd support of the people of Zlmbabwc in their JUSI 

and legitimate struggle for the attainment of freedom and indcpcn- 
dcnce and for their scrupulous rcslraint in the face of provocations by 
the Rhodesian rebels; 

3 Rro//irmr that the liberation of Namibta and Zimbabwe and 
the elimination or oporrhrtd in South Africa arc necessary for the 
attainment of justice and lasting peace in the region; 

4. Co//s upon the Government ol the United Kingdom of Great 
Britain and Northern Ireland. as the administering Power. IO take 
prompt effective measures IO bring to a speedy end the existence of the 
illegal racist minori1y rCgimc in the rcbcl colony of Southern 
Rhodesia. thereby ensuring the speedy attainment or indcpcndcncc 
under genuine majority rule and thus contributing to the promo1ion of 
durable peace and sccurlty m the region; 

5 Drctdrs that. in the event ol lurthcr ac1s of violation of the 
sovcrelgnty and 1crritorlal intcgrlty of Zambia by the illegal racist 
mm&y riKlrne In Southern Rhodcrla. the Security Council will mcc1 
agnln IO consider the adoption of more clfcctivc measures, in 
accordanrc wvlth the appropriate provisions ol the Charter ol the 
l:nltcd %~II~w.. lncludmg Chapter VII thereof. 

Decision of 23 November 1979 (217 1st meeting): reso- 
lution 455 ( 1979) 

By letter ‘(‘l dated 22 November 1979. the representa- 
tive of Zambia requested an urgent meeting of the 
Security Council to consider the escalating and intensi- 
fied acts of aggression against his country by the illegal 
rtgime in Southern Rhodesia. 

At the 217lst meeting on 23 November 1979, the 
Security Council included the question in its agenda and 
decided to invite the representative of the Libyan Arab 
Jamahiriya to participate in the discussion without the 
right to VO~C.‘~” The Council considered the item at the 
same meeting. 

At the beginning of the meeting, the President drew 
the attention of the Council members to the text of a 
draft resolutionlo” which was sponsored by Bangladesh, 
Gabon, Jamaica, Kuwait, Nigeria and Zambia. 

The representative of Zambia spoke first and elabo- 
rated on the letter which he had submitted. He pointed 
out that since 1978, when his Govcrnmcnt had come to 
the Council to complain about Rhodesian aggression, 
the rebel Rhodesian forces had embarked more and 
more on armed attacks. aerial raids and commando 
raids against Zambia, using even more sophisticated 
weapons against the Zambian civilian population and 
refugee centrcs in different parts of the country. Similar 
attacks had been undertaken against Mozambique, 
Botswana and Angola. 

)Ic added that the recent attacks had created indeed a 
very grave situation. On I2 October 1979. the Chambe- 
shi river rail bridge on the Tanzania-Zambia railway 
and the road bridge linking Zambia and Tanzania were 
both blown up. On 16 November. three other bridges 
along the Kafuc-Chirundu road in central Zambia were 

also blown up. On the following day, two road bridges 
near Rufunsa on the Great East Road linking Zambia 
and Malawi were destroyed. Kaleya bridge. in the 
southern province, and Chongwe bridge, on the Great 
East Road, wcrc destroyed by rebels on I9 November. 
These attacks on Zambia’s road and rail networks had 
virtually cut off Zambia’s major transportation links 
with the outside world. The Zambian representative 
gave the following preliminary figures for the estimated 
cost of reconstructing the bridges: The total cost would 
come to SUS 10,024,000, with the road and rail bridge 
over the Chambeshi river coming to at least SUS 
3,132,500. There was no doubt that the cost of recon- 
struction would eventually far exceed this first estimate. 

He also informed the Council of other cases of 
aggression against Zambia which either had been com- 
mitted prior to the recent attacks or had involved South 
African troops. All these attacks were clear evidence 
that the aggression was directed against Zambia and 
could not be camouflaged by Rhodesian claims that 
these acts occurred in pursuit of the freedom fighters of 
the Patriotic Front and did not involve the Zambian 
people. The attacks launched by the illegal Rhodesian 
rCgimc had violated Zambia’s territorial integrity and 
sovereignty and disregarded all norms of international 
law as well as several Security Council and other United 
Nations resolutions. He expressed regret that the Gov- 
ernment of the United Kingdom had so far failed to 
bring sanity to bear on the rebels in its colony and 
instead tried to implicate Zambia, although the Zambi- 
an people were the victims, not the initiators of the 
Rhodesian struggle. Under these circumstances, were 
the Zambians not justified in holding the administering 
Power responsible for the turn of events in the area? 

The representative of Zambia concluded that his 
Government would appreciate if the Council could set 
up an ad hoc committee from among its members and 
instruct it to assist in the implementation of the 
resolution to be adopted and to report back to the 
Council not later than I5 December. Such a step would 
help to mobilize much needed international assistance to 
Zambia arising from the prevailing international situa- 
tion.‘“‘3 

The representative of Nigeria condemned the wanton 
acts of aggression by the illegal rlgime and indicated 
why the Rhodesian rebels had managed to survive all 
the strictures of international sanctions all those years. 
In his judgcment, the United Kingdom as administering 
Power had failed to assume its responsibilities for 
quelling the rebellion; the international sanctions had 
often been breached with impunity; the international 
community had failed to defend the conventions and 
laws of clvllized international conduct; but, above all, 
the racist rCgime of South Africa had shown contempt 
for the United Natlons by refusing to apply the 
Council’s decisions against Southern Rhodesia and bj 
consistently aiding and abetting the rebellion with arms. 
men, finance, trade and other support. The Rhodesian 
rebels aimed to destroy the Zambian economic infra- 
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structure, to weaken its support for the liberation 
movements, to escalate the war of liberation in Zimba- 
bwe, to intimidate the Zambian population, thus caus- 
ing the Government of Zambia to exert pressure on the 
Patriotic Front and make it accede to unfair demands in 
London, and to wreck the talks going on in London at 
Lancaster House. 

The representative of Nigeria added that his Govern- 
ment stood ready to give full support to the Government 
of Zambia if the situation were to turn into a full-scale 
war. At this point, he introduced the draft resolution 
sponsored by Bangladesh, Gabon, Jamaica, Kuwait, 
Nigeria and Zambia which he hoped would provide 
assistance lo the Zambian Government in ensuring full 
compensation for its losse~.‘~‘~ 

The representative of the USSR recalled that the 
Council had already on many occasions considered the 
question of aggressive actions of the illegal rCgime 
against neighbouring countries and had condemned the 
armed invasion of Zambia in its recent resolution 424 
(1978). But the Rhodesian attacks had actually become 
more severe and intensive. He suggested that these new 
attacks might have been launched in order to coerce the 
Government of Zambia to stop supporting SWAP0 and 
the Patriotic Front and thereby to secure further 
concessions at the talks regarding Namibia and Zimba- 
bwe. The delegation of the USSR believed that the 
Council should not only condemn the recent acts of 
aggression but ensure that they would not be repeated in 
the future by considering the application of the provi- 
sions of Chapter VII as decided upon in resolution 424 
( 1978).‘6” 

The representative of the United States expressed his 
Government’s greatest regret that at that crucial point 
in the efforts at Lancaster House to bring Zimbabwe to 
independence the Council had to convene to consider the 
latest attacks against civilian targets in Zambia systcm- 
atically denying it land access to the outside world. In 
this situation. his Government felt that the quickest way 
to bring about a permanent halt to violence on all sides 
was to reach a prompt agreement on the cease-fire and 
to begin the process leading to elections in Zimba- 
bwe.‘6” 

The representative of the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, 
spcaking in his capacity as Chairman of the Group of 
African States for the month of November, conveyed to 
the Council the appeal of the African Group to the 
international community to extend support and assis- 
tance to the people of Zambia, added that the Group 
called upon the Council to condemn the illegal rCgimc 
for its flagrant aggression against the Republic of 
Zambia and to take effective action against the illegal 
rtgime in accordance with the relevant provisions of 
Chapter VII of the Charter.16’q 

Following a brief suspension of the mee~ing,1”“0 the 
President announced that the Council was ready lo 
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adopt by consensus the draft resolution sponsored by 
Bangladesh, Gabon, Jamaica, Kuwait, Nigeria and 
Zambia. Since there was no objection, the draft resolu- 
tion was adopted as resolution 455 ( 1979).1bml It reads as 
follows: 

Thr Srcuriry Council. 

Tukinp nolr of the letter from the Permanent Rcprcscnlatnc of the 
Republic of Zambia contained in document S/13616. 

Moving consrdrrrd the sia1cmcnl of the Pcrmancni Rcprc\cnla!lvc 
of the Republic of Zambia. 

Grow/y conrrmrd III the numerous hostile and unprovoked XIS of 
aggression committed by the illegal minority rCgmw In Southern 
Rhodesia violating the sovcwgnty. air space and Icrrlt~wl;ll inteprlty 
of the Republic of Zambta. 

Grow!, concrrnrd a/w PI the conlmuing collusion by South Afrlc:l 
In the rcpcatcd MIS of aggression IJunchcd aga!nsI ~hc Rcpubllc of 
Zambia by the rebel forces of the illegal minority rCplmc In Southern 
Rhodesia, 

Grlrvrd at the tragic loss in human l~fc and conccrncd about the 
damage and destruction of property resulting from the repeated acts 
of aggression committed by the illegal minority rCglmc In Southern 
Rhodesia against the Republic of Zambia, 

Convincrd that these wanton acts of aggression by the dlcg~l 
minority rCgime in Southern Rhodesia form a consistent and sustamcd 
pattern of violations aimed at destroying the economic infrastructure 
of the Republic ol Zambia and wcakenmg its support of the struggle 
ol the people of Zimbabwe for freedom and national hbcratlon. 

Rrcalling its resolution 424 (1978) of I7 March 1978. in which, 
infrr alto. it strongly condemned the armed invasion pcrpctratcd by 
the illegal minority rCgimc in the British colony of Southern RhAesia. 
which constituted a flagrant violation of the sovereignty and tcrritorlal 
integrity ol Zambia. 

Rra/jirming that the existence of the minority racist rCgimc in 
Southern Rhodesia and the continuance of its acts of aggression 
against Zambia and other ncighbourtng SI~ICS constitute a threat IO 
international pcacc and security. 

Gxuciour of the need lo take immedlJcc and cffcctivc *icpr fur the 
prevention and removal of all threats IO Intcrnaiwn.tl pcacc and 
security. 

I Srrongly condrmm the illegal rCgimc in the British colony of 
Southern Rhodcsla for its continued, intensified and unprovoked act\ 
of aggression against the Republic of Zambia. which constitute a 
flagrant violation of the sovereignty and territorial intcgrlty of 
Zambia; 

2. Slronglv rondrmns also the continued collusion by South 
Africa in repeated acts of aggression launched against the Rcpubllc of 
Zambia; 

3. Commrndr the Republic or Zambia and other front-line Srares 
for their continued support of the people of Zimbabwe in their just 
and legitimate struggle for the attainment of freedom and indcpcn- 
dence and for their scrupulous rcslraint in the face of unwarranted 
armed provocations by the Rhodesian rebels In collusion ulth South 
Alrican armed forces, 

4 Calls upon the Government of [he Unltcd Kingdom of Great 
Britain and Northern Ireland, as the admmlrtering Power. IO take 
prompt and cffcctivc measures IO ensure that the illegal rawt 
minority rCgimc In Southern Rhodcsta will dcrist from committing 
rcpcaled 3~1s of nggrcwon and pruvocalton agamrl the Rcpubllc of 
Zambia. 

5 <b//r for the payment of full and adequate cumpcntitmn II, 
the Rcpublx ol Zambia by !hc rcsponslblc authorlixs for the ddm.lgr 
IO llfc and property rcsulrlng from the acts ol aggrcssmn. 

6 Furrhrr rolls upon all Member Sntcs and Intcrnatlonal 
organlzatwns urgently lo extend material and other forms of arsls- 
tancc IO the Rcpubl~c or 7Jmbla In order IO fac1111~1c the lmmcdlatc 
rccon\lructlon of 11, ccon0mbc Inlr.~rtruclure 
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7. Drcrdm IO establish an od hoc commlllcc composed of four 
members or the Securi1y Council, IO k appomred by the Prcsldcnl 
after consulla1lon with members. In order IO as~sl Ihc (‘wnc~l III 1hc 
implcmcnntlon of the present rcsolullon. in partlculdr paragraphs 5 
and 6 thereof, and report 10 1he Council by I5 Dcccmbcr 1979; 

8 Drt-idrl 10 remain scixd of the mailer 

After the adoption of the resolution, the rcprescnta- 

In a notclbd4 dated 30 November 1979. the President 
reported that he had had consultations with the mcm- 
bers of the Security Council and that agreement had 
been reached that the od hoc committee established 
under paragraph 7 of resolution 455 (1979) would be 
composed of Jamaica, Kuwait, Nigeria and Norway. 

tivc of the United Kingdom expressed regret that he had By lettcr’b” dated 6 December 1979, the Chairman of 
delayed the Council for several hours as he needed to the Ad Hoc Committee transmitted an interim report 
obtain instructions from his Government. The United adopted by the Committee on that date. The report 
Kingdom had already condemned the Rhodesian attacks indicated that at its first meeting the Committee had 
on civilian targets in Zambia and had expressed deep elected Norway as Chairman, that the Committee had 
and most sincere sympathy for the suffering and de- held four meetings between 3 and 6 December and that, 
struction in Zambia. He added that the Lancaster following consultations with the representative of Zam- 
House conference in London was in its ftnal stages, that bia, the members had decided to visit Zambia between 
a constitution granting genuine majority rule had been 1 I and 15 December in order to hold discussions with 
agreed on by all parties and that the transitional the Government of Zambia and to obtain the requisite 
arrangements had also been negotiated. The last hurdle information for its subsqucnt work. In view of that 
was the question of the cease-fire which would bring decision, the Ad Hoc Committee rqucsted an extension 
about the cessation of the acts of violence in Rhodesia of the date for the submission of its full report, which it 
and the ncighbouring countries. expected to have ready by 31 January 1980.1686 

He noted that his delegation had joined the other 
members in the consensus of the draft resolution 
although the text was not even-handed, but one-sided, 
with intemperate phraseology. His Government was 
most eager to end the fighting, but was not yet in 
control to guarantee a cessation of hostilities. In the 
view of his delegation, the resolution just adopted did 
not contain a fresh determination under Article 39, and 
the Lord Privy Seal had stated in the House of 
Commons that the Government felt not responsible for 
the damages incurred by the Zambian authorities. Once 
the cease-fire had been achieved. the United Kingdom 
would wish to help Zambia as a friend to restore its 
infrastructure. 

In conclusion the representative of the United King- 
dom rejected the charge by the Libyan representative 
that Britain in some way encouraged the raids on 
Zambia and wanted the Lancaster Conference to fail. 
He also sharply rejected the accusation by Nigeria that 
the Government of the United Kingdom had aided and 
abetted breaches of the sanctions imposed by the 
Security Council. tic hoped nothing Nould happen now 
IO interrupt or tlcflcct from the achicvcmcnt of pace 
;111d ~~;~hdr~y CM the pcoplc of Ztmb~hwc.‘*“~ 

By lctter1ea’ dated I4 December, the Chairman of the 
Ad Hoc Committee transmitted a second interim report, 
adopted by the Committee at its 5th meeting on that 
date in Lusaka, and pointed out that the difficulties 
brought about by the recent destruction of vital rail and 
road bridges throughout Zambia were so great that, in 
the view of the Committee, only urgent material and 
other forms of assistance from Member States and 
international organizations would enable the Govern- 
mcnt of Zambia to carry out its emergency programme 
of restoring the bridges, which were crucial to the 
functioning of the country’s economy. The report of the 
Committee contained detailed estimates provided by the 
Government of Zambia of the cost of restoration of the 
bridges, which totalled 14.618,586 kwachas, or SUS 
18,741 ,778.‘~“” 

In a notcrblq dated 22 January 1980. the President of 
the Council announced that, following consultations 
among members of the Council, it had been agreed that 
for the purpose of presenting its full report, the Ad Hoc 
Committee would continue to be composed of the States 
mentioned in paragraph 3 of the note dated 30 Novem- 
bcr Ibuo 

At the end of the meeting. the rcprescntativc of 
Zambia thanked the Council for the unanimous support 
exprcsscd in resolution 455 (1979). Hc made special 
mention of the provision in paragraph 5, with regard to 
the question of compensation, and stressed that his 
Government intended to pursue its legitimate claim for 
compensation from the United Kingdom for the dam- 
ages done the Zambian economy by the rebel Smith 
rCgime. He hoped that the decision to set up the ud hoc 
committee would result in substantial assistance in this 
hour of need. His country would continue its resolute 
support for the legitimate struggle of the people of 
Zimbabwe until genuine independence would be 
achieved I”’ 

On 3 I Janu.try 1980. the Ad Hoc Committee submit- 
ted its report,l*yl adopted by it that day at Headquarters 
in New York. The report contained a dctailcd summary 
of the Committee’s activities during its visit to Zambia. 
The Committee also noted that the Secretary-General 
had transmitted its second interim report to Member 
States and to various international and intergovernmen- 
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tal organizations and that the Chairman of the Commit- 
tee had addressed letters to a number of potential donor 
countries, as well as to certain intergovernmental orga- 
nizations, appealing in each case for an urgent contribu- 
tion to assist Zambia in restoring its most important 
bridges. A number of Mcmbcr States and international 
organizations had responded positively to that appeal, 
and, as of 31 January, the target figure of 14,618.OoO 
kwachas stipulated by the Government of Zambia for 
the restoration of the bridges had been met. Ncvcrthe- 
less, the Ad Hoc Committee stressed that further 
assistance to Zambia was needed in order to facilitate 
the reconstruction of that country’s economic infrastruc- 
ture as a whole. 

COMPLAINT BY ANGOLA ACAIYST 
SOUTH AFRICA 

Decision of 6 May 1978 (2078th meeting): resolution 
428 (1978) 
By letter’692 dated 5 May 1978 addressed to the 

President of the Security Council the representative of 
Angola requested an urgent meeting of the Security 
Council to deal with the most recent aggression by 
South Africa against Angola. 

A number of letters16*J condemning the invasion of 
Angola by South Africa and calling upon the Security 
Council to take urgent measures against South Africa 
had been received by the Secretary-General and the 
President of the Security Council. 

At the 2077th meeting on 5 May 1978 the Security 
Council adopted w the agenda and considered the item 
at the 2077th and 2078th meetings on 5 and 6 May 
1976. 

In the course of its deli&rations the Council invited 
the representatives of Algeria, Ango!& Benin, Cuba, 
Mozambique, the United Republic of Tanzania and 
Zambia, at their request, to partjcipate, without vote, in 
the discussion of the item.l*9’ 

The Council also extended invitations under rule 39 
of the provisional rules of procedure to Mr. Sam 
Nujoma, President of the South West Africa People’s 
Organization (SWAPO) and to the President of the 
Council for Namibia.lbP’ 

At the 2077th meeting on 5 May 1978 the represcnta- 
tive of Angola stated that the latest aggression of South 
Africa against Angola was not aimed only at attempting 
to destroy SWAP0 and the liberation struggle of the 
Namibian people; it was also intended to destabilize the 
situation inside his country. The abstention of the 
Western Five on the just programmc of action adopted 
at the ninth special session of the General Assembly 
gave Pretoria the cncouragcment it needed to embark 
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on the invasion of Angola. He appealed to the Security 
Council to condemn strongly South Africa for its 
invasion of Angola, implement the embargoes on arms 
and oil and observe economic sanctions against Preto- 
ria.lbM 

The representative of Zambia, speaking on behalf of 
the African Group of States, called upon the Security 
Council to adopt prompt measures to stop South 
African aggression against Angola, to ccnsurc the 
uparrhtid rCgimc for using the international territory of 
Namibia as a launching pad for committing acts of 
aggression against Angola, and to impose mandatory 
and comprehensive economic sanctions, an oil embargo 
and an arms embargo under Chapter VII of the Charter 
of the United Nations.‘69’ 

At the same meeting the representative of Mauritius 
introduced a draft resolution sponsored by Bolivia. 
Gabon, India, Kuwait, Mauritius, Nigeria and Vcnczue- 
la.lbn He emphasized that in the fifth preambular 
paragraph of the draft resolution the sponsors intcntion- 
alty used the word “recalling” in respect to the resolu- 
tion 387 (1976) and not “reaffirming”, bearing in mind 
the fact that some members did not vote in favour of 
that resolution. Referring to the last operative para- 
graph of the draft resolution he said that the Council 
would decide to meet again in the event ol further acts 
of violation of the sovereignty and territorial integrity of 
the People’s Republic of Angola by the South African 
regime in order to consider the adoption of more 
effective measures, in accordance with the appropriate 
provisions of the Charter of the United Nations, includ- 
ing Chapter VII. He emphasized that the sponsors had 
intentionally used the words “to consider the adoption of 
more effective measures” meaning that at the appropri- 
ate time members of the Council would have the 
opportunity to consider the application of such mea- 
sures. 

