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INTRODUCTORY NOTE

The principles underlying the  organization and pres-
entation of the material presented  in chapters VIII-XII
of this Slcpplernenf  are the same as for the previous
volumes of the Repertoire. Those volumes  should be
consulted for a full statement of such principles.

Cha ter VIII indicates the chain of proceedings on
the su stance of each of the questions included in1
the report of the Security Council to the General
Assembly under the heading: ‘Questions considered
by the Security Council under its responsibility for
the maintenance of international pcacc and security”.
The range of questions covers broadly those which
may be deemed to fall under chapters VI and VII
of the Charter. In chapters X, XI and XII of the
Repertoire is prescntcd  ancillary mntcrial from the
Official Records bearing on relevant Articles of the
Charter. References to the ancillary material are given
at the appropriate points in the entries for each ques-
tion in this chapter.

As an outline of the proceedings of the Council in
respect of the questions included in its agenda, chap-
ter VIII constitutes a framework within which the
ancillary legal and constitutional discussion recorded
in chapters X to XII may be considered. The chap-
ter 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 are dealt with in the chronological
order of their inclusion in the  agenda of the Council.’
The complaint by Senegal,* the  question of race con-
flict in South Africa,3  the situation in Southern Rho-

1 For a tabulation of the data on submission, see chapter X,
part  III.  as indicated in the editorial note, the questions
mcluded in the agenda of the Council during the years 1969-
1971 appear under conventional short titles.

2 Repertoire  of the Practice of the Security Council, Slrpple-
merit  1 9 5 9 - 1 9 6 3 ,  p p .  204-206;  ib id. ,  Supplement  1964-1965,
pp. 153f.

3 Ibid.,  &rpplement 1 9 5 9 - 1 9 6 3 ,  pp. 213-217; ibid.,  Supple-
menr  1964-1965,  pp. 131-135.

4 Ibid.,  Srrpplement  1 9 5 9 - 1 9 6 3 ,  pp. 217-219:  ibid.,  Supplr-
m e t t t  1 9 6 4 - 1 9 6 5 ,  pp.  143-149;  i b id . ,  Supp lement  1966 -1968 ,
pp.  113-124.

desia,’  the complaint by the Government of Cypru~,~
the situation in the Middle East,* and the situation in
Namibia,’ which were included in the Council’s agenda
before  the period under review, arc discussed in the
order of resumption of their consideration by the
Council.

The framework of the material for each question is
provided by the succession 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 chap-
ters 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 indic-
ative solely of the origin of the proposal or draft
resolution. Affirmative decisions have been reproduced
in full as constitutive of the practice of the Council,
while negative decisions are indicated in summarized
form. Where the negative decision relates to a draft
resolution in connexion with which discussion has
taken place concerning the  application of the Charter,
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 Repertoire, an
analytical table of measures adopted by the Council
arranged broadly by type of measure has been included
as part I of chapter VIII. 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
to the inclusion of particular measures under the indi-
vidual headings. In certain instances main headings
and subheadings have been added,  deleted or modified
in order to adjust the table to the recent changes in
the nature of the measures adopted by the Security
Collncil.

5 Ib id . .  Supp lement  1959 -1963 ,  p
P

. 219f.: ibid.. Slcpplcment
1964-1965,  pp. 108-127; ibid., Supp  ement 1966-1968, pp. 105.
113.

0 Ibid.. Supplement 1966-1968, pp. 134-164.
7 Ibid., Supplement 1966-1968,  pp. 164-168 (formerly Ques-

tion of South West Africa).

ANALYTICAL TABLE

NOTE

OF MEASURES ADOPTED BY THE SECURITY COUNCIL

As in the previous volumes of the Repertoire, the
entries in this tabulation are restricted to a reference
to the question, the date of the decision and the serial
number of the decision.

P a r t  I

B. Establishment of a special mission of inquiry

1. Preliminnry  me~mares  f o r  t h e  elucidntion  of fnct

A. Hearing of interested governments and authorities
Situation in Northern Ireland:

Decision: President’s statement of 20 August 1969.