In the course of the 2077th and 2078th meetings a 
number of speakers called for the imposition of mta- 
sures stipulated in Chapter VII of the Charter of the 
United Nations.‘699 

At the 2078th meeting on 6 May 1978 the draft 
resolution was adopted unanimously as resolution 428 
( I978).“” 

The resolution reads as follows: 

Hoving romidrrcd the lctlcr dated 5 May 197W from Ihc Pcrm.l- 
nent Reprcwnlallvc of Angola transmltlmg a communlcatton from the 
Ftrsl Vice-Prlmc MIIII>IC~ uI the Pcuple’s Republic of Angola And the 
letter dated 5 May 1971 from the Pcrmanenc Rcprcsrntatlvc ul 
Zambia on behalf of the Group of hfritxn SI~ICI at the 1Jn11ed 
Nations. 

1b96 2077th mtg . parts S-22 
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Having hcord the statement of the Permanent Representative of 
Angola. 

Hovrng heord the statement of Mr Sam NuJoma. President of the 
South WCSI Africa People’s Organiratlon. 

Broring in mind that all Member States arc obliged IO refrain in 
their international relattons from the threat or use of force against the 
sovereignty, territorial integrity or political independence of any State 
and from acting In any olhcr manner inconsistent with the principles 
and purposes of the Charter of the United Nations. 

Rrrolling its resolution 387 (1976) of 31 March 1976 in which. 
inrrr alio. it condemned South Africa’s aggression against the People’s 
Republic of Angola and demanded that South Africa scrupulously 
respect the independence. sovereignty and territorial integrity of the 
People’s Republic of Angola, 

Grow/y concrmrd at the armed invasions comnxrtcd by South 
Afrtca in vtolatlon of the sovcrctgnty. air spdce and tcrrllorial inlcgrily 
of the People’s Republic of Angola and in particular the armed 
invasion of Angola carried OUI on 4 hlay 197g. 

(;rirvrd at the tragic loss of human IIVCS. including those of 
Narnlblan refugees in Angola. caused by the South hfwan mvasion 
of hngolan lcrrltory. 

Cbncrmcd O/JO at the drmagc and dcstrucllon dune by the South 
hfrxan force% in Angola, 

Rtojfirmrng the inalwnable righI of the people of Namibia IO 
self-dctcrminalwn and indepcndencc in accordJncc with Gcncral 
humbly rc<olutlon 1514 (XV) of 14 Dcccmbcr I960 and the 
legltlmacy of their struggle to secure the enjoyment of such rights as 
set forth rn the Charter, 

Rro~firming that the liberation of Namitxa IS one of the prerqui- 
sites for the altammcnt of Justice and lasting peace in southern Africa 
and for the furtherance of international pcacc and sccurtty. 

Rrirrrurrng its grave concern at South Africa’s brutal repression of 
the Namibian people and its persistent violation of rhclr human rights 
as well as its efforts to destroy the national unity and territorial 
intcgri1y of Namibia and its aggressive military build-up in the area, 

Rrojfirmmg its condemnation of the militarization of Namibia by 
rhc lllcgal occupation rtgimc of South Africa, 

I Strongly rondcmns the latest armed Invasion pcrpctratcd by 
the South African racist rCgime against the People’s Republic of 
Angolr. which consti1uks a tlagrrnt violation of the sovereignty and 
tcrworldl inlcprlly of Angola: 

2 C’ondrmnJ quo//y Jfrongly South Afrlc.c’s utilization of the 
intcrnallonal Territory of Namibia as a sprlngboard for armed 
mvaswns of the People’s Repubhc of Angola. 

I. Dcmondr the m.medlatc and uncondltwnal wlthdraw~ll of all 
Soulh African forcer from Angola. 

4 Furrhrr dtmondr that South Afro wupuluu,ly respect the 
indcpcndcncc. bovcrcign1y and territorial lntcgrlty of the Pcoplc’s 
Rcpubhc of Angola. 

5 Hro/jirmr its support for the just and legitimate struggle of 
the people of Namibia for the altainment of 1hcu freedom and 
Indcpcndcncc and for the mainrcndnce of the tcrrttorldl lntcgrlty of 
thclr countr). 

0 (‘hwcndr rhc Pcoplc’s Republic of AngolJ fur 11% contlnucd 
wppcw of the pcoplc of Namibia in thclr JU\I and Icgltlmalc struggle: 

7 nmrond.r th.tc South Africa PUI an end IO IIS lllcgal wcupatlon 
of NJmlbla without any further delay. In cumphance with rclevanl 

Sccuri1y Council resolutions, in particular rcsolutlon 385 (1976) of 30 
January 1976. 

n Drrldrc IO mcel agaln in the even1 of further dc1s of wolatlon 
of 1hc sovcrclgnt) and tcrrltornl Intcgrll) of the People’s Rcpubllc of 
Angola b) the South African racirl rCglmc In order IO consldcr 1hc 
aduptwn of more cffcc~tvc measures. In accordance wl1h the approprl- 
ate provl<wn\ of the Ch.lrrcr of the Umtcd %.itwnc. mcluding C‘hdptcr 
V I I thereof 

At the same meeting the reprcscntative of France 
dcmandcd the immediate and unconditional withdrawal 
of South African troops from Angola t Ic stated that 
the m:tintcn:tncc in Namibia of :I South African occupa- 

tion totally devoid of any legal basis was the cause of 
the events which the Council was considering. Namibia 
had to accede to independence as quickly as possible, 
after free elections under United Nations control and 
supervision. The only chance of achieving that goal was 
to ensure the implementation without delay of a pcacc- 
ful process which excluded violencc.“0’ 

The representative of the United Kingdom referred to 
the terms of the resolution which had been adopted 
concerning the legitimate struggle of the people of 
Namibia and stated that his Government had always 
supported the struggle for self-determination but its 
views on the limits of legitimate struggle and its 
commitment under the Charter to peaceful means were 
wcll-known.~‘O~ 

Decision of 28 March 1979 (2139th meeting): resolution 
447 (1979) 
By lettcr”OJ dated I6 March 1979 addressed to the 

President of the Security Council, the representative of 
Angola requested the convening of an urgent meeting of 
the Security Council in connection with the question of 
the South African aggression against Angola, especially 
in the light of that rCgime’s recent and continuing acts 
of aggression and violations of Angola’s sovereignty and 
territorial integrity. 

The Security Council received other Ietters”~ also 
condemning South Africa’s aggression against Angola 
and calling upon the Council to take appropriate 
measures against the Pretoria rCgimc. 

By Icttcr”O’ dated 19 March 1979 addressed to the 
President of the Security Council. the representative of 
South Africa transmitted the text of a letter from the 
Minister for Foreign Affairs of South Africa, in which 
he stated, among other things, that the action by the 
South African security forces had been directed at what 
he termed terrorist bases and was an opcration aimed at 
protecting the territorial integrity of “South West 
Africa” and the safety and security of its inhabitants. 

41 the 2130th meeting on 19 March 1979. the 
Security Council adopted l’w the agenda and considered 
the question at the 213Oth, 2132nd. 2133rd, 2135th to 
2139th meetings between 19 March and 28 March 
1979. 

In the course of its deliberations the Council invited 
the representatives of Algeria, Angola, Benin, Bot- 
swana, Bulgaria, the Congo, Cuba, Egypt, Ethiopia, the 
German Democratic Republic, Ghana, Guinea, Guyana, 
India, Liberia. Madagascar, Mozambique, Romania. 
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Sierra Leone, Somalia, Sri Lanka, the Sudan. Togo, the 
Ukrainian SSR, the United Republic of Tanzania, Viet 
Nam and Yugoslavia, at their request, to participate. 
without vote, in the discussion of the item.“O’ 

The Council also extended invitations as requested 
under rule 39 of the provisional rules of procedure to 
Mishake Muyongo and Theo-Ben Gurirab of SWAPO. 
Mfanafuthi Johnstone Makatini of ANC and David M. 
Sibeco of PAC.r’O’ Under the same rule of its provision- 
al rules of procedure it also extended invitations to the 
following persons: at the 2130th meeting to Mr. Theo- 
Ben Gurirab;l’m at the 2132nd meeting to Mr. Mishakc 
Muyongo;“OP at the 2133rd meeting to Mr. Johnstonc 
Makatini;“‘O and at the 2135th meeting to Mr. David 
Sibcko.l’l’ 

At the 2130th meeting on 19 March 1979, the 
representative of Angola stated that his country faced 
continuing threats to its sovereignty and territorial 
integrity from the racist minority regime of South 
Africa. He emphasized that the timing of the latest 
South African attacks on Angola was a rude and 
arrogant gesture aimed at international mediation ef- 
forts in Namibia, and in southern Africa as a whole. He 
said that the Security Council meeting would not deter 
South Africa from its course unless there was concerted 
action by those Powers that supported it, and unless 
mandatory sanctions were involved against the racist 
rCgime.r’lz 

The representative of Zambia stated that the South 
African acts of aggression against Angola were 
launched concurrently with its rejection of the report”” 
of the Secretary-General of 26 February 1979. intended 
to give effect to the proposal for the settlement of the 
question of Namibia endorsed in Security Council 
resolution 435 (1978). which South Africa had pretend- 
ed to accept. South Africa was, on the one hand, 
committing the acts of aggression and, on the other, 
attending the proximity talks arranged by the Western 
countries on the question of Namibia. South Africa 
could not expect Angola to ignore the acts of aggression 
even during the proximity talks when its people were 
being bombed, killed and maimed. He called on the 
Council to address an urgent appeal to all States to 
render material and other forms of assistance to the 
front-line countries. Urgent and particular consideration 
should be given to the need to strengthen their defence 
capabilities. South Africa’s persistent refusal to co-oper- 
ate in the implementation of Security Council resolution 
435 (1978) could no longer be tolerated and one of the 
members of the Council should block the adoption of 
enforcement measures against South Africa under 
Chapter VII of the Charter.‘714 

At the same meeting. the representative of the USSR 
declared that the aggressive actions of South Africa 
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against Angola and other African States wcrc a serious 
threat to the sovereignty and territorial integrity of 

these States, and to peace and security in southern 
Africa and were directly aimed at maintaining the last 
bastions of racism and colonialism in the region. He said 
that the Security Council had to tahc all the stcpk 
necessary to ensure the implementation of the Council’\ 
resolution aimed at granting genuine indepcndencc and 
sovereignty to the Namibian people. It was necessary to 
formulate clearly all the concrete provisions in regard to 
the conduct of United Nations operations in Namibia 
and to place them before the Council for adoption, so 
that any possiblity of an attempt by South Africa to 
interpret those provisions IO its own advant;rgc during 
the implementation of the United Nations opcr:rtion 
would be cxcludcd. The security of the front-lrnc State\ 
had to be ensured.“” 

At the 2132nd meeting on 20 March 1979. the 
representative of Norway reiterated his Government’s 
view that it was the responsibility of the international 
community to provide effective economic and humani- 
tarian assistance to the front-line States. He supported 
the efforts by the Western contact group to break the 
impasse in the negotiations over the Namibia question 
saying that inconclusive negotiations might have far- 
reaching consequences for the whole region and might 
represent a serious threat to international peace and 
security.r7’6 

At the 2133rd meeting on 22 March 1979 the 
representative of Bulgaria said that in its arrogance and 
cynicism the South African racist regime had gone so 
far as to suggest formally a draft resolution. contained 
in a letter from its Foreign Minister, whereby the 
Security Council was called upon, in defiance of numer- 
ous United Nations resolutions, to condemn SWAP0 
for its struggle for the self-determination and indcpcn- 
dence of the oppressed people of Namibia. He went on 
to say that the devclopmcnt of events in South Africa 
might erupt at any moment into an even more dangcr- 
ous conflict. The last acts of aggression committed 
against Angola confirmed it. This unbearable situation 
required that effective mandatory actions be taken 
against the racist regime of South Africa. He empha- 
sized that it was high time that all States strictly 
complied with the United Nations resoIutions.rr17 

At the 2136th meeting on 23 March 1979. the 
representative of L’bcria condemned the attacks by 
South Africa against Angola as attacks against the 
United Nations and against world peace. He stated that 
the Charter placed primary responsibility upon the 
Council to curb aggression and to maintain peace. For 
that reason, it was not enough that the Security Council 
should repeatedly condemn South Africa’s continuing 
aggression while at the same time doing nothing to halt 
it. The fact that proximity talks on Namibia-not on 
Angola- were rakrng place at that time was no reason 
why the Council had to go back on its promise in 
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resolution 428 (1978) to consider invoking enforcement 
measures under Chapter VII of the Charter if Angola 
were again attacked by South Africa.“” 

At the 2137th meeting on 26 March 1979. the 
representative of the United Republic of Tanzania 
viewed the violations of the sovereignty and territorial 
integrity of Angola not as isolated incidents but as part 
of a much larger conspiracy to disrupt the peace process 
in the area. These attacks not only jeopardized the 
prospect of peace, but constituted total defiance by 
South Africa of all Security Council resolutions. The 
Security Council should keep its commitment to move 
forward, thus preserving its credibility and its prestige 
and the honour of the Organization.“‘” 

In the course of the discussion a number of represent- 
atives expressed the view that the Security Council had 
to condemn South Africa’s aggression against Angola 
and impose sanctions against South Africa, under 
Chapter VII of the Charter.“:O 

At the 2138th meeting on 28 March 1979, the 
representative of Zambia introduced the draft resolution 
sponsored by Bangladesh, Bolivia, Jamaica, Kuwait, 
Nigeria and Zambia.‘?” 

At the 2139th meeting on 28 March 1979, the 
President informed the Council that the delegation of 
Gabon had become a sponsor of the draft resolution.l’** 

Speaking in explanation of vote before the vote, the 
representative of the United Kingdom reaffirmed the 
commitment of his Government to the initiative of the 
five Western countries. He said that the initiative was at 
a critical stage; therefore the delegation of the United 
Kingdom was going to abstain in the vote on the draft 
resolution. He expressed understanding for the wish of 
the sponsors to describe in the strongest terms the 
incursions by South Africa into a neighbouring sover- 
eign State. But he said that his Government did not, 
however, read or accept operative paragraph I or 
operative paragraphs 6 or 7 as constituting determina- 
tions under the Charter. Nor did it read or accept those 
paragraphs as constituting any commitment to future 
actions of the Council in that matter.L’z’ 

Similar views were expressed by the representative of 
France.“?’ 

“I” ?I \rrrh mtg . p.,rJ\ 47.57. 
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The President then put to the vote the draft resolution 
which was adopted”: b) 12 votes to none with 3 
abstentions as resolution 447 ( 1979).“zb 

The resolution reads as follows: 

The Srcurtr~~ Council. 

t/a&In8 cvnsrdcrzd 1hc rcqucsl of rhc Permanent Rcprcscnrallcc of 
Angola conlained In document S/l31 76. as well as his lcltcr dated I6 
Mdrch 1979 tran\mliilng the 1~x1 of a communiqu( issued by the 

MInIsIr) of Dcfcncc of the Pcoplc’r Kcpublvz of Angola. 

IiablnX hrrrrd the s~atcmcnl of the Pcrmancnl Rcprcscnlallrc of 
Ihc Pwplc’s Rcpubllc of Angola. 

//awrrl: hvard the sla1crncnl of Ihc Vlcc-Prcsidcn1 of the South 
Wcsl ATrxa Pcoplc’s Org.inir.8llon. 

Kr~.o//r~~ 11x rcwlulion 387 (1976) of 31 March 1976. by uhlch. 
IUICT U//U. II cundcmncd Soulh AfricJ’r Jgprcrsion agains1 the Pcoplc’s 
RcFubllc of Ango and dcmJndcd 1hJr South Africa should scrupu- 
Icru\l! rcspcc~ lhc tndcpcndrncc. *ovcrclgnly and !crrilorial mtcgrllj of 
the Pcoplc’\ Kcpubllc of Angold. 

Clrwng rn mind 11s rcwlu1ion 421 (1978) of 6 Ma) 1978. by 
which. rnr~r olrtl. II solemnly warned that, in the even1 of furlher acts 
of violalion of the soverclgnry and lcrrltorial inkgrily of Angola, II 

would mecl again in order 10 consider the adoption of more cffcctive 
mcdrures m accordance with the appropriate provisions of Ihe Charter 
ol Ihc Lnl[cd Na1lons. lncludlng Chapter VII thereof. 

Crawl), cotwerncd al the prcmcdlrared. pcrrislent and swained 
armed Invallons comml1wd by Sourh Africa in violation of rhc 
sovereignty. air spree and krrilorial inlcgrily of the People’s Kepublic 
of Angola. 

C‘ominrrd thar tbc Intensity and liming of there acts of armed 
invdsioir are m1cnded 10 frustrak efforts at negotiakd rc11lcmcn1s in 
southern Africa. parlxularly in regard 10 the implcmenlalron of 
Sccurlry Council resolurions 3gS (1976) of 30 January 1976 and 435 
(1978) of 29 Scptcmbcr 1978. 

Grrrvcd aI the tragic and mounllng loss In human l11e. including 
that of civIlian> and Namlblan refugees in Angola and other from-lmc 
S1atc<. and conccrncd aboul the damage and wanton dsllruclwn of 
propcr~) cauwd b) Ihe Sou1h African armed invasions of Angol.~ 
Idunched Irum Namibl.l. a Terrllory which South Afrwa illegally 
Oc‘CUplO. 

Hrrrjl,rnun~ Ihc In;\lwn.lblc rlghr of the poplc of hdmlbla lo 
wlf.dclcrmlnatnm and tndcpcndcncc In accordance with rcxoIUIwn> 
385 (1976) and 415 (197H) and all olhcr rclevanl rcsolulwm or 1hc 
llnltcd h’~lwn\ .lnd ths IC~III~JS~ of lhclr struggle IO murc Ihe 
cxcrwc of such rlghrb 3% SCI forth In rhcsc rcsolutlow 

Hea/j/ming also IIS condcmnallon of Soulh Africa’\ contlnucd 
~llcgal occuprliun of Karmbia and the mihtarlza1ion of Ihc Tcrrl1ory. 
through uhlch II pcrr~slb In its ruppress8on of the Icgi~im~tc aspira- 
Imnr of the hamibidn people IU self-determination and independence 
a\ UKII JS in IIS armed Inbarlons agAins ncighbouring Afrwan Slates. 

I Condemns s~rongl, the racl,1 riglmc of South AfrlcJ for 11s 
prcmcdltalcd. pcrsl,lcnl and sustained armed Invasions of the People’s 
Rcpubllc of Angold. which cunstI!uIc a flagrAn viold!ion of the 
sovcrclgnl) and tcrr1lurlJl Inwgrll> of that counlry as well al a serious 
lhrcJ1 IO lnlcrnd[lundl pcacc and SCCU~II): 

2 (‘rmdt~mnc xrrungl) also South Africa’s urillzallon of 1hc 
In(crnallonaI Terrl1or) of Ndmlbta as a sprmgboard for armed 
!nvJwnr and dckIblllr.#llun of the Pcoplc’s Rcpubllc of Angola. 

3 Omtandc that Soulh Africa ccasc Immcdialely its prokocatwc 
armed In\d,wn\ ngrinsc the Pcuplc’\ Rcpubllc ol AngOld and thal II 
ropccl I<Jrthulrh 1hc Independence. mcrclgnly and wrwrlal Intcgrl- 
I) of IhJl c‘ounlrj, 

4 ( ~~rwnlcnll\ ihc Pcoplc‘~ Rcpubllz of Angola and olhcr I’ronl. 
Ilnc SI.IIC\ for thctr \tcJdfJ\l rupporc c>,( the pwplc of hJm&blJ In thclr 
)U\I .InJ IC~III~JIC \~rupglc Jgdkn\l Ihc ~llcgrl WXUpJlllln ~If IheIr 
~crr,c<,r) hj Fwu111 *\frli.l .~nd fur Ihc cnjoymenc of their In.lllcnrblc 
rIphI\ 111 ~cll-del~rl~lln~~ll~~ll .1m1 nlllwndl Indepct.Jcncc. 
__---. 
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Speaking after the vote the reprcrcntative of Norway 
emphasized that in relation to paragraph 5 of the 
resolution the Norwegian Go\ crnment. in accordance 
with its long-standing policy. vould continue to provide 
only humanitarian and economic assistance to the 
front-lint States, and with regard to opcrntivc pnra- 
graph 7 and the question of sanctions. the wording 
therein should not prejudge the oulcomc of the Coun- 
cil’s future deliberations. The various conflicts in south- 
cm Africa were inextricably linked. Mcasurcs tJken by 
the Council had thercforc IO bc carcf’ully cxamincd also 
in terms of Ihcir overall impact on the situation, in Ihc 
region, especially attempts to reach ncgotiatt.*j tcttlc- 
menIs.“* 

At the same meeting confirming .he position of his 
delegation on Security Council recdlution 435 ( 1978) of 
29 September 1978, the representative of the USSR 
recalled the misgivings it expressed towards the United’ 
NaIions operation in Namibia as to where that opcra- 
tion might lead and whether it could really ensure the 
exercise by the people of Namibia of its right to 
self-determination. In the light of the manocuvres of 
South Africa it was becoming very clear that rhe 
Security Council should thoroughly scrutinize the ques- 
lion of how to implement that rcsoluIion. That was all 
the more necessary since the Security Council had so far 
not complied with resoluIion 439 ( 1978) of I3 Novcm- 
ber 1978, which provided that the Council uould meet 
forthwith to initiate appropriate action under the Ch;tr- 
tcr of the United Nations if South ,\fric;l did not cancel 
Ihc illegal clcctions in Namibia. I(c cxprcsscd hi> reyrcI 
that the resoluIion which was just adopted did not go far 
enough and did not provide for the lmmcdiatc adoption 
of effcctivc and decisive measures against South Africa 
but once again postponed considerarlon of that question. 

At the same time he pointed C),II ~IIA. t!le resolution 
lifi contain a strong condemnation. of South Africa for 
its acts against Angola. The resolution also commended 
the firm position of Angola and the oIhcr front-line 
State\ which had supported the nattonal liberation 
struggle of the people of Namibia dnd conlaincd an 
appeal to SIates Members of the United Nations to give 
to Angola and the other front-line Slates all the 
necessary support to strengthen their defensive poIen- 
tlal. On that basis the SovieI delegation voted in favour 
of the draft resolution.l’:” 

lhc rcprchcnt;\tivc lrl the Ilnitcd SI;IICS s:Iid that his 
vote on the resolution should bc scrn in the light of the 
IJnitcd States role ;I\ rncdiators in the dispute. Turning 
to Ihc text ol’ the rcsoluIIon, hc c\prcsscd rcscrvations 
regarding the proccdurc cstnblishcd in paragraph 6 for 
obtaining information on the effects OT ihe South 
African raids. The ClJuncil should, wherever possible, 
use methods of proven impartiality to obtain informa- 
tion. He reiIeraIcd his Government’s boliel’ that a 
solution to the problem of Namibia could not be found 
through Ihc introduclion of more arms and other forms 
of military assistance in an arca which was already 
clearly suffcrin:. the cf’l%cts of too many arms. The only 
real solution was a peaceful one; force wnuld not 
ultimately solve: the problems of southern At’rica and 
would only bring grcatcr problems in its w;lkc. tiis 
Gnvcrnmcnt did WI inIsrprct IhaI re%oluIion ;is condon- 
ing the prcscncc 01’ foreign milit;\ry pcrsonncl in Angola 
or clbcwhcrc in Sourhcrn Africa or as implying that 
violcncc could rosolvc Ihc ihsuc I’:” 

Decision of 2 November 1979 (217OIh meeting): rcsolu- 
lion 454 ( 1979) 
By IcItcr”“’ dated 31 Oclobcr 1979 nddrcsscd to the 

PresidcnI of the Security Council the rcprcscntative of 
Angola requcstcd an urgent meeting of the SccuriIy 
Council in connection with the question of South 
African aggression against Angola, especially in the 
light of recent and continuing acts of aggression and 
violations of the sovereignty and territorial integrity of 
his country. 

In oIhcr communications”” to the Security Council, 
the representative of Angola transmitted information on 
the details of the South African attacks on Angola. 

By a ;o~c~‘~! dated 27 July 1979. the Secretary-Gen- 
eral, in accordance with the provisions of Security 
Council resolution 447 (1979). forwarded a report 
prcparcd by the Government of Angola on “the human 
casualties and material and other damugc resulting 
from rcpcarcd acIs of aggression” by South Africa. 

Ry lcttcr I”’ dated 2 Novcmbcr 1979, addressed to the 
Sccrctary-Gcncrnl, the rcprescntative of SouIh Africa 
Iransmittcd the 1~x1 of a Ictter from Ihc Milistcr for 
Foreign Affilirs. in which the South African Govcrn- 
mcnt dcnicd Ihi\I iI had committed any acts of aggrcs- 
sion against Angola. attllbuting the occurrcncc to civil 
war in Angola. 

The Security Council included ihe item in its agen- 
da”” and considered it at the 2169th and 2170th 
meetings on I and 2 November 1979. 
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In Ihc c‘Itur*c III’ its dclibcr;ilicm llw (‘ciu~icil it~vrlcd 
lhc rcprcscnldlivc~ 0I’ AllpLltil. I4r;ltil, ( oll~lilbi;l. (‘ulxt. 
I.ibcri;l. IIK I.iby;tn Ar;lb .I;lnl,lhiriy;l. Mtb/;llnbiquc. 
Vict N;IIU :1n0 Yup)hl;lvi;t. ;II lhcir rcctlii*\l. I(I prlici- 
plc. wilhoul vcllc, in llic dixmsioil 14’ Ill: ilcm.““ 

AI IIIC ZlV~th nlccting the rcprocnl;rlivc 01 AII~C~I 

\I;IIC~ I~;II li1o Sourh At’rictn ;Irl;lckh in 111~ P;I~I I’cw 
days wcrc nothing new. I Iis counlry II;I~ bccrl ~ubjcc~ctl 

III I~OW ;Itl;tcks sincc 107S. Ilowcvcr. IIIC CXIWI 01 

IIIOW ;rmlcd atlacks and ~hc ~;IIIKI~ 111cy h;~tl inl’lir:Icd 
nccc4l;llccI ihc rcqucd d 311 urgcnl I~,ccling 01’ ihc 
Sccurily C’cruncil. I Ic ch;irpctl lh;il I’rcloria’h hlr;ilcgy 
w;i\ lo prqxirc ti)r lol;iI war ;ipiiit*l 11~ tx~~plc ;~ritl 
Icrrilory of AII~oI;I. :lpinat the pcqdc ol’ .\l;lltribi;l antI 
SWAI’O ;III~I ill \h\lrl. ;tg;Iinsl bl;lck AI’ric;l ;~nd .lp;lin~l 
Al’ric;ltI ~I;III\ I’or IIIC libcr;\tnm 01’ IIIC ctrtirc CO~IIIWIII. 

I’rclt~ri,l’\ nllclc;tr c;tplbilily wc~ltl ld;~y ;III illcrc;l\lngly 
bippcr rcdc III IIIC SIIU~II Al’rlc;ln c.l’l‘~lrl\ IO tmbtcc’( it% 
rrptrrrlr~itl hydciii ;iiitl Iiiinclrily rule. 11, Ilirc;ilcii hover- 
cigir Sl;~ls, ;II~ Ill~cr;ilion iil~~vciiiciil~ I Ic c;illcJ oii lhc 
(‘oulrcil IO .~dot~ ;I rc\olulion ;I\klllg l’or IOIAI ~;lnclion~. 
;I\ cnvisiptl iintlcr t’h;ipIcr VII 01’ Ilic <‘h;irlcr.““’ 

AI IIIC ? I70111 nlcclitrg ~hc rcprc\cll\;l\ivc oI’ Y;ll11bi;l 
ciiiph;i~i/c~l 1h;il Ihc I’roltrri;i ;iiitt Silid~ury rtigiiiic\ 
wcrc c4liilitiulrig Ihc ;iclh llr il&!pK\\iclll ;ipiihI I’ronl-lint2 
SI.IIC\ ill IIIC mid\l ol’ tlcgc,li;llicm\ OII Yill1b;lbwc ;III~ 

N.llnibi;l. S\IIIK ;ippc;ircJ I(I bc xil\ilivc when ltic 
Sccurily (‘ouiicil was jiislly c;illctl iipm lo rc;icl IO Ihc~c 
;icl\ 01’ ;irgrcmioii in .iccord;incc wilh il\ rc~p~ii~ihililica 
unilcr lhc <‘h;irlcr \iipgsa\iirg lli;il iilcoling\ such :I\ ltic 
currciil C’cmncil iibxliii~ cciuld c3mrplicilc Ihc ncgoli;i- 
lions. I Ic ;II~I~~III~~~I~ lh;il 211 lhc I’rcirll-line SI;ilcs 
rcur:iiiictl c~oiiiiiiillcd III lllc xlrclr I’or ncp)li;ilcJ hcllls- 
IIICIII\ iI1 Yllllb,lbwc .111rl N,llJlibi;l. ‘I’hc~~ SI:IIC~ or 111~ 

libccilicm iii~~vciiiciil~ wcrc IICII \(I lx bl;iiricd I’or lhc 
tmddciil. ‘1‘11~ tmbblcm w;i\ lh;il lhc r;lcisl irrinc,rily 
r+itnc\ c~uitiiii~ctl IO rc\i\l ilJ:~qx. CV’CII by pc;lcduI 

IIIC.III\ OII hhltr 411’ IIIC ilclcp;ilicm\ d th11~t;1tt~~t1. 

(i~ll)C,ll “” * * .I.IIIGIIC;I. Kuwail. Nigcrl.1 ,III(I %;lmbi;l. hc 
Iiilrtrliicctl :I tlral’l rc5cdulioii.“‘” 

Al llic xiilic iiiccling Itrc rcprc\ciil.ilivc: 14’ lhc I liiilotl 
Kiiiph~ili 5;iiJ Iti. lic dispulcd llic 114 lo tircu I’or ;I 

volt uilh Ia\ Iti;in 24 hourh nolicc oii ;I dr,il’1 rcholulic,li 
whic~h h;d been prcsculcd OCR rltc .Scc,tlrily (‘~mncil ;IS ;I 
\irlii;il ulliiri.iluilr. wilh no scriou\ ;illcii\trl IO cripipc iii 
iicpdi.llioi13 I Ic inJic;ilcJ lti.il llicrc W.I\ wcirtllllg iI1 ltic 

wcrc \wcpl ;i\idc ;ind lhcy wcrc loltl lti;il Ilic 4ponsors 
wcrc 11~~1 prcpard lo ncgoli;ilc cmc ucml I or Itr;il 
rc;I\Im hi\ dclc:p;llion would bc umlblc 10 \upporl 111~ 
rlr.iI’l rc\idulioil I”’ 



mision of 27 June 1980 (2240th meeting): resolution 
457 (1980) 
By Ictterl’4’ dated 26 June 1980 addressed 10 the 

President of the Security Council, the representative of 
Angola requested an urgent meeting of the Security 
Council in connection with the question of South 
African aggression against Angola. 

By lcttcr~“’ dated 27 June 1980 addressed to the 
President of the Security Council the represcntalive of 
South Africa transmitted the text of a letter from the 
South African Minister of Foreign Affairs and Informa- 
tion, rejecting the allegations of aggression against 
Angola. 

In a letter1’45 dated 27 June 1980 addressed to the 
Secretary-General, the representative of Angola report- 
ed details about attacks by South Africa against Angola 
since 7 June 1980. He also indicated that the South 
African forces were still in Angola and disputed South 
Africa’s argument that its actions were directed at 
SWAPO. 

At the 2237th meeting on 26 June 1980 the Security 
Council adopted I’& the agenda and considered the item 
at the 2237th and 2240th meetings on 26 and 27 June 
1980. 

In the course of the deliberations the Council invited 
the representatives of Angola, Benin, Cuba, Guinea, 
India, Madagascar, Mozambique, Nicaragua, Nigeria, 
Pakistan, Romania and Yugoslavia, at their request, to 
participate, without vote, in the discussion of the item.“” 

The Council also extended invitations as requested 
under rule 39 of the provisional rules of procedure to 
Theo-Ben Gurirab. Permanent Observer of SWAP0 to 
the United Nations, Clovis Maksoud, Permanent Ob- 
server of the League of Arab States to the United 
Nations and the delegation of the United Nations 
Council for Namibia.“” 

At the 2237th meeting the representative of Angola 
stated that his Government had petitioned the Security 
Council many times since Angola’s admission to the 
United Nations concerning the persistent South African 
attacks against his country but to no avail. Sanctions 
were imposed on small nations which could not be 
considered a threat by either Western Governments or 
Western transnational corporations, but a racist struc- 
ture that brutalized and dehumanized its own majority 
inhabitants, a military power with nuclear capability 
enough to threaten all of Africa, went unchecked and 
unpunished, despite strong demands from the third 
world. He reiterated that the only way to prevent a 
holocaust in southern Africa was to make South Africa 
realize the necessity for change, and the only way to do 
that, since all other methods had been tried and had 
failed to yield results, was through implementation of 
total sanctions against the minority rCgime.l”g 

““S/I 4022 
‘la4 SI I4020. 
I”’ SI 14030 
11a2237(h mtg., preceding para. 1, 
1747For details. see chapter III 
“42237th mtg., paras. 4-25. 

At the same meeting. the representative of the USSR 
stated that by making continual armed attacks against 
Angola, the Pretoria authorities were aiming to subvert 
the process of social and economic reform which was 
successfully taking place in that country, to make the 
economic situation more complicated and to hamper the 
succcssfu\ development of that country along its chosen 
path. In deliberately making unacceptable demands in 
the United Nations. Pretoria was obviously trying to USC 
its participation in negotiations with the United Nations 
to gain time and 10 prepare conditions which would be 
conducive to the implementation of its owns racist plans 
for the so-called internal settlement: to set up in 
Namibia a puppet rCgime and to entrench a nco-coloni- 
alist order in that Territory. South Africa’s true plans 
for Namibia had been quite blatantly demonstrated in 
its acts of aggression against Angola.1’4P 

The representative of China demanded an end to the 
South African acts of aggression against Angola, the 
withdrawal of all their invading forces and a guarantee 
against the recurrence of similar incidents. He expressed 
the view that the Security Council should support the 
various correct ideas put forward by the African States, 
including the demand for South Africa to compensate 
for the losses incurred.“J” 

At the same meeting the representative of Zambia 
introduced the draft rcso\ution”J’ sponsored by Bangla- 
desh, Jamaica, Mexico, Niger, the Philippines, Tunisia 
and Zambia. 

At the 2240th meeting the representative of Benin 
said that the adoption of the draft resolution would not 
represent any progress at all and would have no impact 
on the situation in southern Angola. That resolution had 
nothing to do with the serious events which the Security 
Council had met to discuss. The path of sanctions 
against the Pretoria rCgimc was the only way to put an 
end to all the threats which were hovering not only over 
Africa, but also over the world as a whole.‘7JJ 

The representative of the United Kingdom regretted 
that his delegation could not support the draft resolution 
because it still contained unacceptable language in some 
prcambular and operative paragraphs. If  adopted, the 
draft resolution would not amount to a determination 
under Chapter VII of the Chartcr.l’JJ 

The representative of France stated that he was 
unable to vote in favour of the draft resolution because 
of some formulations in the text. He noted, in particu- 
lar, that two prcambular paragraphs and operative 
paragraphs I. 5. 6 and 7 contained language which 
might be interpreted in different ways and give rise to 
serious difficulties. It would have been preferable to 
negotiate with the sponsors a consensus text. The 
resolutions of the Council had much greater authority, 
indeed. if they were adopted unanimously.“” 

“49plbid.. paras. 58-68. 
‘7~Ibld.. paras. 69-14. 
I’J’lbrd., paras. 22@2?!. S/14024 was adopted wrhoul change as 

raolulion 475 (1980). 
“‘*224&h mtg., paras. 23-40. 
“‘J/bid., prrar. 87-89 
I’J’Ibid., parar. 9094 
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The Acting President of the United Lations Council 
for Namibia said that the Council for Namibia, in its 
programme of action adopted in Algiers. invited t,he 
attention of the Security Council to the present critical 
situation in Namibia and requested that it convene 
urgently to impose comprehensive and mandatory sanc- 
tions against South Africa as provided for under Chap- 
ter VII of the Charter of the United Nations. The 
Council for Namibia, furthermore, called upon the 
international community to intensify efforts for the 
complete and effective isolation of South Africa, and in 
this regard called for the exposure to the widest 
international scrutiny of those foreign economic and 
other interests whose collaboration with the racist 
Pretoria regime buttressed the machinery of exploitation 
in Namibia and contributed to the perpetuation of the 
subjugation of the people of the Territory.“” 

In the course of both meetings a number of speakers 
called for the imposition of measures stipulated in 
Chapter VII of the Charter.“‘” 

At the same meeting the draft resolution was put to 
the vote and was adopted by 12 votes in favour. none 
against and 3 abstentions as resolution 475 (1980).“” 

The resolution reads as follows: 

llurrn~ cwr~~drrrd IIIC rcquv.1 by rhc Pcrm.rncn~ Hcprcvcnta~rvc oI 
hnp~h conrarncd rn dtrcurncnt S114022. rn uhrch he rcqucsrcd rhc 
conventng of an urgcn~ mcctrng of rhc Sccurr~y ( ouncrl. 

llovrn~ hrurd the stntcmcnt of the Pcrmancnt Rcprcscn(alrvc of 
hllg0h. 

--- I 

r”s224Oth mlg , paras ‘XL105. 
lr’b22J7th mlg.. para 68 (USSR); rbtd.. para. 81 (Jamarca); rbrd.. 

para. 93 (Yugoslavia); rbrd.. para. I41 (India); rbrd.. paras. 164-166 
(Pakrsran); ibrd.. paras 174.176(Cuba); ibid., para. 218 (Mr. Gurirab. 
SWAPO); 224&h mrg., para. I3 (Tunrsia); ibrd.. paras. 27-34 (Benin); 
tbid., para. 49 (Nrgeria); lbrd , para. 61 (Guinea); ibtd.. para. 104 
(Mr. Eralp. Unircd Nations Councd for Namibia). 

~7”Rcsolu~ron.r and Lkurons of the Securrry Councrl. 1980. 
pp. 21-22. 

Rcpubhc cf Angola. whrch C‘O~~IIIUIC a flagrant violatron of ihc 
sovcrcrgnty and lerrirorial rnrcgrrty of Ihal coumry as well as a serrous 
threat I<) inlcrndrronal pc.rce and vccurily. 

2 Srron~!,, wndrnms o/so Sourh Africa’s urilrrarion of the 
rnlcrnalronal lcrrrrory of Namrbra as a spring-board for armed 
invasrons and dcst~brlrrarron of the Pcoplc’s Repubhc of Angola; 

3 f)errron~c Ihat Soulh Afrlcr should withdraw forthwith all its 
nrrlrtar) force* from the tcrrrrory of the People’s Republic oF Angola, 
CCJX all viol.rtronv of Angola’s arr rpacc and. henceforth. scrupulously 
rarpecr the vovcrcrgnty .rn d tcrrrtorral inrcgrily of the Peoplc’v 
Rcpublrc of Angola. 