(i) Complaint by Guinea:
Decision of 23 November 1970 (res. 289 (1970)),

paras.  3, 4.
Decision of 3 August 1971 (res. 295 (1971)),

paras.  2, 3.
Decision: President’s statement of 26 August

1971.
(ii) Complaint by Senegal:

Decision of IS July 1971 (res.  294 (1971)).
para.  4.
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94 Chnptcr  VIII. Main~~nanrc  of in~rmaConnl  pcaw  and  srrurity

II. Dctcrminalion  of the nature of the ctwslion

A. Determination of the cxistcnce of a threat to the pcacc
Situation in Southern Rhodesia:

Decision of IS March 1970 (rcs.  277 (1970)),  pre-
amble.

111. Injunctions to Covernnlcnts  and authoriCes  involved
in disputes and situations

A. Call for cessation of hostilities
Complaint by Guinea:

Dscision  of IS hIarch 1970 (rcs. 277 (1970)),  pre-
para. 1.

B. Call for adherence to cease-fire
Situation in the India/Pakistan subcontinent:

Decision of 21 Dsccmbcr 1971 (res. 307 (IY71)).  prc-
amble, para. 1.

C. Call to refrain from action in contravention of resolutions
and decisions of the Security  Council

Situation in the Middle East:
Decision of 15 Scprcmber  1969 (res. 271 (1969) ),

para. 3.

D. Call to refrain from actions in violation of the sovereignty,
territorial integrity and security of another State or ter-
ri tory

IV.

A.

B .

C.

(i) Complaint by Zambia:
Decision of 28 July 1969 (res. 268 (1969)),

para. 2.
Decision of 12 October 1971 (res. 300 (1971)),

para.  2.
(ii) Complaint by Senegal:

Decision of 9 December 1969 (res. 273
( I9hY)  ). p.lra.  2.

Decision of 15 July 1971 (res.  294 (1971)),
para.  1.

Decision of 24 November 1971 (res. 302
(1971)),  para.  5

(iii) Complaint by Guinea:
Decision  of 22 December 1969 (res. 275

(1969)),  para.  2

Measures (in connexioi  with injunclions)  to be taken
by Governments ond authorities directly involved in
disputes and situntioas

Withdrawal of fighting personnel
(i) Situation in the hliddle East:

Decision of I2 May 1970 (res. 279 (1970)).
Decision of 5 September 1970 (res.  285

(1970)).
(ii) Complaint by Guinea:

Decision of 23 November 1970 (res. 289
(1970)),  para.  2.

(iii) Situation in the India/Pakistan subcontinent:
Decision of 21 December 1971 (res.  307

(1971)),  parn.  1.

Call for the observance of the Geneva Conventions of
1949

(i) Situation in the Middle East:
Decision of 15 September  1969 (res. 271

(1969) ). pnra.  4.
(ii) Situation in the India/Pakistan subcontinent:

Decision  of 21  December 1971 (res. 307
(1971)),  para.  3.

Call for restraint by the  parties
Cyprus question:

Decision of 10 June 1969 (res.  266 (1969)),  para.  2.

v.

A.

B .

C .

D .

E.

F .

A.

B.

Decision of 11 December 1969 (rcs. 274 (1969)),
para.  2.

Decision of 9 June 1970 (r-es. 28 I (1970) ), para.  2.
Decision of 10  December  1970 (rcs.  291 (1970)).

para. 2.
Decision of 26 May 1971 (rcs.  293 (1971)),  2.para.
Decision of 13 December  1971 (rcs.  305 (1971)),

pnra.  2.

Measures under Chapter VII of the Charter
Situation in Southern Rhodesia:

Decision of 18 March 1970 (res. 277 (1970)). pre-
amble, paras.  l-17.

Decision of 17 November 1970 (res.  288 (1970)),
preamble, paras.  l-3.

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

Decision of 18 March 1970 (res. 277 (1970)),
paras.  9-11.

Compliance with decisions of the Council in accordance
with Article 25 of the Charter

(i) Situation in Southern Rhodesia:
Decision of 17 November 1970 (rcs. 288

(1970)),  para.  4.
(ii) Complaint by Guinea:

Decision of 8 December 1970 (res. 290  ( 1970) ) ,
para.  9.

Withholding of assistance including armed personnel and
arms

(i) Situation in Southern Rhodesia:
Decision of 18  hlarch 1970 (rcs.  277 (1970)).

paras.  2, 7.
(ii) Question of race conflict in South Africa:

Decision of 23 July 1970 (res.  282 (1970)),
paras.  4, 6.