4 Co//r upon all SIJIC~ to implcmcnr fully the arms embargo 
imposed agamsi South AFrrca in Security Council resolution 418 
(1977); 

5 Hryu~sfr Mcmbcr Str~cs urgcnlly (o cxlcnd all necessary 
asvislancc ro rhe People’s Republic of Angola and the other fronr.ltnc 
SLIICS. in order IO srrengthen thcrr defence capacilles in the face of 
South Africa’s acts of aggrcssron agamst these countries: 

6 Co//r for the paymcnr by South Africa of full and adequate 
compcnsarron IO the People’s Republic of Angola for the damage IO 
lrlc and properly rcsulrrng from these XI) of aggression: 

7 Deridcj IO mccr again in the cvenr ol further acts of violalion 
of rhc sovcrcrgnry and territorial rnlcgrrty of the People’s Republic of 
Angola by the Slrulh Alrrcan racrsr rCgimc. in order to consider the 
aduptron of murc cl'lcc~tvc mc.rrurc\ rn accordance with the appropri- 
arc provi\rons or rhc Charter of the (!nrtcd Nations. including Chapter 
VI I thcrcof. 

ii L.&r IO rcmarn scircd of the matrcr. 

Tk.I.t(;RAhl D41’c:D 3 JANUARY 1979 FROM THE DEPUTI 
l’Rlh0: LlINISTER IN (‘IlARGE OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS Ot 
IW3l(K RAt’l(‘ YAhlPIICtlFA 

Decision of I5 Jaunary 1979 (21 12th meeting): rejec- 
tion of the seven-Power draft resolution 

By a telegram 1”” dated 3 January 1979, the represen- 
tative of democratic Kampuchea requested the Presi- 
dent of the Security Council to convene an urgent 
meeting of the council “to condemn Vietnamese agrres- 
sion and to take such measures as may be necessary to 
ensure that Vitt Nam ceases its aggression and respects 
the independence, sovereignty and territorial integrity of 
Democratic Kampuchea”. 

At its 2108th meeting on I I January, following 
statements by the representatives of the USSR, China 
and Czechoslovakia, and by the President, the Council 
included the item in its agenda.r75p The representatives 
of the USSR and Czechoslovakia objected to the 
Council’s considering the communication in document 
S/l3003 on the grounds that the situation in Kampu- 
chea was purely an internal affair of that country. The 
reprcsentativc of China stated that in view of Viet 
Nam’s aggression against Democratic Kampuchea, it 
was entirely just for the Government of Democratic 
Kampuchea, a State Member of the United Nations, 10 

request a Council mceting.“bo 
The Council considered the question at its 2108th to 

21 12th meettngs held from I I to 15 February 1979. At 
its 2108th meeting the Council considered requests to 
participate In its consideration of the question, under 
article 31 of the Charter and rule 37 of its provisional 
rules of procedure, from the representative of Demo- 

1”’ S/I JOOJ. OH. 34th v Suppl /or Jam-March 1970. pp 3-4 
I”” 2lOHth rn~g. prr.r 30 
“*’ Ihrd LSSR. parJs 9-l 5. Chrnr. parar 17.22. Crcchotlor.rhr.r 
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cratic Kampuchea on behalf of a delegation Itd by 
Samdech Norodom Sihanouk,1’6t and from the represcn- 
tativt of Vict Nam on behalf of the People’s Rtvolution- 
ary Council.L’b2 

The representative of the USSR proposed. in accor- 
dance with rule 33(3) of the provisional rules of 
procedure, to adjourn the meeting to allow the repre- 
sentatives of the People’s Revolutionary Council to 
participate. IX) The proposal, which received two votes in 
favour and I3 against, was rejected. 

In the ensuing discussion, the representatives of 
China, the United States, Kuwait and Bangladesh 
supported the participation under rule 37 of the delcga- 
tion led by Prince Sihanouk.“@ The representatives of 
the USSR and Czechoslovakia stated that it was 
necessary for the Council to invite the representatives of 
the People’s Revolutionary Council as the genuine 
representatives of the Kampuchean pe0p1e.l’~~ The 
Council then agreed, on a proposal by the Prcsidcnt,t’ti 
to extend an invitation to the delegation of Democratic 
Kampuchea. 

Following a suspension of the meeting, in accordance 
with rule IS of the provisional rules ol procedure, to 
enable the Secretary-Gcncral to cxaminc the credentials 
of representatives appointed in accordance with rule 14. 
the Council approved the Secretary-General’s report”“’ 
stating the the credentials of Democratic Kampuchea 
were in order. 

In the course of the discussion of the item, the 
representatives of Australia, Bulgaria. Cuba, the Ger- 
man Democratic Republic, Hungary, Indonesia, Japan, 
Malaysia, Mongolia, New Zealand. Philippines, Poland, 
Singapore, Sudan, Thailand, Viet Nan1 and Yugoslavia 
were invited, at their request, to participate in the 
debate without the right to votc.‘“68 

The Council began its discussion of the question with 
statements by the representatives of Democratic Kam- 
puchea, China, Viet Nam and the USSR. 

The representative of Democratic Kampuchea stated 
that his country was the victim of a large-scale act of 
flagrant aggression by Vict Nam, which had occupied 
the capital. most of the cities and part of the country- 
side. He asserted that the United Front for the National 
Salvation of Kampuchea and its “government” were 
puppets of Viet Nam and that the Govcrnmcnt and 
army of Democratic Kampuchea were administcrinp 
and defending the country in the occupied zone. He 
requested Ihe Council to condemn Viet Nam’s invasion. 
to ensure that there was no de jure or de /al-to 
recognition of the so-called new State of Kampuchea, 
and lo demand the tolal and immediate withdrawal of 
Vietnamese forces from Kampuchean tcrritory,““P 
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The reprcsentativc of China, fully supporting the 
stalement and appeal of the rcprcscntativc of Dcmocrat- 
ic Kampuchea, said that Democratic Kampuchea. :I 
small, weak country. had been subjected to aggression 
by Viet Nam with the political, economic and military 
support of the Soviet Union in violation of the C’h;IrIcr. 
He asserted that the annexation of K;\mpuchca consti- 
tuted an important step in Vict Nam’s strategy of 
establishing an “lndo-China Federation” under its con- 
trol. The Chinese Government held that, in view of the 
urgency of the situation in Kampuchea, the Sccurily 
Council should take emergency measures to condemn 
Vict Nam for its acts ol’ aggression. call on the 
Vietnamese authorities to cease their aggression immr- 
diatcly and withdraw from Kampuchea, condemn thr 
support of the Soviet Union for Vie1 Nam’s ;~cts. and 
request the United Nations specialized agencies to 
render political and miterial supporl to Democratic 
Kampuchea.“‘o 

The representative of Viet Nam stated that the 
refusal of the Council to hear the representatives of the 
National United Front for National Salvation of Kam- 
puchea constituted a violation of the principles of the 
Charter, in particular Article 2. paragraph 7. I!c sirid 
that Vict Nam had attcmp(cd to solve its border conflict 
with Kampuchea through peaceful negotiations, but 
Kampuchea, supported by China, had rejected Vict 
Nam’s proposals and Vict Nam was determined to 
exercise its legitimate right of self-dcfencc recognized 
by the Charter. The revolutionary war of the Kampu- 
chean people against the Pol Pot rCgime was a separate 
war during which a mass uprising of the Kampuchean 
people had taken full control of the territory of Kampu- 
chea and created the Kampuchean People’s Rcvolution- 
ary Government as the sole legitimate Government of 
Kampuchea.l”l 

The representative of the USSR staled that the 
situation in the Council was in contradiction with its 
role within the United Nations system in that attempts 
were being made to move the Council towards intcrven- 
lion in the internal affairs of Kampuchea. He ashcrted 
that the Pol Pot rtgime. supported by China. had 
created a direct threat to international pcacc and 
security and that the People’s Revolutionary Council 
was the only legitimate Govcrnmcnt of Knmpuchc;l.‘“? 

The rcprcscntativc of Kuwait strcsscd the right of 
every Mcmbcr State to seek action from the Council 
whcncvcr it felt in need of such action and stated that it 
would have been an abdication of responsibility on the 
part of the Council had it not met to consider the 
situation in Kampuchea. He stated that the Council 
should emphatically reaffirm the Charter principles of 
non-interference by any State in the domestic affairs of 
another State and the obligation of Member Stares to 
resolve disputes by peaceful means. and call for an 
immediate ccasc-fire and withdrawal of all foreign 
clcmcnls.l”l 
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The representative of Norway stated that the situa- 
tion in Kampuchea was an example of armed conflict 
and foreign intervention as well as interference in the 
internal affairs of another country in violation of 
fund~nlcntal Charter principles, and had repercussions 
which might affect peace and security beyond the region 
itself. Norway rejected the threat or use of force against 
the territorial integrity or political independence of any 
State and emphasized the obligation of Member States 
under the Charter to resolve disputes by peaceful 
means.“” 

The representative of France stated that the Council 
must affirm, without any ambiguity, that it could not 
condone the occupation of a foreign country by a 
foreign Power.1T75 

The representative of Bangladesh said that every 
Member State facing a situation likely to endanger 
international peace and security had the inherent right 
to bc given a hearing and the Council had a clear 
responsibility to examine the question. He expressed the 
view that the Council must reaffirm the principles of 
respect for sovereignty and territorial integrity, call for 
the immcdiatc observance of a cease-fire and withdraw- 
al of all foreign clemcnts, call on the parties concerned 
to refrain from interfering in each other’s internal 
affairs, and encourage the resumption of negotiations 
for the peaceful settlement of existing disputes.“” 

The representative of Zambia stated that the conflict 
involving Kampuchea and Viet Nam had serious impli- 
cations both for the region and for international peace 
and security and emphasized the importance of the 
principles of non-interference in the internal affairs of 
States and respect for their independence, sovereignty 
and territorial integrity.“” 

The representative of the United Kingdom deplored 
the armed intervention against Kampuchea and stressed 
the fundamental principles of respect for the sovcrcign- 
ty, territorial integrity and political independence of 
Member States and the right of the people of Kampu- 
chca to decide their own future without outside interfer- 
ence.“‘” The representative of the United States urged 
the (‘ouncil 10 assume its responsibilities. as the norms 
of lntcrn.rtlr~n;tl bchaviour that help to minimize the 
ch;rncr of w;tr were a~ stake and lack of Council action 
would accclcrute an already disturbing trend among 
many Governments of refusing to refer their disputes to 
International organizations and taking action by mili- 
tary means “Iv 

The representative of Thailand expressed the hope 
that the Council would adopt a resolution affirming 
respect for the independence. sovereignty and territorial 
intcprity of Kampuchea; calling for the total withdrawal 
of foreign forces; and reaffirming the right of the 
Kampuchcdn people to self-determination, free from 
outside interfercnce.“~” 

The representative of Yugoslavia supported the deci- 
sion of the Council to consider the demand of the 
legitimate Government of Democratic Kampuchea and 
deemed it indispensable for the Council to undertake 
appropriate measures which would effectively reaffirm 
the principles of the Charter and the non-aligned 
movement, namely, rejection of foreign interference 
under any pretext and the resolution of disputes by 
peaceful means.“” 

The President. speaking as the representative of 
Jamaica, expressed support for the Council’s consider- 
ation of the complaint of Democratic Kampuchea and 
stated that any interference by a third party in the 
internal affairs of Kampuchea was inconsistent with the 
principles of the Chartcr.‘7B2 

The representative of the German Democratic Rcpub- 
lit regretted the Council’s consideration of a matter of 
exclusive concern to the people of Kampuchea which 
could lead to interference in the internal affairs of the 
People’s Republic of Kampuchea in violation of the 
Charter. He objected to any attempt to accuse Viet 
Nam of a policy of interfcrtncc in the internal affairs of 
another State, asserting that Vict Nam had done 
everything necessary to achieve a peaceful settlement of 
its border conflict with Kampuchea but had eventually 
been obliged to take measures to guarantee its self- 
dcfcncc in accordance with Article 51 of the Charter. 
The representative of the German Democratic Republic 
urged that, in accordance with Article 31 of the Charter 
and rule 37 of the provisional rules of procedure. a 
representative of the Government of the People’s Re- 
public of Kampuchea be given an opportunity to address 
the Council.l711 

At the 2108th meeting on I I January 1979, the 
representative of China introduced”“ a draft resolu- 
tion”” which stressed the need to respect the indepen- 
dence, sovereignty and territorial integrity of Kampu- 
chea, condemned Viet ‘Nam for its acts of armed 
invasion and aggression against Kampuchea, called for 
the immediate withdrawal of Vietnamese forces from 
Kampuchean territory. and asked the United Nations 
specialized ugcncies and Governments to stop aid to 
Viet Nam. 

At the 21 I I th meeting on I5 January 1979, the 
represcntatlre of Kuwait ‘la6 introduced a draft resolu- 
tion”” sponsored by Bangladesh, Bolivia, Gabon, Ja- 
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maica, Kuwait, Nigeria and Zambia, under which the 
Council would have reaffirmed its conviction that the 
preservation of sovereignty, territorial integrity and 
political independence of every State was a fundamental 
principle of the Charter, called on all foreign forces 
involved in the situation in Dcmocralic Kampuchea to 
observe an immediate cease-fire and withdraw from the 
country, and demanded that the parties concerned 
adhere strictly to the principle of non-interference in the 
internal affairs of States. 

At the same meeting, the representative of the USSR 
expressed his opposition lo the consideration of rhe 
seven-power draft resolution, asserting that, in the 
absence of representatives of the People’s Revolutionary 
Council, the adoption of any resolution on Kampuchea 
could only be regarded as intervention in the internal 
affairs of that Statc.l’*a The representative of Viet Nam 
also slated that the Security Council was unable to 
make an informed judgement on the problem of Kam- 
puchea without hearing the representative of the Peo- 
ple’s Revolutionary Council.17’p 

At the 2112th meeting on I5 January, the President 
informed the Council that. in view of the efforts made 
by the sponsors of the draft resolution put forward on 
behalf of the non-aligned countries. China would not 
press for a vote on the draft resolution contained in 
document S! I 3022.1Tw 

At the same meeting the seven-Power draft resolution 
received I3 votes in favour lo 2 against, and failed of 
adoption, owing lo the negative vole of a permanent 
member.‘79’ 

Following the vote, the representative of China said 
that while the draft resolution was not strong enough it 
contained the basic minimum elemenls and the Council 
and the Secretary-General should immcdistely take 
effective measures to ensure its speedy implemcnla- 
tion.“91 

The representative of the USSR asserted that the true 
reason for raising the matter in the Council, namely, to 
cover up the crimes of the Pol Pot rtgime, was in 
defiance of the Charter and moved the Security Council 
towards inlcrferenct in the internal affairs of Kampu- 
chea. He said that the Council, having refused to listen 
lo the representatives of the People’s Revolutionary 
Council, was not in a position to produce a decision that 
would objectively reflect the current state of affairs in 
Kampuchea and not distort it.170’ 

The representarive of Czechoslovakia reasserted his 
opposition lo attempts to internationalize the internal 
conflict in Kampuchea which the Council was not 
competent lo considcr.“9’ 

The representative of Kuwait stated that the non- 
aligned members of the Council had vindicated theIn- 
selves by their devotion and dedication to the principles 
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embodied in the Charter and in the philosophy of the 
non-aligned movement.“‘+’ 
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LIecision of I6 March 1979 (2129th meeting): rcjcction 
of five-Power draft resolution 

By a letter I’-++ dated 22 February 1979. the reprcsen- 
tatives of Norway, Portugal. the United Slates and the 
United Kingdom requested the President of the Security 
Council lo convene an urgent meeting of the Council to 
consider the situation in South-East Asia and Its 
implications for international peace and securil). 

At its 21 14th meeting on 23 February, following a 
discussion in which the representatives of the USSR, 
China and Czechoslovakia participated, the Council 
included”9’ the question in its agenda. 

The representative of the USSR objected to the 
proposal for consideration of the situation in South-East 
Asia on the grounds that it would divert the attention of 
the Council from the question of Chinese aggression 
against Viet Nam. 179a The representative of Czechoslo- 
vakia also asserted that the Council should deal with the 
precise question of Chinese aggression against Viet 
Nam.‘7Pv The representative of China contended that 
Vietnamese aggression against Kampuchea was the root 
cause of the threat lo peace and stability in South-East 
Asia and should be considered wirh priority as a 
separate item. Howcvcr. he did not oppose the item 
under consideration, as it would include this question.lflw 

The Council considered the question al its 21 14th to 
2118th meetings from 23 to 28 February and at its 
2129th meeting on 16 March. The reprcsentativcs of 
Angola, Australia, Bulgaria, Canada, Cuba, Democratic 
Kampuchea, the German Democratic Republic, Hunga- 
ry, India, Indonesia. Japan, the Lao People’s Democrat- 
ic Republic, Malaysia, Mongolia, New Zealand, Paki- 
stan, the Philippines, Poland, Singapore, Thailand, Vict 
Nam and Yugoslavia were invited. at their request, to 
participate in the discussion without the right to vote.lM1 

With reference 10 the participation of the delegation 
of Democratic Kampuchea, the representative of the 
USSR asserted that that delegation had no right to take 
part in the work of the Council as only the Pcoplc’s 
Revolutionary Council had the right to appoint repre- 
sentatives of Kampuchca.‘X”l The rcpresentativc of 
China staled that the credentials of the delegation of 
Democratic Kampuchea wcrc in order and that the 
People’s Rcvolurinnary Council was a puppet organiza- 
tion created by Viet N:lm.‘““’ 

Opening the di\cubsion. the rcprcsentative of the 
United States s;iid that IIK United States had presented 
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the item to the Council because it felt that the integrity 
of the Council was at stake, that thcrc had been a 
massive demonstration of military power in South-East 
Asia, and that the Council’s primary responsibility 
under Article 24 of the Charter was being placed in 
question by its seeming inaction. He expressed the belief 
that the Council must exercise its responsibilities in view 
of the serious breaches of the peace in South-East Asia 
and the threat of broader conflict in the area, and urged 
the parties concerned to act in accordance with the 
Charter principles relating to the non-use of force, 
non-interference in the affairs of another State, and the 
peaceful settlement of disputes.‘8M 

The representative of the USSR stated that China 
had begun and was continuing an unprovoked aggressive 
war against Vict Nam and that China’s invasion was a 
constituent element of its general expansionist policy 
vis-a-vis South-East Asia in general and Vict Nam in 
particular. China’s aggression had created a serious 
threat to peace and security not only in that region but 
throughout the world. The Security Council must catc- 
gorically condemn the Chinese Government for its 
actions against Vict Nam and take decisive measures to 
put an end to its aggrcssion.“0’ 

The representative of China contended that Viet 
Nam’s massive armed aggression against and occupa- 
tion of Democratic Kampuchea was a question entirely 
different in nature from China’s limited counter-attack, 
in dcfence of its frontier, as a result of provocation by 
Vict Nam. He asserted that Viet Nam’s aggression 
against Kampuchea constituted a gross violation of the 
Charter and a serious threat to international peace and 
security, while China’s counter-attack was a necessary 
action of self-defencc in accordance with Article 51 of 
the Charter. He called on the Council to adopt urgent 
measures to condemn Vict Nam’s acts of aggression and 
proposed a settlement of the border disputes through 
peaceful ncgotiations.llOb 

The representative of Vict Nam asserted that the 
serious threat to peace and security in South-East Asia 
was brought about by the open, large-scale aggression of 
China against Vict Num and that the Security Council 
should take appropriate decisions to condemn that 
aggression and demand the withdrdwal of all Chinese 
forces from Viet Nam. He contended that a clear-cut 
distinction should be drawn between the deliberate war 
of aggression waged by China against Vict Nam and the 
support and assistance of Viet Nam for the armed 
revolutionary struggle of the people of Kampuchea at 
their rcquest.1ao’ 

The representative of Democratic Kampuchea stated 
that I50.000 Vietnamese troops, supported by hundreds 
of Soviet military advisers, were occupying Kampuchea, 
in contravention of the Charter and the principles of 
non-alignment, and constituted a threat to peace, securi- 
ty and stability in South-East Asia, the Pacific, Asia 
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and the world. Democratic Kampuchea understood and 
supported the just measures taken by China to put an 
end to the provocations of Viet Nam.llol 

The representatives of Norway, Portugal1100 and the 
United Kingdom lllo stated that following the Vietnam- 
ese invasion of Kampuchea, the situation in South-East 
Asia had deteriorated further with the military action 
taken by China against Viet Nam and the widening of 
the conflict could endanger international peace and 
security. They considered it appropriate for the Council 
to take immediate action aimed at the withdrawal of all 
foreign forces from the respective areas of conflict and 
full respect for the sovereignty, territorial integrity and 
inviolability of the States involved. The representative of 
France said that it was necessary for the Council to 
convene to deliberate on a problem falling within its 
responsibility for maintaining international peace and 
security.lall 

The President, speaking as the representative of 
Kuwait, stated that China’s action against Vict Nam 
could not be viewed in isolation from the situation in the 
rest of the region: his country opposed China’s action, as 
it opposed the involvement of Viet Nam in Kampu- 
chea.18’r 

At the 2129th meeting on I6 March 1979. the 
representative of Thailand introduccd’*‘r a draft resolu- 
tionr’l‘ submitted jointly by the five countries members 
of the Association of South-East Asian Nations- 
Indonesia, Malaysia, the Philippines, Singapore and 
Thailand. Under he operative paragraphs of the draft 
resolution, the Security Council would: (I) urgently call 
upon all parties to cease all hostilities forthwith: (2) 
further call upon all parties to the conflicts to withdraw 
their forces to their own countries; (3) appeal to them 
and to States outside the region to exercise the utmost 
restraint and to refrain from any acts which may lead to 
a further escalation and widening of the conflicts; (4) 
reaffirm that all States must scrupulously respect the 
sovereignty, territorial integrity and independence of 
other States; (5) call upon all parties to the conflicts to 
scttlc their disputes by peaceful means in accordance 
with the Charter of the United Nations; (6) welcome 
the offer of the good offices of the Secretary-General in 
the search for a peaceful solution; and (7) decide to 
remain seized of the question. 

At the same meeting the five-Power draft resolution 
was put to the votela’J and failed of adoption, owing to a 
negative vote by one of the permanent members of the 
Security Council. It received I3 votes in favour to 2 
against. 
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[,C:nERS D,&TED 13 AND 15 JC’NE I979 FROM TIW 
PER\lANENT RF,PRESENT4TI\‘F. OF XlORWt‘O 

Decision of 25 June 1979 (2154th meeting): adjourn- 
ment 
In a letter’8” dated 13 June 1979, the reprcscntativc 

of Morocco requested the President to convene a 
meeting of the Security Council to consider acts of 
aggression by Algeria against Morocco, charging thut 
on 31 May and 4 June, Morocco had been subjected to 
two attacks by armed forces which came from and 
returned to Algeria. The first had been directed against 
a column of the Moroccan Royal Armed Forces which 
was advancing peacefully between the towns of Tantan 
and Tarfaya, and the second against the town of Assn. 
Twenty-six people had been killed and scvcr;\l dol.cn 
wounded, and cxtensivc matcriill damage had been 
caused. 

In a Icttcr”” dated I5 June. the rcprcscntativc 01’ 
Morocco complained about further aggression in the 
Tantan region on 14 June and reiterated his request for 
an urgent Security Council meeting to consider the 
situation. 

At its 215lst meeting on 20 June 1979, the Security 
Council included the two letters in its tipcnda and 
considered the item at the 2lSlst to 215415 rncetings 
from 20 to 25 June 1979. The representatives of 
Algeria, Angola, Benin, Burundi, the Congo, Dcmocrat- 
ic Yemen, the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya. Madagilscar. 
Mauritania, Morocco, Sao Tome and Principc. Senegal 
and Zaire were invited, at their rcqucst, to participate. 
without vote, in the discussion of the item.1818 The 
Council also decided to extend an invitation to Mr. 
Madjid Abdallah under rule 39 of the provisional rules 
of procedure.“” 

At the beginning of the 2lSlst meeting, the Prcsidcnt 
drew attention to a lcttcr18’y drltcd 16 June 1979, in 
which the representative of Algeria dcnicd the Moron- 
can charges and added that Morocco’s accusations wcrc 
designed to divert the attention of the international 
community from the basic facts of the question of 
Western Sahara, which, in reality, was a m;lttcr of 
decolonization; the issue was a conflict bctuccn the 
Saharan people struggling for its independcncc and 
self-determination and the two occupying States which 
had usurped its territory; therefore. Morocco’s attempt 
to claim self-defcnce under Article 51 of the Charter 
was unjustified and inappropriate.lnzO 

At the same meeting. the Minister of Stare in charge 
of Foreign Affairs and Co-operation of Morocco stated 
that pursuant to Article 35 of the Charter. Morocco was 
submitting a precise request concerning incidents involv- 
ing deliberate acts of aggression agdinst its n;ltion;lI 

territory committed b) armed bands from Alpcriit. 
Thcsc rcccnt events thrcatcncd to push Algeria and 
Morocco to the brink ot’ a fratricidal war the dimensions 
of which could not bc foreseen. He mentioned the 
casualties suffered by Moroccan citizens and material 
losses and called the incident of 13/l 4 June a rcnl act of 
defiance by Algeria against the Security Council and 
the United Nations. tic charged that Algeri:1 W;IS 
without doubt rcsponslble for those acts of aggrsssion in 
that the bands committing the attacks wcrc recruited. 
equipped. armed. tr;tincd and financed by the Algerian 
authorities and protected in Algerian sanctuaries. Hc 
supgcstcd that Algeria had violated fundnmcnt;Il princi- 
plcs embodied in the Charter and spcllcd out in prcatcr 
detail in the Dcclnration on Principles of International 
I.aw concerning Friendly Relations and Co-operation 
among States in accordance with the Charter of the 
llnitcd Nations (resolution 2625 (XXV)), the Dccl;lra- 
tion on the Strcnpthcning of International Security 
(resolution 2734 (XXV)) and the resolution containing 
the definition of aggression (resolution 3314 (XXIX)) 
and cited in particular the principle of non-intcrfcrcnce 
in the affairs of other States and the principal duty of 
States to refrain from recourse to the threat or use of 
force against the territorial integrity or political inde- 
pendence of other States. The Government of Morocco 
had declared its readiness and remained ready to seek a 
peaceful solution through the United Nations, the 
Organization of African Unity (OAU) and the League 
of Arab States; but in application of the inherent right 
of self-defcnce in accordance with Article 51. his 
Government would pursue the aggressors whcrevcr they 
might be found. Ongoing efforts to discuss the Western 
Sahara question in an ad hoc committee of the OAU 
had nothing to do with Morocco’s complaint about the 
rcccnt attacks inftigutcd by Algeria. The Govcrnmcnt of 
Morocco hoped that the dclibcrations of the Security 
Council would bear results. and stood ready to facilitate 
any invcstipatiun that the Council might consider ncccs- 
sary to ascertain the 1‘3~1s.‘“~’ 

At the 2l52nd meeting on 21 June 1979, the rcprc- 
sentatlvr of Algeria pointed out that the central issue 
was the question of the decolonization of Western 
Sahara. The attempt by the Government of Morocco to 
deny the exercise of the right to self-determination by 
the Saharan people and to maintain its military occupa- 
tion of the Saharan territory. in defiance of United 
Nations and OAU resolutions, had created an explosive 
situation in the area. and Morocco’s decision to bring 
this matter before the Council had been deemed ill- 
advised by all delegations. in particular those of the 
Arab and African groups, as Morocco. the aggressor 
against the Saharan people. claimed to be the victim of 

aggression Morocco faced the inevitable results of its 
;knncxntionist greed, bul was still unwilling to acknowl- 
cdgc its mis:;lkc and instc.ld bl,lmcd Alpcriti for attacks 
b! fiphtcrs of the POI ISlRlO Front within Morocc;ln 
tcrrllor> l‘hc rcprcxnt,rtivc of Algeria rejected the 
Llor~xc,ln ch,lrpe\ a\ tk1!;1lly unfounded and asserted, 



quoting from General Assembly resolutions 2625 (XXV), 
2734 (XXV) and 3314 (XXIX). that the Govern- 
ment of Morocco had violated basic principles of 
the Charter of the United Nations and of international 
law regarding the right of self-dctcrnlinatiun. tic criti- 
cilctl in particul;lr Morocco’s invocation of the right to 
sell’-dcfcncc under Article 51 of the ChJrtcr as an 
attempt IO legitimize its USC of the so-called “right of 
pursuit” and to justify in advance its preparations for 
armed aggression against Algeria. Under these circum- 
st;lnccs, hc felt that the Security Council could usefully 
examine the consequenccr for pcacc and security in the 
region flowing from the persistent refusal of Morocco- 
in contrast to Mauritania-to implement the decisions 
of the United Nations and of the OAU regarding the 
self-determination of the Saharan people. Mauritania, 
initially a party to the partition of the Sahara. had 
recognized in the mean time that the tension in the 
region was caused by the violation of the principle of 
self-determination and the policy of a military /air 
accompli. The Algerian Government appealed to the 
Council to make a decisive contribution to the multiple 
efforts to bring back peace to north-west Africa, a peace 
based on Saharan self-determination and indepcn- 
dence.“ll 

Al the 2 I53rd meeting on 22 June 1979, the rcpresen- 
tative of Madagascar stated that the struggle of the 
Saharun people for self-determination and independence 
could not legally be assimilated to an act of aggression 
and thcreforc the Government of Morocco was not 
cntitlcd to invoke Article 51 :lgalnst the freedom 
fighters. In view of such improper use of the principle of 
self-dcfancc it was up to the Council, under the Charter, 
to control the exercise of this right, especially as it was 
misused in the claim to the so-called right of pursuit. as 
practised in this case against the POLISARIO fighters. 
The obligation of the Council could not be limited solely 
to Articles 34 and 35 of the Charter, but must go 
further towards resolving the problem by requiring 
immediate cessation of the illegal occupation of Western 
Sahara and the restoration of the rights of the Saharan 
pcoplc.‘b!’ 

Mr. Madjid hbd;lllah said that in the Judgcment of the 
POLISARIO Front the question of Wcstcrn Sahara was 
exclusivcl) one of decolonization and fell under the 
provisions of Article 73 of the Charter. resolution 15 I4 
(XV) and the provisions of the OAU Charter relating to 
the right of pcoplcs to self-dctcrmination and to respect 
for frontier!, lnhcrited from the colonial period. He 
accused the (iovernmcnt of Morocco of hdvlnp created a 
julr uc-conrplf in the flcld through l1lll1t;lry violcncc ;lnd 
ol pur\uinp ;I policy of intrilnsipcncc III Ill.llnt,lintng the 
course of occupatlun and cxpan>ionl\rn In the Saharan 
tcrrltor). tic remlndcd the C‘ouncil th.lt blnce I966 the 
United Nation:, had been dealing with the S.lharan issue 
and the General Assembl!. the Security Council and the 
International Court of Justm had e\prcssed consistent 
support for the right of the S.tharan people to sclf-dctcr- 

mination. He regretted that Morocco, which had been a 
leading voice in the campaign to terminate Spanish 
colonial rule. had veered from the original course and 
turned ;\g:lIn>,t the will of the international community 
and ~hc well-bcinp of the Saharan pcoplc. Hc hoped that 
111~ xix-fire bctwcen Mauritania and POLISARIO 
could cvcntuully bc cxpandcd to include Morocco and 
th:tt the Govcrnmcnt of Morocco would agree to seek a 
solution to the Sahar;) issue through negotiations with 
the Saharan Democratic Arab Republic which the 
POI.ISARIO had set up and which administered al- 
ready two thirds of the Western Sahara. But as long as 
Moroccan soldiers occupied a single inch of Saharan 
territory. the Saharan people would continue to fight 
them.‘n:’ 

At the 2 154th meeting on 25 June 1979. the President 
informed members of the Council that he had received a 
letter18:’ dated 25 June from the representative of 
Morocco. who requested that the Council suspend 
action on the Moroccan complaint, as his Government 
had responded to an appeal by the President of Sudan, 
current President of the OAU. The President stated that 
following consultations the Council members had decid- 
cd to adjourn further consideration of the question.‘8z6 

t.t:rrt:R t)4nm 25 NOVEMBER 1979 FRO,~ TttF SECRE- 
T.\R\ (;f:XF.RAL AND LEITER DATED 22 DECEMBER I979 
FROhl l‘tlk: f’):RMANF.NT REPRFSENTATIVE OF THE 
I’NI’I’FD STATICS OF AhlERICA 1’0 TtIE UNITED NATIONS 

Hy lcltcr I#:’ dated 9 Novcmbcr 1979. addressed to the 
President of the Council, the representative of the 
United States requested that the Council urgently meet 
to discuss measures concerning the release of the United 
States Embassy personnel detained in Iran, for which 
efforts had so far failed. He stated that the personnel 
had been detained on 4 November 1979. fol’>wing the 
occupation of the-Embassy by a group of Iranians. 
violating the fundamental norms of international com- 
munication and creating a grave threat to international 
peace and security. 

Decision of 9 November 1979, statement by the Presi- 
dent 
During consultations on 9 November 1979, the Coun- 

cil dlscubscd the letter from the United States and 
agreed that the President would issue a statement on 
behalf of the Council.‘ti!n 

It rc.rds ;IS follows 
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of ~hc inwolabillty of dlplomatic personnel and crt~bllshmcntr must be 
rcspcctcd in all casts. in accordance ulth internationally acccptcd 
norm,. Thcreforc I urge in the strongest term5 th.tt the dlplumattc 
pcrsonncl king held in Iran should bc rclcascd wIthout delay and 
pruvidcd prowLion. I further urge the Sccrctdry-Gcncrdl ICI cunlinuc 
mu use his guod ufficcs 11) assib! in allainlng thls ublcclivc. 

Decision of 4 December 1979 (2178th meeting): resolu- 
lion 457 (1979) 
In a letterrB*9 dated 25 November 1979. the Secre- 

tary-General, in accordance with the exercise of his 
responsibility under the United Nations Charter, rc- 
quested an urgent meeting of the Council to seek a 
peaceful solution to the problem concerning the seizure 
of the United States Embassy and the detention of its 
personnel in Iran. He informed the Council that while 
the Government of the United States was deeply 
disturbed by the event, which denied the relevant 
international conventions, the Government of Iran was 
seeking redress for the injustices and abuse of human 
rights allegedly committed by the former rtgime. The 
Secretary-General expressed the growing concern of the 
international community about the dangerous situation 
and emphasized the urgent need for a peaceful solution. 
in conformity with the principles of justice and interna- 
tional law. 

At its 2172nd meeting on 27 November 1979, the 
Council included the letter from the Secretary-General 
in its agenda. During the deliberations of the Council, 
the representatives of Australia. Austria, Rclgium. Can- 
ada, the Federal Republic of Germany, Greece, Egypt, 
Iran. Italy. Japan, Liberia, Malawi, Mauritius, the 
Netherlands, Panama, Spain, Sri Lanka, Swaziland, 
Yugoslavia and Zaire were invited, at their request, to 
participate, without a vote, in the discussion of the item 
on the agertds~.r*~ The Council considered the issue at the 
2172nd and 2175th to 2178th meetings on 27 November 
and l-4 December 1979. 

At the 2172nd meeting. the President made a state- 
ment on behalf of the Council, in which he read out the 
text of the letter dated 25 November 1979 from the 
Secretary-General and referred to a Icllcrr*J1 dated 27 
November 1979 from the Government of Iran rcqucst- 
ing that formal deliberations of the Council should be 
postponed out of respect for the most holy days of 
Tassua and Ashura and in order to enable the Foreign 
Minister of Iran to arrive in New York in time to 
participate in a full debate of the Council starting 

Saturday evening, I December. The President stated 
that, after consultations, the Council had agreed to 
adjourn its meeting until 1 December subject to the 
understanding that it would reconvene before then if the 
situation demanded it, and, on behalf of the Council, 
strongly reiterated the appeal contained in his statement 
issued on 9 November and pledged the Council’s efforts 
to continue to search for a peaceful solution to the 
problem in conformity with the principles of justice and 
international law.“‘: 

I’*’ S! 13646. rbld , p. 83 
“” For dctallt ICC chapter III 
“I’ S/I 1650. OR. 34th yr.. SuppI /or 0c.r -De, 1970. p 84 
“‘: ?I’!nd ml8. parac 14.17 

At the 2175th meeting on I December 1979. the 
President informed the Council that his predcccssor had 
been notified by the Government of Iran that it would 
not attend the meeting of the Council.‘“” 

The representative of the United States informed thr 
Council that his Government. in its efforts to find ;t 
peaceful solution to the crisis, had requested the assis- 
tance of the Security Council and the General Assembly 
and had approached the International Court of Justice 
for provisional measures.‘“” 

The representative of Portugal stated that in his view, 
the Council could not, as desired by the Iranian 
Government, analyst the responsibilities of the former 
regime in Iran. as passing judgemcnt on deposed rdgimes 
did not seem to fall within the competence of the 
Council.rBJ’ 

The representative of Czechoslovakia urged the par- 
tics 10 the dispute to USC the peaceful measures available 
under Chapter VI of the United Nations Charter.“‘” 

All representatives agreed that the act constituted a 
basic violation of some of the most fundamental rules of 
international law.“” Some emphasized that it violated 
the Vienna Convention on Diplomatic Relations of 
1961, the Vienna Convention on Consular Relations. 
and the Convention on the Prevention and Punishment 
of Crimes Against Internationally Protcctcd Persons, 
including Diplomatic Agents.rnJ8 

At the 2176th meeting on 2 December 1979, the 
representative of Kuwait stated that in dealing with the 
crisis,. the Council should reaffirm the principles of 
settling disputes by peaceful means and of refraining 
from military threats or the use of force in settling 
disputes, call for respect for the principle of non-intcr- 
fercncc in the domestic affairs of States and for the 
territorial integrity of all nations, demand compliance 
with international law and the rules of diplomatic 
immunity and repeat its call for the immediate release 
of the hostages. Furthermore. the representative stated, 
the Council should authorize the Secretary-General to 
set up a consultative body to assist in identifying the 
abuses and violations of human rights that took place 
under the former rCgime. as well as in examining the 
legitimate grievances of the Iranian Government and 
should support the Secretary-General in his efforts 
without imposing any restrictions upon him.ln’* 

The representatives of Egypt and the Netherlands 
pointed out that the act by Iran was also in violation of 
the Convention Against the Taking of Hostages which 
was currently being drafted in the General Assembly.rlQ 
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The representative of Malawi stated that, in accor- 
dance with Articles 2 and 33 as well as other related 
Articles, the Council should explore all diplomatic and 
peaceful alternatives to resolve the explosive situa- 
lion.ia41 

At the 2177th meeting on 3 December 1979, the 
representative of Austria urged the Governments of the 
United States and lran to respect the principle of 
peaceful settlement of disputes and to exercise utmost 
restraint in their actions.“” 

At the 2178th meeting on 4 December 1979, the 
President drew attention to a draft resolution prepared 
in the course of consultations among the Council 
members.‘“” 

At the same meeting, the draft resolution S/l3677 
was unanimously adopted as resolution 457 (1979).“” 

It reads as follows: 

//uvtnl cun~idrrrtl !hc lc~tcr from rhc Sccrcr.rry-General dated 2S 
Novcmbcr 1979. 

Drrr~lr c~r~r~c~~tl AI Ihc dangerous lcrcl 01 rcnrmn bclwccn Iran 
and Ihe Umred S~;IICS of hmcrlca. whtch could have Brave cons- 
qucncc* for Inlcrnalmn.rl pcacc and ,ccurlly. 