(iii) Complaint by Guinea:
Deciiion  of 8 December 1970 (res.  290 (1970)),

para.  6.

Withholding of funds for investment purposes and of other
financial resources to a territory

Situation in Namibia:
Decision of 29 July 1970 (res. 283 (1970)),  paras.  4-7.

Refrain from any action which may aggravate the situation
Situation in the India/Pakistan subcontinent:

Decision of 21  December 1971 (res. 307 (1971)),
para. 2.

Inadmissibility  of Ihc acquisition  of territory by war
Situation in the hliddle East:

Decision of 3 July 1969 (res.  267 (1969)),  preamble.
Decision of 15  September 1969 (res.  271 (1969)),

preamble.
Decision of 25 September 1971 (res. 298 (1971)),

preamble.

Affirmation of the national unity, territorial integrity and
inviolability of States and former dependent territories

(i) Situation in Namibia:
Decision of 20 March 1969 (rcs.  264 (1969)))

para.  4.
Decision of 12 August 1969 (res. 269 (1969)).

para.  3.
Decision of 20 October 1971 (res. 301 (1971)),

para.  2.
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(ii) Complaint by Guinea:
Decision of 3 August 1971 (res. 295 (1971)),

pam. 1.
Decision: President’s statement of 30 November

1971.
(iii) Complaint by Zambia:

Decision of 12 October 1971 (rcs.  300 (1971)),
para.  1.

C. AtTirmation  of the inalienable right of peoples to freedom
and independence

(i) Situation in Namibia:
Decision of 20 March 1969 (res. 264 (1969)),

preamble.
Decision of 30 January 1970 (rcs. 276 (1970)),

preamble.
Decision of 29 July 1970 (res.  283 (1970)),

preamble.
Decision of 20 October 1971 (res.  301 (1971)),

preamble.
(ii) Complaint by Guinea:

Decision  of 8 December 1970 (res. 290 (1970)),
preamble.

D. Recognition of the legitimacy of the struggle for freedom
and independence

(i) Situation in Namibia:
Decision of 12 August 1969 (res. 269 (1969)),

para. 4.
Decision of 20 October 1971 (res. 301 (1971)).

preamble.
(ii) Situation in Southern Rhodesia:

Decision of 18 March 1970 (res. 277 (1970)),
preamble.

(iii) Question of race conflict in South Africa:
Decision of 23 July 1970 (res. 282 (1970)),

preamble.

E. Call for the withdrawal from former mandated territories
Situation in Namibia:

Decision of 20
para. 3.

Decision of 12
para. 5.

Decision of 20
paras.  8, 9.

F. Call for measures to

March 1969 (res. 264 (1969)),

August 1969 (res. 269 (1969)),

’October 1971 (res. 301 (1971)),

respect and implement the right of
self-determination and independence

(i) Situation in Southern Rhodesia:
Decision of 18 March 1970 (res.  277 (1970)),

para.  4.
Decision of 17 November 1970 (res. 288

(1970)),  para.  2.
(ii) Complaint by Guinea:

Decision of 8 December 1970 (res. 290
(l970)),  para.  7.

(iii) Complaint by Senegal:
Decision of 24 November 1971 (res. 302

(1971)),  paras.  6, 7.

A. Deprec;ltion  of actions incompatible with the  purposes
and principles of the Charter

(i) Situation in Namibia:
Decision of 20 March 1969 (res. 264 (1969)),

pnras.  2, 4.
(ii) Situation in the Middle East:

Decision of 26 August 1969 fres.  270 (1969)),
para.  1.

B . Deprecation of events affecting a situation
Situation in the Middle East:

Decision of 15 September 1969 (res. 271 (1969)),
para. 2.

C. Dcprccation  of loss of life and damags  to property
(i) Situation in the Middle East:

Decision of 1 April 1969 (res. 265 (1969)),
para.  2.

Decision of 19 hlay  1970 (res. 280 (1970)),
para.  4.

(ii) Complaint by Guinea:
Decision of 27, December 1969 (res. 275

(1969)),  para. 1.

D. Request that appropriate reparations bc made
(i) Complaint by Zambia:

Decision of 28 July 1969 (res. 268 (1969)),
paras.  3, 4.

(ii) Complaint by Guinea:
Decision of 22 December 1969 (res. 275

(1969)),  paras.  3. 4.
Decision of 8 December 1970 (res. 290 (1970)),

para.  3.