Rrc ullrn~ the appc.11 made by the Prcsidcnr of the Security Council 
on 9 November 1979. which was rclrcratcd on 27 Novcmbcr 1979 
(S/I 3652), 

Taking nofr of the letter from the Mimrtcr for Foreign Affairs of 
Iran dated II Ircovcmbcr 1979 rclativc IO the 8rnzvanccs of Iran. 

Afrncljul of the obllgarion of SLIICS 10 SC~IIC their imcrnational 
disputes by peaceful means in such a manner that inrcrnational peace 
and sccuriry. and jurlicc. arc nor cndangcrcd. 

Consrrous of the rcrpomibilny of Sratc> IO refrain in their 
inrcrnarional rcldrmn~ from the threat or use of force againsr the 
rcrrltorial mrcgrily or pollrical indcpendcncc of any Stare. or in any 
other manner Incomistcnr with rhc purposes of the United Nauons. 

Hr~l//~nrrn~ Ihc >olcmn ublrgtirmn of all SIJW parrmr IO both the 
Vlrnn.r Cunvcnrmn on Diplomatic Rclarlonr of IV61 and rhc Visnna 
C‘onvrnlu~n on CunbulJr Rchrrions of. 1962 10 rcqxct the inviolabllily 
of d~plonur~~c pcrrunncl and Ihc prcmrscs of thclr mlssiunr 

I r’r~crnlr. c.ollc ufron the Govcrnmcnr of Iran to rclcaSc 
rmmedl~lcly the pcrbunncl of rhc Embassy of rhc Unncd Slate\ of 
Anrcrlca bclnr held a1 Teheran. lo pruvldc them with protection and 
10 all~rw ~hvrn 1%) Ic;rve the country; 

2 ~‘urrhr~r ‘II//.\ IJ,QW rhs Ci~wernmcnrx (11 Iran and of rhc Urnred 
SIJICI uf f\mcrlc,I IO l.~hc sIcp* Io rcsulvc pc.~ccfully !hc rcm.rinin# 
IWII’\ bc~ur~cn I~CUI 111 ~hcir rnutu.tl r;r~rrl.r~~ron In accord4ncc with 
the pur[~xcr .rnJ pr~nc~plc\ of ~hc llmlcd N.IIIW~. 

? f ~RLI rhc rimcrnnlcnrr of Ir.rn and of’ the Umrcd SIJICS of 
4mcra1 11) cxcrc~x the ulmorl rcSlr.rlnl m Ihe prrvadrng ,rruarlon. 

4 Hryurtr~ ihc SccrctJry-Gcncrrl IO lend hl> good offices for rhc 
lmmcdlarc Implcmcntrrmn of the prcrcnr rchululion and IO take all 
appropriate rnc3\urc< tu rhlc end. 

5 /jrcrdr\ thal the Cuuncil will remain actively scrrcd of the 
nurtrcr and rcquoc, the Sccrcrary-General lo report urgcmly 10 it on 
dcvclopmcnl~ rcp;rrdlng hlr cffur~r 

Decision of 3 I Dccembcr 1979 (2184th meeting): reso- 
lution 46 I ( 1979) 
By 3 letler~“” dated IS December 1979. the Registrar 

of the International Court of Justice transmitted to the 

Secretary-General an official copy of the Court Order 
of I5 December 1979 indicating provisional measures in 
the Case Concerning United States Diplomatic and 
Consular Staff in Teheran, In the Order the Court 
called upon the Government of Iran to ensure that the 
premises of the United States Embassy be immediately 
restored to the possession of the United States. Second- 
ly, the Court called upon the Government of Iran to 
release immediately and without exception all persons of 
United States nationality who were being held in the 
Embassy, or in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs in 
Teheran, or elsewhere, and to afford full protection to 
such persons. Thirdly, the Court asked the Government 
of Iran to afford to the diplomatic and consular 
personnel of the United States the full protection, 
privileges and immunities to which they were entitled, 
including immunity from any form of criminal jurisdic- 
tion, and freedom and facilities to leave the territory of 
Iran. 

On 22 December 1979, the Secretary-General, in his 
report to the Council, stated that his contacls with the 
Government officials in Iran and the United States had 
not yet produced progress towards a settlement of the 
crisis, but that he would continue in his efforts with the 
determination to find a mutually acceptable solution to 
the serious situation.ia” 

By letteri*” dated 22 December 1979, the rcprcscnta- 
tive of the United States requested an early meeting of 
the Security Council, to consider measures to induce 
Iran to comply with its international obligations and to 
put an end to the continued detention of the American 
hostages. 

At its 2182nd meeting on 29 December 1979, the 
Council included in its agenda the letter from the 
representative of the United States. Following the 
adoption of the agenda, the representatives of Australia, 
Canada, the Federal Republic of Germany, Japan and 
Singapore were invited to participate in the discussion of 
the item, at their request, and without the right to 
vole.1’4’ 

The Council considered the item at the 2182nd to 
2184th meeting on 29 to 31 December 1979. 

At the 2182nd meeting, the Secretary of State of the 
United States stated that if the Secretary-General’s 
efforts did not produce a peaceful solution and the 
detention of the hostages continued, sanctions against 
Iran by the Security Council would be justified and 
specific sanctions under Article 41 of the Charter of the 
United Nations should be adopted.“@ 

A number of representatives stated that the Council 
would have no choice but to resort to sanctions under 
Chapter VII of the Charter if Iran persisted in holding 
the American Embassy personnel captive.“W 
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At the 2183rd meeting on 30 December 1979, the 
representatives of Czechoslovakia and Zambia stated 
that resolution 457 (1979) should be observed as based 
on Chapter VI of the Charter, because it provided both 
the Council and the parties to the dispute with sufficient 
alternatives for a mutually acceptable solution.“” 

The representative of Zambia further stated that 
envisaging the use of sanctions against Iran in the event 
of the failure of the efforts of the Secretary-General 
would be detrimental to a possible solution of the 
crisis.“Yz 

At the 2184th meeting on 31 December 1979, the 
President drew attention to a draft resolution proposed 
by the United Statts.t’5’ 

At the same meeting, the representative of Gabon 
cxprcsscd concern over the limits of the Organization 
with regard to the effective implementation of its 
decisions and stated that the Council’s inability to 
enforce its decisions hampered the maintenance of peace 
and security. He added that the Council had the means 
to ensure compliance with its decisions and that it 
should decide to use the measures available under 
Chapter VII of the Charttr.uJ4 

The President of the Council speaking as the rtprt- 
scntativc of China urged the Council to adopt a prudent 
attitude concerning paragraph 6 of the draft resolution 
(S/l371 I/Rcv.I).“‘~ 

The representative of the USSR stated that the 
dispute between lran and the United States was a 
bilateral one and, therefore, did not fall within the 
ambit of Chapter VI1 of the United Nations Charter. 
He added that for this reason it was unjustified to seek 
sanctions in this dispute which would only increase the 
tension and create a threat to peace.“‘* 

The Council then proceeded to the vote and adopted 
draft resolution S/l 37 1 I/Rev.1 by I I votes to none, 
with 4 abstentions, as resolution 461 (1979).‘*” It reads 
as follows: 

Thr Securiry Council. 

Rrcalling its resolution 4S7 (1979) of 4 December 1979. 

Rrcaflrng also the appeal made by the President of 1hc Sccurrry 
Council on 9 November 1979. which was rci1crated on 27 November 
1979 (S/13652). 

Gravrly concrmrd at the increasing tension lx1wccn the Islamic 
Republic or Iran and the United States of America caused by the 
scirurc and prolonged detention of persons of Unncd S~atcs nationah- 
I) who are being held as hostages in Iran in violarron ol inlernarional 
law. and whrch could have grave consqucnccs for inrcrnalronal peace 
and sccuri1y. 

Taking norc of the lc~tcrs from the Minister for Forcipn Affairs of 
the Islamic Republic of Iran dated II November 1979 and I 
Dcccmber 1979 relating IO Ihe Bricvances and sta1cmcntr of hrs 
Government on the situation. 

Rrcalltng also the lcr1er from the Secrc1ary-General dated 25 
November 1979 stating that. in his opinion, 1hc prcscnt crisis be1wccn 

‘*” 2 183rd mtg 1 paras. 12-14 and paras IS.24 
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the Islamic Republic of Iran and the Uni1ed Slates of America poses a 
serious threat IO inlcrnarional peace and security. 

Taking info accounr the Order of the International Court of Justice 
of IS December 1979 calling on the Government of the Islamic 
Republic of Iran to ensure the immediate r&arc. uithout any 
caceplion. of all persons of Umtcd Stdter nalionalily who arc being 
held as hos1aga in Iran and also calhng on the Govcrnmcn1 of 1hc 
Uni1cd SIPICS of America and the Government of 1hc Islamrc 
Repubhc of Iran IO ensure 1ha1 no ac1ron will be raken by them which 
will aggravalc the tension be1wccn the IWO countries. 

Furfhrr raking info accounf the rcpx1 of the Sccrc1ary.General of 
22 December 1979 on dcvclopmcn1s in the si1uation. 

Mind/u/ of the obligdlion ul’ SIJIO IO SCIIIC their rntcrnalumal 
dispu1cr by peaceful means in such .I manner that rntcrn.rtu~n~l pe.rcc 
and sccurily. and JU\~ICC. arc not cndJngcrcd. 

Cijn.rl rout of the rc\ponsrbilny ol SI;IIC* IO refrain rn 1herr 
inrcrna1ional relatrons from 1hc 1hrea1 or UYC of lurcc a&rrns~ 111c 
territorial inrcgrrly or polr~~cal rndcpendencc of any SI~IC. or in any 
o1her manner inconsislcnr wr1h the purposes UT the United Na1ions. 

I. Rrajjiirmj its rcsolulmn 457 (1979) in all its aspecls; 

2. I>rp/orrr the cun1inucd dc1cn1ron of the hostages contrary IO 
its rcsolu1ion 457 (1979) and the Order of 1hc lntcrnarional Cour1 of 
Justice of I5 December 1979. 

3. Urgrnfly calls oncr ugain on the Government of the Islamic 
Republic of Iran IO release immedtarcly all persons of United Stales 
nationaliry being held as hosragcs in Iran. IO provide them wr1h 
prorcc1ion and IO allow them IO leave the country; 

4. Rrirrrarts iu rcqucsr IO the Secrc1ary-General IO lend his 
good offices and IO intensify his efforts with a view IO assrs1ing the 
Securi1y Council in achieving 1he objcc1ives called for in the prescn1 
resolution, and in this connexion lakes note of his readiness IO go 
personally 10 Iran; 

5. Rcqucsu the Secrc1ary-General IO report IO the Security 
Council on his good olficcs efforts before 1he Council meets again: 

6. Ikridrs IO meet on 7 January 1980 in order IO review the 
si1ua1ion and. in the even1 of non-compliance wi1h the present 
rcwlu1ton. IO adup eflcclivc measures under Articles 39 and 41 of the 
Charter of the Uni1cd Na1ions 

Decision of 13 January 1980 (219lst meeting): rejection 
of a draft resolution 
On 6 January 1980, the Secretary-General submitted 

a report to the Council, in pursuance of resolutions 457 
(1979) and 461 (1979) in which hc indicated that even 
though there was as yet no solution IO the problem, his 
contacts had involved a “number of elements and ideas 
that might provide a basis for further consideration of 
the crisis by the Council”.‘*” 

At the 219lst meeting on II January 1980, the 
President drew attention to a draft resolution submitted 
by the United States. ‘W According to the preamble of 
the draft resolution,“W the Security Council would 
recall its resolutions 457 (1979) and 461 (1979) as well 
as the appeal made by the President of the Council on 9 
November which was reiterated on 27 November 1979. 
The Council would also take note of the letters dated 13 
November and I December concerning the grievances 
and views of Iran, it would take into account the Order 
of the International Court of Justice dated 15 December 
and recall the letter dated 25 November of the Secre- 
tary-General emphasizing the seriousness of the threat 
to international peace and security posed by the crisis 
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between the two countries. Furthermore the Council 
would be mindful of the adoption by consensus of 
resolution 341146. the International Convention Against 
the Taking of Hostages, by the General Assembly on 17 
December 1979 and of the responsibilities of States to 
settle international disputes by peaceful means in a 
manner not endangering peace, security and justice and 
to that end respect the decisions of the Council. In 
addition, the Council would be conscious of the respon- 
sibilities of States to refrain in their international 
relations from the threat or use of force against the 
territorial integrity or political independence of any 
State, or in any other manner inconsistent with the 
purposes of the United Nations, and would affirm that 
the safe release and departure of the hostages would be 
an essential first step in resolving peacefully the issues 
between Iran and the United States and the other States 
members of the international community. Moreover it 
would reiterate that following the release of the hos- 
tages, the Governments of Iran and the United States 
should take steps to resolve peacefully the remaining 
issues between them to their mutual satisfaction in 
accordance with the purposes and principles of Ihe 
United Nations and would further take into account the 
Secretary-General’s report on 9 January 1980 pursuant 
to resolutions 457 ( 1979) and 461 ( 1979). Bearing in 
mind the continued detention of the hostages which 
constituted a continuous threat to international peace 
and security, and acting in accordance with Articles 39 
and 41 of the United Nations Charter. the Council 
would urgently call on the Government of Iran to 
immediately release all persons of United States nation- 
ality being held as hostages in Iran, to provide them 
protection and allow them to leave the country and 
would decide that until such time as the hostages were 
released and had safely departed from Iran, all Member 
States should prevent the sale or supply by their 
nationals or from their territories, whether or not 
originating in their territories, to or destined for Iranian 
governmental entities in Iran or any other person or 
body in Iran, or to or destined for any other person or 
body for the purposes of any enterprise carried on in 
Ir;ln. of 311 Items. commodities. or products except food, 
medicine and supplies intended strictly for medical 
purposes and that they should prevent the shipment by 
vessel, aircraft, railway or other land transport of their 
registration or owned by or under charter to their 
nationals, or the carriage whether or not in bond by land 
transport facilities across their territories of any of the 
items, commodities and products covered by subpara- 
graph (o) above which were consigned to or destined for 
Iranian Governmental entities or any other person or 
body in Iran. or to any enterprise carried on in Iran. 
Furthermore, the Council would decide that the Mtm- 
bcrs should not make available to the Iranian authorities 
or to any other person in Iran. or to any enterprise 
controlled by any lranian Governmental entity, any new 
credits or loans; should not, with respect to such persons 
and enterprises. make available any new deposit facili- 
tics or allow substantial increases in existing non-dollar 
deposits or allow more favourablc terms of payment 

than customarily used in international commercial 
transactions; and should act in a businesslike manner in 
exercising any rights when payments due on existing 
credits or loans were not made on time and should 
rquirc any persons or entities within their jurisdiction 
to do likewise. In addition, the Members should prevent 
the shipment from their territories or vessels or aircraft 
registered in Iran of products and commodities covctcd 
by subparagraph (a) above. should redua to a mini- 
mum the personnel of Iranian missions accreditai to 
them and should prevent their nationals, or firms 
located in their territories, from engaging in any activity 
which would evade or would have the purpose of 
evading any of the decisions set out in the present 
resolution. Accordingly the Council would decide that 
all Member States should give effect forthwith to the 
decisions set out above notwithstanding any contract 
entered into or liccnce granted before the date of the 
resolution and would call upon all Members to carry out 
those decisions of the Council in accordance with 
Article 25 of the Charter of the United Nations. Having 
regard to the principles stated in Article 2 of the 
Charter, the Council would urge States not members of 
the United Nations to act in accordance with the 
provisions of the resolution and would call upon all 
other United Nations bodies, iU specialized agencies 
and their members to conform their relations with Inn 
to the terms of Ihe present resolution. In addition, the 
Council would call upon all Member States, and in 
particular those with primary responsibility under the 
Charter for the maintenance of international pua and 
security, to assist effectively in the implementation of 
the measures called for by the resolution and would also 
call upon all States Members of the United Nations or 
members of specialized agencies to report to the Stcrc- 
tary-General by I February 1980 on measures taken to 
implement the present resolution. The Council would 
finally request the Secretary-General to report to the 
Council on the progress of the implementation of the 
resolution, the first report to be submitted not later than 
I March 1980. 

At the 219lst meeting on II January 1980, the 
President drew attention to a pending proposal for the 
suspension of the meeting. In the absence of an objcc- 
tion, the meeting was suspcndcd.‘“l 

Following resumption of the 219191 meeting on 13 
January 1980, the Secretary-General stated that since 
his visit to Iran, a mutually acceptable solution to the 
problem had still not been found.l”* 

The representative of the United States urged the 
Council to take effective mcasuru against Iran under 
Articles 39 and 41 of the Charter as rquired by the 
operative paragraph 6 of resolution 461 (1979). and 
called upon all Members to accept and carry out the 
Council’s decision in accordance with Article 25 and 
Article 2, paragraph 2 of the Chartcr.l” 

The representative of the USSR stated that his 
Government opposed the draft resolution submittal by 
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the United States, because the proposed sanctions 
against Iran were contrary to the Charter of the United 
Nations.‘ati 

The representative of Mexico stated that in his view, 
there was a contradiction between the fourth preambu- 
lar paragraph of the draft resolution and its operative 
clauses, in that whereas the International Court of 
Justice had called for restraint on the part of both 
Governments in taking any action that could aggravate 
the tension bctwecn the two countries, the draft rcsolu- 
tion would most probably have that effect. Furthermore, 
he suggested that the detention of the hostages did not 
in itself constitute a threat to peace. and thcrcforc 
sanctions against Iran under Chapter VII would not be 
justificd.r’6’ 

At the 2191st meeting. the draft resolution S/l3735 
submitted by the United States received IO votes in 
favour to 2 against, with 2 abstentions. and was not 
adopted owing to the negative vote by a permanent 
member. One member did not participate in the votc.l”ti 

By lettcr1B67 dated 9 June 1980. the representative of 
the United States transmitted the final judgment of the 
International Court of Justice delivered on 24 May 
1980. in the case concerning the United States Diplo- 
matic and Consular staff in Teheran. The Court in its 
final judgment of 24 May decided that the Government 
of Iran had violated and was still violating the intcrna- 
tional conventions in force between the two countries as 
well as customary international law, and that Iran was 
therefore responsible towards the United States under 
international law. Furthermore, the Court called once 
again for the termination of this unlawful act and for 
the relcasc and safe departure of the hostages from Iran, 
as well as for the placement in the hands of the 
protecting power, of the premises. property. archives 
and documents of the United States Embassy and its 
consulates in Iran. In addition, the Court decided that 
no member of the United States diplomatic or consular 
staff could bc kept in Iran or be subjected to any 
judicial proceedings or participate in them as a witness. 
The Court also decided that the Government of Iran 
was to make reparations to the Government of the 
United States for the injury caused to it by the events of 
4 Novcmbcr and what had followed from those events, 
the form and amount of which would bc settled by the 
Court in the case of failure of agreement between the 
parties. Prior to the Order of the International Court of 
Justice on I5 December 1979 and its final judgment on 
24 May 1980, the Government of Iran. in a letter dated 
9 Novcmbcr, had stated that the Court could not take 
cognizance of the present case, as in its view the matter 
was essentially and directly within its national sovc- 
reignty. Furthermore, the Iranian government had ar- 
gued that the case, as submitted by the United States. 
was confined to the question of hostages. whtch in it\ 
view was a secondary and marginal aspect of the overall 
problem, and that the case therefore ought to be 
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analysed in terms of the relations between the United 
States and Iran over the last 25 years leading to the 
current crisis. 

In response to the Iranian position, the Court stated 
that the matter. by the very fact that it concerned 
diplomatic and consular premises, the detention of 
internationally protected persons, and the intcrprctation 
or application of multilateral conventions codifying 
international law govcrninp diplomatic and consul;tr 
relations. would fall within international jurisdiction. 
Furthermore. the Court stated that in accordance with 
Article 36 of the United Nations Churtcr. it was 
authorized to make rccommcndations which the Sccuri- 
ty Council should take into consideration. In addition. 
since the dispute was a legal one, the resolution of such 
legal question could bc an important and sometimes the 
decisive factor in the peaceful settlement of a dispute. 
Finally, it stated that the Court could not consider the 
question of the hostages as a marginal or secondary 
issue with regard to the legal principles involved. As to 
the claim of the Iranian Government that provisional 
measures could not be unilateral, the Court referred to 
Article 41 of its Statute. which emphasized the impor- 
tance of provisional mcasurcs in preserving the rcspec- 
live rights of either party, and stated that a request for 
provisional measures was by its nature unilateral. Since 
the Government of Iran had not appcarcd bcforc the 

Court, the International Court of Justice concluded that 
Iran’s claim was not justificd.“6” 

l.KlTER DATEI) 3 JA’UIARY 1980 FROM 52 MC:MRER 
STATES CO\(‘k:RNIN(; AF(;IIANISTAN 

By a letter dated 3 January 1980 addressed to the 
President of the Security Council,‘*6p the representatives 
of 43 Member States”‘O requested an urgent meeting of 
the Council to consider the situation in Afghanistan and 
its implications for international pcacc and security. 
Subsequently, nine other Member States added their 
signatures to the letter of request.1a7’ 

By a letter dated 4 January 1980’*‘? the reprcsenta- 
tivc of Afghanistan transmitted a telegram addressed to 
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the President of the Security Council by the Minister 
for Foreign Affairs of Afghanistan in which the Govern- 
ment strongly opposed the convening of the Security 
Council to consider the situation in Afghanistan, calling 
such a move a direct and clear interference in Afghani- 
stan’s internal affairs. 

In five other communications from Afghanistan (set 
letters dated 10 and 16 January, 5 March, 24 April and 
17 May 198O)‘“‘l the Government explained the nature 
of the events in Afghanistan and the justification for 
calling in military assistance from the USSR, pursuant 
to a mutual dcfencc treaty between the two countries, 
and sought to give progressive assurance that the 
situation was under control and that the developments 
were in accordance with the wishes and interests of the 
people of Afghanistan. 

Decision of 7 January 1980 (2190th meeting): rejection 
of draft resolution 
At the 2185th meeting on 5 January 1980, the 

Security Council started its deliberations with a proce- 
dural discussion as to whethec the Council should 
convene to discuss the subject matter contained in the 
letter from the 52 Member States. The representatives 
of the USSR and the German Democratic Republic 
opposed the inclusion of the item in the Council’s 
agenda at all, while the representatives of Bangladesh, 
Norway and China spoke in favour of such inclusion. 
Subsequently the President announced that in the light 
of the previous consultations among the members it 
was agreed to include the letter from the 52 Member 
States in the Council’s agenda, which was thereafter 
adopted. W* 

The Council considered the matter at six meetings 
held between 6 and 9 January 1981, in the course of 
which the President, with the consent of the Council, 
invited the representatives of Afghanistan, Australia, 
Bulgaria, Canada, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, 
Czechoslovakia. Democratic Kampuchea. Egypt, the 
Federal Republic of Germany. Hungary, Italy, Japan, 
Lao People’s Democratic Republic, Liberia, Malaysia, 
hl\~u~~\liu. New ?.ealnnd, Netherlands, Pakistan, Pnnama, 
I’~)lund. Saudi Arabia, Sinyupore. Somalia, Spain, Tur- 
key, Venezuela, Vict Nam, Yugoslavia and Zaire, at their 
request, IO participate in the discussion without the right 
IO vote.“” 

At the 2185th meeting the representatives of the 
llnitcd Kingdom, Portugal, the United States, China, 
Bangladesh and Norway made statements in connection 
with the invitation extended by the Council to the 
representative of Afghanistan to the effect that their 
non-opposition to the invitation did not indicate their 
recognition of or support for the new Government in 
that country, or endorsement of the events there.“” The 
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representative of the USSR spoke in favour of the 
invitation to the representative of Afghanistan.‘*” 

Speaking on the substance of the matter before the 
Council, the representative of the Philippines said that 
the matter was both urgent and serious. requiring 
careful judgemcnt by the Council and appropriate 
measures under Chapter VI of the Charter. For that 
reason it was necessary for the Council to be acquainted 
with all the facts of the events in Afghanistan; if it could 
be shown that armed intervention had occurred it was 
the first duly of the Member States lo call for a 
cessation of hostilities and a withdrawal of all foreign 
troops from Afghanistan.“” 

The representative of Pakistan reviewed the events in 
Afghanistan, saying that since the last week of Deccm- 
her 1979 the country had been subjected to a massive 
military invasion by the Soviet Union on the pretext of 
saving the country from external interference, basing 
that invasion on the so-called Treaty of Friendship, 
Good-Ncighbourlincss and Co-operation between the 
two countries. In the event. the legitimate Government 
of Afghanistan had been disrupted and the President 
there, Hafizular Amin, dislodged and executed along 
with members of his family, and the influx of refugees 
pouring out of the country into Pakistan since April 
1978 had greatly increased, thereby imposing considcra- 
ble strains on Pakistan’s scarce resources. Pakistan 
regarded any attempt to solve Afghanistan’s internal 
crisis by the use of external force as counter-productive. 
He pointed out that the situation threatened peace and 
security in the arca and exhorted the Soviet Union to 
withdraw its troops from Afghanistan and leave the 
country alone.“‘9 

The Minister for Foreign Affairs of Afghanistan 
protested against the convening of the Security Council, 
despite earlier objections by his Government, so as to 
consider matters which he claimed belonged to the 
realm of internal affairs of his country and were not 
covered by the provisions of Article 34 of the Charter of 
the United Nations. Nevertheless he gave an account of 
the recent political events. which he said had culminated 
in the necessity of deploying Soviet forces in Afghani- 
stan, a measure he said was legitimate, being based on 
the mutual treaty of friendship between the two coun- 
tries. He said that subversive and counter-revolutionary 
activities perpetrated and directed from external, impe- 
rialist sources had been fomented in his country during 
the rCgime of the former ruler, Hafizular Amin, and 
had brought terrible suffering and bloodshed to the 
Afghan people. He declared that once that foreign 
interference and armed attacks against Afghanistan had 
ceased the limited contingents of Soviet armed forces 
would be withdrawn from Afghanistan immediately.l’10 

At the 2186th meeting on the same day and at the 
2 190th meeting on 7 January 1980, the representative of 
the USSR said that the deployment of Soviet forces in 
Afghanistan was a legitimate exercise undertaken at the 
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invitation of the Government of Afghanistan pursuant 
to the mutual treaty of friendship between the two 
countries. It was also justified, he said, bearing in mind 
the recent events in Afghanistan. He then recounted 
some of those events which he said had jeopardized the 
security and sovereignty of Afghanistan and that consc- 
quently necessitated intervention by the Soviet Union in 
response to the Government’s request. He quoted several 
statements from various published sources to the effccl 
that contingents of Afghan dissidents, rebels or counter- 
revolutionaries were training and grouping in hfghani- 
stan for the purpose of intensifying armed opposition 
against, and eventually overthrowing the Government 
of, Afghanistan. However, he gave assurance that after 
the end of the causes that had induced the request by 
Afghanistan, the Soviet Union would withdraw its 
military contingents.ll“ 

In the course of the debate during the six meetings 
most of the other delegates who participated in the 
discussion spoke in varying degrees of criticism of the 
action of the Soviet Union in dispatching its troops to 
Afghanistan. They felt that the action had caused a 
situation of instability in the region and posed a threat 
to international peace and security. Some regarded the 
action as a military invasion of Afghanistan, in violation 
of the Charter of the United Nations and of the 
principles of international law. aimed at creating a 
puppet rCgimc which would thereafter passively absorb 
a foreign ideology over the people and thcrcby promote 
what they considered to be the Soviet Union’s strntcgy 
for world domination. Others complained that the 
absorption of Afghanistan, a neutral country, into the 
Soviet Union’s sphere of influence would result in the 
weakening of the Non-Aligned Movement. They urged 
the Council to take appropriate measures to stop and 
reverse the Soviet Union’s action in Afghanistan.llal 

Some other speakers supported the action of the 
Soviet Union, arguing that Afghanistan in exercise of its 
sovereign power had a right to request assistance from a 
State with which it had a mutual treaty providing for 
such assistance. They also stated that the arrangement 
between Afghanistan and the Soviet Union was legiti- 
mate under the provisions of Article 51 of the Charter 
of the United Nations. Therefore, they asserted, the 
characterization of the temporary presence of a limited 
contingent of Soviet military forces in Afghanistan as a 
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threat to international peace and security was an 
exaggeration which held no validity whatsoever. In the 
circumstances. and bearing in mind the provisions of 
Article 2, paragraph 7. of the Charter. which prohibits 
intcrfcrcncc in the internal affairs of Statrs. they 
contcndcd thal consideration by the Security Council of 
the situation in Afghanistan. p;lrticularly in the fact of 
strong objections by th;~t Govcrnmcnt itself. W;IS Icg;\lly 
unfounded. politically wrong and counter-productive.‘““’ 

At the 2189th meeting on 7 January IYHO. the 
President drew the attention of the Council to a draft 
resolution sponsored by Bangladesh, Jamaica. the Ni- 
gcr. the Philippines and Zambia.“” Among its operative 
paragraphs the draft resolution would have the Security 
Council: deeply deplore the recent armed intervention in 
Afghanistan, call for the immediate withdrawal of all 
foreign troops from Afghanistan and request the Secre- 
tary-General to submit a report on the progress towards 
the implementation of the proposed resolution within 
two weeks.l*a’ 

The draft resolution was introduced by the rcpresen- 
tativc of Bangladesh, who said that its operative para- 
graphs laid down the course of action to be followed; the 
purpose was to reaffirm the principles of the Charter of 
the United Nations. Hc strongly commended the draft 
resolution and urged its full support by the Council so as 
to bring peace back to Afghanistan.lax6 

Prior to thr vote, statements were made by the 
representatives of China and the German Democratic 
Republic; the Chinese delegation considcrcd the draft 
inkldcquate for not condemning the Soviet Union dircct- 
ly. The delegation of the German Democratic Republic 
said that the draft resolution was unacccptablc bccausc, 
among other things, it ignored the process of mutual 
bilateral treaties.“” 

The draft resolution was put to the vote. It received 
13 votes in favour to two against (German Democratic 
Republic and Union of Soviet Socialist Republics), but 
was not adopted owing to, the negative vote of a 
permanent member of the Council.‘anE 

After the vote the Presiden; announced that, pursuant 
to an earlier suggestion, the meeting would be postponed 
and would be reconvened after consultations.‘a’o 

Decision of 9 January 1980 (2190th meeting): resolu- 
tion 462 (1980) 
The Council rcjumcd its 2190th meeting on 9 Janu- 

ary 1980 and had bcforc it 3 draft resolution sponhorcd 
by the delegations of the Philippines and Mexico.lnwl 
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Introducing the draft resolution, the representative of 
the Philippines said that in view of the frustration of the 
Council in the discharge of its primary responsibility 
under the Charter and bearing in mind the gravity of 
the situation in Afghanistan, the sponsors of the draft 
resolution felt that the rest of the international com- 
munity should be given an opportunity to consider the 
issue. Consequently, the purpose of the draft resolution 
was to refer the matter to the General Assembly as the 
only remaining. peaceful alternative recourse to the 
Council’s iflaclion.r~y~ 

The representative of the USSR said that his delcga- 
tion categorically opposed the idea of convening an 
emergency session of the General Assembly to discuss 
the so-called situation in Afghanistan. His delegation 
and the Government of Afghanistan had already object- 
ed to discussion of the matter in the Security Council in 
the first place; it was therefore wrong, counter-produc- 
tive and contrary to the Charter of the United Nations, 
particularly Article 2(7) thereof, to embroil the United 
Nations any further in the discussion of a non-existent 
question. For that reason his delegation would vote 
against the draft rcsolution.t19z 

The draft resolution was put to a procedural vote. It 
received I2 votes in favour IO two against (German 
Democratic Republic and Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics). with one abstention (Zambia), and was 
adopted as resolution 462 (1980).t19J The text of the 
resolution reads as follows: 

/h,,~dc*\ IO call an cmcrgcncy spcc~al scfuion of the General hs- 
wmbly IO craminc the qucwon conlaincd m document S/Agenda/ 
?IXC 

Speaking after the vote, the President, in his capacity 
as the representative of France, said that although his 
dclcgation had voted in favour of the resolution just 
adopted, it had reservations concerning the wording of 
the second preambular paragraph of the resolution.“” 

The General Assembly convened the sixth emergency 
special session held between IO and I4 January 1980 
and considered the matter referred to it by the Security 
Council At the conclusion of the special session the 
Ashembly adopted resolution ES-6/2 on the subject.r’9’ 
Hy a note dated I5 January 1980 the Secretary-General 
tr.tnsmittcd the text of General Assembly resolution 
LS-6’2 to the Security Council, drawing particular 
attentron IO paragraph 8 of the resolution, which called 

-- 

upon the Council to consider ways and means which 
could assist in the implementation of that resolution.“% 

I.E’lTER DATED I SEPTEMBER I984J FROM THE 
PERXlANENT REPRESESTATIVE OF MALTA 

Decision of 4 September 1980 (2246th meeting): discus- 
sion of the question postponed 

By a letter dated I September 1980,r’97 the represen- 
tativc of Malta requested that the Security Council 
urgently convene to consider the illegal action taken by 
the Libyan Government which had stopped the Maltese 
drilling operations in the Mediterranean. He informed 
the Council that Libya and Malta had made an 
agreement on 23 May 1976 to submit the question 
concerning the jurisdiction of the continental shelf 
between the two countries to the International Court of 
Justice. He stated that Malta had begun its drilling 
operations in the area following the failure of the 
Libyan Government IO ratify that agreement. 

At the 2246th meeting on 4 September 1980, the 
Council invited the representatives of Malta and the 
Libyan Arab Jamahiriya to participate in the discussion, 
at their rquest and without the right to vote. The 
Council considered the item at the 2246th meeting on 
4 September I 980.r1v’ 

At the meeting, the President drew the Council’s 
attention to the letter from the Government of Malta 
and to a letter dated 3 September 1980r’W from the 
representative of Libya, whereby he claimed that the 
dispute over the continental shelf was a bilateral issue to 
be settled between the two countries, and of secondary 
importance compared to the overall relations between 
Malta and Libya, and accordingly did not necessitate 
the involvement of the Council. 

The President also referred to a letter dated 4 
September I980 ‘Qa from the representative of Malta in 
which he re-emphasized the importance of the issue and 
reiterated his request for the consideration by the 
Council of the unlawful act of the Libyan Government. 

The representative of Malta stated that the drilling 
operations by Malta were in accordance with the 1958 
Convention on the Continental Shelf, which was based 
on customary law derived from the decisions of interna- 
tional tribunals and the practice of States. He noted 
that Libya was not a party to that Convention, but 
asserted that the principle of the median line as the 
boundary between the two States justified Malta’s 
drilling operations for the production of off-shore oil.‘“’ 

The representative of the Libyan Government rc- 
quested that the meeting be postponed for a study of the 
Maltese statement and consultations with his Govern- 
ment.‘“! 

lm 2246th mlg., paras. 742 
‘mllbid.. paras. 44-47 



The President suggested that the meeting be post- 
poned at the rquest of the Libyan Government. In the 
absence of objection, it was decidcd.lwJ 

By letters dated 19 Scptembe?’ and 13 October 
1980,‘~’ the representative of Malta reiterated his 
request that the Council take measures to protect Malta 
from the use of force by Libya. 

By a letter dated 17 October 1980,1W the Secrctary- 
General informed the President of the Council that, 
following consultations with the parties and with their 
agreement, a special representative of the Secretary- 
General would be sent to the two countries to discuss 
the issue with the two Governments. 

By letter dated 22 October 19801W’ the President 
informed the Secretary-General that his letter of I7 
October had been discussed by the Members of the 
Council and they had agreed with the proposed mission 
by his representative. 

The Secretary-General, in his report issued on I3 
November 1980, stated that the submission of the case 
to the International Court of Justice would be an 
essential step in the resolution of the conflict. He 
informed the Council that while the Government of the 
Libyan Arab Jamahiriya was opposed to the drilling 
operations in the area until such time as the Court 
delivered its advisory opinion, the Government of Malta 
wanted to make arrangements with Libya ta pursue the 
drilling operations that had been suspended on 20 
August I980.‘= 

THE SITUATION BETWEEN IRAN AND fRAQ 

Decision of 23 September 1980: statement by the 
President 
In a letter’* dated 23 September 1980. the Secrc- 

tary-General expressed his deep concern at the escala- 
tion of the conflict between Iran and lraq.‘g’o which 
constituted, in his opinion, a potentially grave threat to 
international peace and security. He indicated that he 
had appealed the day before to the parties to end the 
fighting and to seek to settle their diffelcnccs by 
negotiation and had offered, through the representatives 
of the two Governments at the United Nations, his good 
offices that might be of USC in settling their differences. 
In view of the dangers that would inevitably arise from 
a further escalation of the conflict, he urged, as a first 
step, that the members of the Council meet in consulta- 
tion. 

‘-“S/14181. OR, 35th yr., Suppf jar /u/y-Srpr 1980. pp 
108-109. 

Iw’ S/l4217 OR. j51h yr . Suf’/‘f for Oil -fk 1980. p 1’ 
‘*S/l4228:i&f.p Ik 
Ipo’ S, 14229. fbrd p I b 
‘W s/ 14256. rhid p I6 
1909 Si I4 196, OR. 35th yr , Suppl. J;)r Ju!, -St/u I VdO. p I I b 
lp’O Several communications depicllng the increasing hostdlty be. 

tween the IWO countrtcs were issued by the Organization ~5 Securlt) 
Council documents: S/l4020 (a Icltcr dawd 20 June 1980). S/l4070 
(a letter dated 23 July 1980) and St14191 (J le~ler dated 22 
Scpiembcr 1980) 

On the same date, the members of the Council 
undertook informal consultations on the situation, as a 
result of which the President issued the following 
statement’*ll on behalf of the members: 

Members of the Security Council have today crchangcd view in 
informal consultations on the extremely serious situation prevailing 
between Iran and Iraq. They have taken note of the sharp dctcriora- 
Inon in relations and of the escalation in armed activity leading LO loss 
of lice and heavy material damage. 

Members of the Council are deeply concerned that this conflict can 
prove increasingly serious and could pose a grave threat IO inrcrnation- 
al peace and security. 

The members of the Council welcome and fully support the appeal 
of the Secretary-Gcncral. addressed to both parties on 22 Scptcmkr 
1980. as well as the offer that he has made of his good offices IO 

resolve the present conflict. 

The members of the Council hove asked me IO appeal. on their 
behalf. IO the Governments ol Iran and Iraq. as a first step towards a 
solution ol the conflict. IO dcsi,! from all armed activity and all acts 
th.>t may worsen lhc present dangerous situation and 10 settle their 

dispute by peaceful means 

De&ion of 28 September 1980 (2248th meeting): 
resolution 479 (1980) 
In a letterl~‘~ dated 25 September 1980, the Secrc- 

tary-General expressed his appreciation to the President 
of the Council for having issued the appeal to the parties 
following consultations. He reported that in spite of his 
efforts and those of the Council, the fighting had 
continued and intensified on land, on the sea and in the 
air. He warned again that the current situation was an 
undoubted threat to international peace and security. 
He therefore suggested that the Council should consider 
the matter with the utmost urgency. 

By letter’9” dated 26 September 1980, the rcprescnta- 
tives of Mexico and Norway requested the President of 
the Council to convene an urgent meeting of the Council 
to consider the ongoing conflict between Iran and Iraq. 