E. Call for settlement of refugee problems
Situation in the India/Pakistan subcontinent:

De;crzn40f  21  December 1971 (res. 307 (1971)),

F. Condemnation of invasions, armed attacks and other acts
of violence

(i) Situation in the Middle East:
Decision of 1 April 1969 (res. 265 (1969)),

para.  3.
Decision of 26 August 1969 (rcs. 270 (1969)),

paras.  l-4.
Decision of 19 May 1970 (res.  280 (1970)),

paras.  2, 3.
(ii) Complaint by Zambia:

Decision of 28 July 1969 (res. 268 (1969) ),
para.  1.

(iii) Complaint by Senegal:
Decision  of 9 December 1969 (rcs.  273 (1969) ).

para. 1.
Decision of 15 July 1971 (res. 294 (1971)).

paras.  2, 3.
(iv) Complaint by Guinea:

Decision  of 8 December 1970 ( re\. 2Ytl  ( 1970)  ),
para.  2.

G. Condemnation of illegal occupation and political repression
(i) Situation in Namibia:

Decision of 12 August 1969 (res.  269 (196Y)),
para.  3.

Decision of 30 January 1970 (res. 276 (1970)),
para. 4.

(ii) Situation in Southern Rhodesia:
Decision of It3 March 1970 (res. 277 (1970)).

para.  5.
(iii) Question of race conflict in South Africa:

Decision of 23 July 1970 (res. 282 (1970)),
preamble, parn.  1.

H. Censuring illegal legislative and
and declaring them invalid

(i) Situation in Namibia:
Decision of 20 hlarch

pnms.  2. 4, 5.

administrative measures

1969 (res. 264 (196Y)),

Decision of 30 January 1970 (res. 276 (1970)),
preamble. para.  2.

Decision of 20 October 1971 (res. 301 (1971)).
paras.  3, 4, 12.
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(ii) Situation in Southern Rhodesia:
Decision of 18 March 1970 (res.  277 (1970) ),

para.  1.
Decision of 17 November 1970 (res. 288

(1970)),  para. 1.
(iii) Situation in the Middle East:

Dec$ifsn  pf43  July 1969 (res. 267 (1969)),
. , .

Decision of 25 September 1971 (res. 298
(1971)),  para.  3.

1. Call for rescission of measures designed to change the
status of a territory

Situation in the Middle East:
Decision of 3 July 1969 (res. 267 (1969)),  para.  5.
Deci$m30f  15 September 1969 (res.  271 (1969)),

. .
Decision of 25 September 1971 (res.  298 (1971)),

para.  4.

J . Call for measures by administering authority to end the
rule of a rebellious regime in a Non-Self-Governing tcr-
ritory

Situation in Southern Rhodesia:
D;isi;qoof  18 March 1970 (res. 277 (1970)),

. .
Decision of 17 November 1970 (res. 288 (1970)),

para.  2.

K.  Affirmation of special United Nations responsibilities
towards the people of a former mandated territory

Situation in Namibia:
Decision of 20 March 1969 (res.  264 (1969)),  pre-

amble, para. 1.
Decision of 29 July 1970 (res. 2Z4 (1970)),  pre-

amble.
Decc;n,of  20 October 1971 (res. 301 (1971)),

. .

L. Urging assistance to peoples in their efforts to achieve
or to maintain freedom and independence

(i) Situation in Namibia:
Wcision  of 12 August 1969 (res. 269 (1969)),

para.  8.
Decision of 2Q  July 1970 (res. 283 (1970)),

paras.  8, 10-12.
Decision of 20 October 1971 (res. 301 (1971)),

paras.  7 ,  15.
(ii) Situation in Southern Rhodesia:

Decision of 18 March 1970 (res. 277 (1970)),
paras.  14, 15.

(iii) Complaint by Guinea:
Decision of 8 December 1970 (res.  290 ( 1970)  ).

para.  4.

M. Call for denial of international recognition and of mem-
bership in international organizations to an illegal rCgime

(i) Situation in Namibia:
Decision of 12 August 1969 (res.  269 (1969)),

para.  7.
Decision of 30 January 1970 (res. 276 (1970)),

para.  5.
Deci&n  pf3  29 July 1970 (res.  283 (1970)),

Decision o; 10 October 1971 (res. 301 (1971)),
para.  1 I.