At the 2247th meeting on 26 September 1980, the 
Security Council included the situation between Iran 
and Iraq in its agenda and considered the issue at its 
2247th and 2248th meetings on 26 and 28 September 
1980. During these meetings the Council decided to 
invite the representatives of Iraq and Japan to partici- 
pate, without vote, in the discussion of the question.19“ 

At the beginning of the meeting, the President drew 
the attention of the members of the Council to a number 
of documents which had been issued regarding the issue 
before the Council.‘9’> He then called on the Secrctary- 
General, who summarized in detail the developments of 
the last few days, in particular his own activities, and 
informed the Council of the plan of the Islamic Confcr- 
ence, which had convened the same day at the Foreign 
Ministerial level, to send a goodwill mission to Iran and 

“” Si I4 I9U. see OR. 33th yr., Rtvolurionr and Drcisionc of rhr 
Swurir Council 1980. p 2 3 

‘*‘I L&14197. OR. JSfh )r. Suppf jar July-Srpr. 1980. p. 118. 
‘w’ S/14198. ibtd, p II9 
‘914For details. see chapter III. 
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Iraq. The Secretary-General added that in this tragic 
conflict the Security Council was expected to find a 
practical and useful way to end the fighting and to seek 
a settlement of the differences between the two Govern- 
ments by peaceful means. In conclusion, he stated once 
again his willingness to do his utmost to be of assistance 
in finding a solution.lsu 

At the same meeting, the representative of Mexico 
pointed out that his delegation together with the delega- 
tion of Norway had sought the Council meeting because 
they believed that it was their duty as members of the 
international community to promote the peaceful set~lt- 
mcnt of disputes. He stressed their growing concern 
about the fratricidal war and expressed his appreciation 
regarding efforts of the Non-Aligned Movement and the 
Islamic Conference. In view of its primary responsibility 
in the maintenance of international peace and security, 
the Security Council should continue to promote the 
process of mediation and its deliberations should culmi- 
nate in decisions of a binding nature. He urged the 
parties to the conflict to heed the appeal of the United 
Nations and called upon all States to refrain from any 
action which might aggravate the present situation. He 
emphasized in conclusion that the essential principles of 
the Organization-the independence and territorial in- 
tegrity of States, non-intervention. the peaceful scttle- 
mtnt of disputes and the maintenance of peace-be 
fully rcspectcd.re” 

The representative of Norway expressed his grave 
concern about the war between Iraq and Iran and stated 
that the Council had a duty to act. He proposed that the 
Council should call for an immediate cessation of all 
military activities in the area and for the concurrent 
initiation of negotiations between the parties with a view 
to settling their dispute by peaceful means.r91a 

At the same meeting, the representative of Iraq 
brought to the attention of the Council a declaration of 
his Foreign Minister, who emphasized the principles of 
non-interference in the internal affairs of States, respect 
for their national sovereignty and concern for interna- 
tional peace and security; Iraq stood by those principles 
and would stop the fighting as soon as Iran would also 
act according to them. The Foreign Minister had 
declared that Iraq had no ambition concerning Iran’s 
territory and welcomed the numerous proposals for 
mediation and good offices with a view to settling the 
current dispute. The rcpresemative of Iraq stated in 
conclusion that if the Council at any time were to move 
into substantive discussions of the conflict and perhaps 
would consider draft resolutions, his Government would 
want to be represented by the Foreign Minister, who 
stood ready IO come to New York IO participate in the 
Council meetings.“+‘* 

At the 2248th meeting on 28 September 1980, the 
President drew the attention of the Council members to 

rYr*2247th mtg.. paras. 5-13. 
1917/bid.. paras. 15-26. 
l~l~/bid., paras. 27-33. 
~91pfbid,, pars. 35-39. 

a Ietlrr dated 26 September 1980 addressed to him by 
the Secretary-General which contained as an annex the 
reply by the President of Iraq to the Secretary-General’s 
appeal and letter dated 24 September.rvm 

The President further stated that the Secrctary-Gen- 
eral and he himself had continued to follow the situation 
with vigilance and wcrc able to report that their 
activities had begun to bear fruit: the Government of 
Iraq had acccptcd the offer of good offtccs referred to in 
the President’s message; and information had been 
received that the mission of the Islamic Conference had 
already visited the capital of Iran, would continue to the 
Iraqi capital and was planning to establish contact with 
the Security Council. The President added that the 
continuation of that information and good offices mis- 
sion was most welcome and improved the chance of 
securing those objectives toward which the Council’s 
own efforts were directed. The main objective was the 
effort to bring a halt to the lighting and to initiate 
peaceful means between the two parties to settle their 
dispute. He then announced that after lengthy consulta- 
tions among the members of the Council, a draft 
resolution had been placed before the Council by 
Mexico.r9*’ 

With the understanding that the Council was ready to 
vote on the draft resolution, the President put the draft 
to the vote; and it was unanimously adopted as resolu- 
tion 479 ( 1980).‘911 It reads as follows: 

Thr Srcwiry C‘ounril. 

Hovrn~ begun cunsrdcrution of the item entitled “The situation 
between Iran and Iraq”. 

Afrnd/u/ that all Member States have undertaken, under the 
Charter of the United Natrons. the obhgation to settle their intcrn~- 
tional disputes by peaceful means and in such a manner that 
tnternational peace and security and justice are not endangered. 

Mrndjul OS w/l that all Member Sta~cs are obliged IO refrain in 
their international relations from the threat of or USC of force against 
the tcrritortal integrity or pohtical independence of any State. 

Rrculling that under Article 24 of the Charter the Securily Council 
has primary responsibility for the maintcnancc of international peace 
and security. 

Drrply concrmc~ about rhc developing situation ktween Iran and 

Iraq. 

I Culls upon Iran and Iraq IO refrain immediately from any 
further use of force and IO SCIIIC their dispute by peaceful means and 
in wnlormny vrth prrnciplcs of JUS~KC and internalional law; 

2 Urges them IO wcept any approprratc offer of mcdratron or 
concrluttron or to resort IO rcgtunat apcncics ur arrrngemcntr or other 
pc.tccful means of their own chotcu th.tt would facrlitatc the fulfilment 
oC thcrr oblrgutwns under the Charter of the United Nations; 

3 Cbllr upon all other Stnw IO exercise the utmost restraint and 
to rcfr.tm from any XI which may lead IO a further escalation and 

wrdcning of the conlhcl. 

4 Sup~wr the efforts of the Sccrctary-General and the offer of 
hrs good offices for the resolufton of this situation; 

5. Hrqur~r~ the Scsrctary-General to report to the Security 
Councrl utthln lorry-crght hours. 

tm2248th mtg., para. 3. The letter was isrued as document %t4t*. 
OR, JSthyr., Suppl.jorJuly-Sept. IPBO, P 119. Thc*mVamal 
hadappakdtobcxhparskstocxcrci.u maxunumraurintinlhc~oing 

conflict. 
r’r’fb;d. paras. 4-10. The draft resolution wru adopted without 

ch~~cas,~cx$t,i~; 479 (1980). 
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Following the adoption of the resolution. the rcprcscn- 
tative of Iraq asked for the floor, but the President first 
invited members to express their views.ipz’ 

The Secretary-General indicated that his ability to 
report back to the Council within 48 hours, as requested 
in paragraph 5 of the resolution, depended on the 
response of the parties concerned, and he addressed a 
special appeal to them in this respcct.‘pz’ 

The representative of Mexico expressed his satisfac- 
tion at the speedy and constructive response of the 
Council giving support to the mediation efforts without 
interfering with them at all. The constant concern had 
been to ensure that the authority of the Council was 
safeguarded and exercised in a decisive manner. He 
added that the Council had heeded the appeal of the 
President of Pakistan, who was also President of the 
Islamic Conference, to postpone by one day the vote on 
the draft resolution while he was conducting personal 
negotiations with the partics.lpz’ 

The represcntativc of the United States invoked 
Article 24 of the Charter and underlined the responsibil- 
ity of the Council for peace and security; he recalled his 
Government’s proposals for strengthening the Council’s 
effectiveness. He supported the mediation efforts undcr- 
taken by the President of Pakistan and offered his 
Government’s assistance. He said that his delegation 
had voted for the draft resolution in order to help bring 
about an end to the tragic hostilities. His Government 
was guided by several principles in this dispute: (I ) the 
United States maintained neutrality in the dispute; 
(2) it expected that other countries would folio* the 
same course of non-interference; (3) the freedom of 
navigation to and from the Persian Gulf rnust not be 
infringed upon; and (4) the dispute must be settled 
through negotiations. and hostilities must end.lYj6 

The representative of the USSR emphasized that in 
disputes such as the one before the Council, force should 
be avoided and the conflict should bc resolved exclusive- 
ly by peaceful means, by means of talks on mutually 
acceptable terms in the light of the interests of States 
and peoples involved, according to the provisions of the 
Charter. The USSR had supported the draft resolution, 
but it wished to reiterate its view that it would have 
been better if the Council had heard the parties before 
the resolution was adopted.lp” 

The representative of Iraq expressed his disappoint- 
ment that the President had failed to allow him to 
address the Council before the adoption of the rcsolu- 
(ion, although I2 delegations whom he had contacted 
had no objection to that request. He then referred to the 
verbatim record of the last meeting, at which he had 
explicitly requested that his Foreign Minister be enabled 
to come to New York as soon as the Council ~;is ready 
to cntcr into substantive discussion\ regarding effort\; IO 
resolve the crtsis, and rcgistcrcd hi\ rcprct that hl, 

‘aFor the exchange regarding the procedural request by Iraq. ~hrrl.. 
PJrJS. 13-17. 

lq*4lbrd.. paras. 19 and 20. 
‘*j/bid.. paras. 21-30. 
Iqz6lbid.. paras. 314. 
‘q271brd.. paras. 73-82. 

request had not been accepted, although the Council 
had already adopted a resolution on the substance of the 
dispute. He further noted that the Government of Iran 
had already rejcctcd the call for a cease-fire issued in 
the new resolution, whereas his own Government stood 
ready to cease fighting if the other side did the same 
and was willing to seek the resolution of the dispute 
through peaceful means. as announced by the Prcsidcnt 
of lraq.iqr’ 

The President replied that the procedure followed was 
in accord with the understanding reached in consulta- 
tions: the Council had addressed itself to major princi- 
ples of the Charter and was planning to consider the 
substance of the dispute in the next meetings. in the 
presence of the Iraqi Foreign Minister.‘*:* 

At the end of the mecting. the President announced 
that the Council would await the report of the Secre- 
tary-General bcforc it continued its thorough consider- 
ation of the question. The next meeting would be 
scheduled after consultations among members of the 
Council.‘g’o 

Decision of 5 November 1980: statement by the Presi- 
dent 
The Security Council resumed the consideration of 

the situation between Iran and Iraq during its 2250th to 
2254th meetings between I5 and 29 October 1980. At 
the 2250th meeting, the President renewed the invita- 
tions to the representatives of Iraq and Japan and 
invited the representatives of Cuba and Iran to partici- 
pate, without vote, in the discussion of the qucstion.rp” 

At the beginning of the 2250th meeting, the President 
drew the attention of the Council rncmbcrs to several 
rclcvant documents: the report’“‘: issued by the Sccrc- 
tary-General on 30 Scptcmbcr in which he informed the 
Council that Iraq was prepared to accept the provisions 
of resolution 479 (1980). if Iran did likewise, and that 
Iran had promised to reply by I October, and in which 
he provided further information regarding the goodwill 
mission of the Islamic Conference and new develop- 
ments in the dispute; the lettcrtqrl dated 29 September 
1980 from the Representative of Iraq conveying to the 
Secretary-General his Government’s response to resolu- 
tion 479 (1980); the letter’q14 dated 1 October 1980 
from the representative of Iran. who notified the 
Secretary-General that the President of Iran would not 
accept resolution 479 (1980) unless Iraq stopped its war 
of aggression; further letters”” from both parties and a 
letter’q’6 from the Secretary-General regarding his effort 
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to obtain safe passage for commercial vessels trapped in 
the area of conflict.‘p)’ 

At the same meeting, the representative of Iraq 
accused Iran of having pursued for centuries a policy of 
territorial expansionism, a policy that had led since 
1520 to the breach or cancellation of numerous border 
treaties. The most recent crisis involving the Islamic 
Republic of Iran was not anticipated since the Govern- 
ment of Iraq had welcomed the revolution in Iran and 
the new Government under Ayatollah Khomeini. Yet, 
the new rfgime turned hostile and decided to export its 
Islamic revolution to Iraq and the Arab Gulf region. 

The representative of Iraq reviewed the troubled 
history of the Iran-Iraq border dispute, referred to a 
letter dated I I July 196919” in which his Government 
had given a detailed account about the whole situation 
following the unilateral attempt of the Iranian Govern- 
ment to abrogate the boundary treaty of 1937. and 
reported that the last effort. the Algiers Agreement of 6 
March 1975, had similarly been violated. The tiovcrn- 
mcnt of Iraq, faced with the situation that Iran had 
secured its own advantage, decided IO press for the 
completion of the process of returning the areas bclong- 
ing to Iraq, but was met by a more and more explicit 
wave of hostility and denial by the new Iranian regime. 
The growing tension culminated in no fewer than 57 
violations of Iraqi air space by Iranian military aircraft 
between February I979 and May 1980, accompanied by 
declarations in Iranian official circles that Iran no 
longer considered itself bound by the Algiers Agree- 
ment. The Government of Iraq decided to reassert its 
right under international law by taking possession of its 
lands and at the same time to terminntc from its side 
the Algiers Agreement. The response by Iran was the 
escalation of the conflict to total war. 

The Iraqi representative concluded by affirming that 
his Government had no territorial ambitions in Iran. 
that it would fulfil resolution 479 (1980) if Iran did the 
same, and that it sought to resolve the dispute through 
peaceful means, in accordance with the appeals of the 
Security Council.tq’” 

Following the Ir;iqi statcmcnt. the rcprcscntativc of 
Ir.\n rcqucvtcd thilt IL Council :krr.lngc for the next 
mecling on I.‘rid;\y. ;I\ the Prims hl\ni\tcr of Iran was 
pl;lnnmg lo conic in person lo cxpl;lin Ir;in’s position in 
the Security (‘ounc~l I”“’ 

The rcprcscnt;ItIic of Cub.~. spcaklng in his capacity 
as rcprcscntativc of Acting Prcsidcnt of the Non- 
Aligned Movcmcnt, indicated that his Government was 
deeply disturbed bj the deepening conflict involving 
Iran and Iraq and had sent the F’oreign Minister to 
Baghad and Teher;ln to offer Cublr’h co-operation in 
settling the dispute. which constituted ~1 5crious threat to 
pcacc and stability In the arca.ly’, 

At the 22Slst meeting, w the Prime Minister of Iran 
rejected all charges PUI forward by the representative of 
Iraq and accused the Iraqi Government of having 
launched an unprovoked war of aggression against the 
Islamic Republic of Iran in order to mutilate the 
revolutionary movement. He maintained that the Iraqi 
Government had cancelled the Algiers Agreement of 
1975 and had tried to blame the Government of Iran for 
this in order to fabricate a pretense for its aggression. 
and hc listed in some detail the incidents of interference 
and aggression committed by Iraq prior to the abroga- 
tion of the agreement. 

The Prime Minister posed several questions regarding 
the origins, goals and external support of the Iraqi 
aggression and announced that his people did not expect 
any help from the Security Council, which was preven- 
ted from acting decisively because major Powers would 
block the implementation of these decisions, and con- 
cluded that an end to the war could be found only if the 
aggressor was vanquished and punished.‘+” 

At the same meeting, the representative of the United 
States reminded the Council of the fate of the 52 
Americans held for almost a year in Iran against their 
will and responded to the questions of the Prime 
Minister of Iran that the United States expected its 
hostages IO be freed on the same principles of law. 
justice and human dignity on which Iran based its 
appeal IO the Council.1v’4 

At the 2252nd meeting on 23 October 1960. the 
representative of the United States stated that the work 
of the Council in matters of peace and war was 
premised on the adherence of member States to cardinal 
principles of international law, in particular the princi- 
ples that war should no longer be a tool of national 
policy, that territory must not be seized by force, that 
disputes should be settled by peaceful means and that 
States should not interfere in the internal affairs of 
others. He added that his Government had no specific 
proposal to offer except that negotiations between the 
two parties should begin promptly.‘P” 

The representative of Norway proposed that a suit- 
able Council resolution would provide for intcrnational- 
ly supcrviscd withdrawal of all foreign forces from 
tcrritorlsh acquired through the use of armed force and 
c;III ;lgain fi)r respect for the principles of territorial 
integrity, sovcrcignty and national independence and of 
non-intcrfcrcncc in the internal affairs of another coun- 
try lPAh 

1H’2251r~ mly.. ‘paras. S-38 The rcpresenrativc of Iraq spoke after 
the Prime Mlnlrwr of Iran and retrcrated his charges In a long state- 
men!; tbrd.. paras. 40-68. 
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The representative of the German Democratic Rcpub- 
lit quoted the provisions 0: Article 33 of the Charter 
and expressed his conviction that the application of that 
Article would make it possible to resolve the conflict in 
a manner acceptable to both sides.1P4’ 

The representative of Cuba announced that the 
Co-ordinating Bureau of the non-aligned countries had 
created an od hoc committee composed of Ministers for 
Foreign Affairs of non-aligned countries, whose objec- 
tive would be to bridge the gap between Iran and Iraq. 
and that the committee had already begun its work.iq’l 

At the 2254th meeting on 29 October 1980, the 
President, speaking in his capacity as representative of 
the USSR, expressed his Government’s deepening con- 
cern about the escalating war between Iran and Iraq. 
He stressed that his Government had consistently fa- 
voured an early political settlement of the conflict, 
primarily through efforts by both sides to arrive at 
mutually acceptable solutions. He emphasized that at 
the present time war and the use of force could not and 
must not be a means of resolving disputes between 
States and that the principle of non-intervention guided 
his country’s policies toward the two parties. The work 
of the Security Council in the maintenance of interna- 
tional peace and security should be based on the three 
principles embedded in Article 2 of the Charter, namely 
peaceful settlement of disputes, non-use of force and 
non-intervention.~q4q 

At the conclusion of the meeting, the President 
announced that the date of the next meeting of the 

l~‘/bid.. paras. 4967. Several other delegations expressed support 
for the lunc principla u basis for nelotialionr. 

lwlbid., prru. 69-72. 
Iw2254th mtg.. paw. 64-94. 

Council to continue the consideration of the item would 
be set in consultation with the Council members.‘p”’ 

On 5 November 1980. the President of the Council 
issued the following statement:‘q!l 

During rcccm days. mcmbm ol the Security Council have 
continued incensivc consuIIa!ions aboul Ihc st~ua~wn bc~wecn Iran and 
Iraq. Thcw nim continues IO be IU brmg an curly end IO Ihc htwllllw 
and IO bring about a pcaccful reillemcnt of the dl\putc in ;word.~ncc 
with the purposes ond princtplcs of Ihe llmlcd ~.III~w*. 

Members of Ihe Council are deeply ronccrncd 1h.11 ho\lllrllc\ 
cominuc. with rerullinR loss of hfc ;and nralerial d.lm.lpc 1 hc) 
conlmuc 10 urpc thul all conccrncd bc puldcd h) Memhcr SIJI~~ 
obligutionr under the Ch.lrlcr IO rc~tlc “i&r InlcrnJtwnal dlsputc\ b) 
peaceful means and in such a manner that Intcrnalion;ll pcacc and 
sccurily and justice arc nol endangered and lo rcfram in thclr 
inlernational relations from the threat or use of force against the 
territorial integrity or political indcpcndcncc of any SI~IC. 

The Secretary-General has participated iully in the Council’s 
consultations. Members of the Council have reiwared their full 
support for the use of his good offices IO bring abouf peaceful 
negotiations between Iran and Iraq with a view to arrwing at a just 
solution to their differences. Members of the Council welcome the fact 
that. in the exercise of his good offices. the Sccrctary-General is 
considcrin# sending a representative 10 the region in order IO facllitalc 
authoritative communicarion wi\h and between the Govcrnmcnts 
concerned so that negotiations for peace can procccd on an urgent 
basis. 

Mcmbcrb of the Council express their hope that Iran and Iraq 
conrinuc thcv c*opcral,on with the Council und appeal IO both 
partIcs IO support the cfforls of the Secretary-Gcncrdl 

The Security Council rcqucsts Ihe SccrcwyGcncral IC, keep il 
fully informed aboul his cfrorlr 

tmlbid., para. 94. 
IwlFor the 1~x1 of the statement (S/14244). see OR, J5rh yl., 
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