(ii) Situation in Southern Rhodesia:
Decision of 18 March 1970 (res. 277 (1970)),

paras.  2. 3, 12, 13.
Decision of 17 November 1970 (res. 288

(1970)),  para. 5.

N .

0 .

P.

A.

B.

C .

D.

Determination of duration of stationing of UN Force and
mode of fnancing

Cyprus question:
Decision of 10 June 1969 (res. 266 (1969)),  para. 3.
Decision of 11 December 1969 (res. 274 (1969)),

pnra.  3.
Decision of 9 June 1970 (res. 281 (1970)),  para.  3.
Decision of 10 December 1970 (res. 291 (1970)),

para.  3.
Decision of 26 hlay  1971 (res. 293 (1971)),  para. 3.
Dcc:;n30f 13 December 1971 (res. 305 (1971)),

i’. .

Seeking an advisory opinion of the International Court of
Justice, in accordance with Article 96 of the Charter

Situation in Namibia:
Decision of 29 July 1970 (res. 284 (1970)),  para. 1.

Taking note of advisory opinion of the International Court
of Justice

Situation in Namibia:
Decision of 20 October 1971 (res. 301 (1971)),

paras.  5, 6.

VIII. Mensurcs  to promote the  implcnwn~a~ion
nf rrsolulirws

Request to hfember Slates to co-operate in the imp!emen-
tation  of resolutions and decisions of the Security Council

(i) Situation in Southern Rhodesia:
Decision of 18 March 1970 (res.  277 (1970)),

para.  17.
(ii) Question of race conflict in South Africa:

Decision of 23 July 1970 (res. 282 (1970)),
para.  6.

(iii) Situation in Namibia:
Decision of 20 October 1971 (res. 301 (1971)),

para.  15.

Establishment or employment of subsidiary organs
(i) Situation in Namibia:

Decision of 30 January 1970 (res. 276 (1970)),
para.  6.

Decision of 29 July 1970 (res. 283 (1970)),
paras.  14, 15.

Decision of 20 October 1971 (res. 301 (1971)),
paras.  13, 14.

(ii) Situation in Southern Rhodesia:
Decision of 18 March 1970 (res. 277 (1970)),

para.  21.
(iii) Complaint by Guinea:

Decision of 23 November 1970 (res. 289
(1970)),  paras.  3, 4.

Decision of 3 August 1971 (res. 295 (1971)).
paras.  2, 3.

Decision:
1971.

President’s statement of 26 August

(iv) Complaint by Senegal:
Decision of 15  July 1971 (res. 294 (1971)),

para.  4.

Call for co-operation with subsidiary organs
(i) Situation in Namibia:

Decision of 30 January 1970 (rcs. 276 (1970)),
paras.  7. 8.

(ii) Situation in Southern Rhodesia:
Decision of 18 March 1970 (res. 277 (1970)),

paras.  22, 23.

Authorizations and requests to the Secretary-General
1. To follow implementation of resolutions and deci-

sions of the Security Council and to report thereon
(i) Situation in Namibia:
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Decision of 20 March 1969 (res. 264
(1969)). para.  9.

Decision of 12 August 1969 (res. 269
(196911, para.  9.

Decision of 20 October 1971 (res. 301
(1971)),  para. 16.

(ii) Situation in the  Middle East:
De;s..;ngof  3 July 1969 (res. 267 (1969) ),

. .
Decision of IS September 1969 (rcs. 271

(1969)),  para. 7.
Decision of 25 September 1971 (res. 298

(1971)),  para.  5.
(iii) Situation in Southern Rhodesia:

Decision of 18 March 1970 (res. 277
(1970)),  para.  20.

(iv) Question of race conflict in South Africa:
Ikision  of 23 July 1970 (r&s. 282

( 1970) ), para.  5
(v) Complaint by Guinea:

Decision of 8 December 1970 (res.  290
(1970)),  para.  11.

(vi) Complaint by Senegal:
Decision of 24 November 1971 (res. 302

(1971)),  para.  8.
(vii) Situation in the India/Pakistan subcontinent:

Decision of 21 December 1971 (res. 307
(1971)),  para. 6.

2. To study a question
Situation in Namibia:

Decision of 29 July 1970 (res.  283 (1970)).
para.  9.

3. To give assistance to a subsidiary body
Situation in Namibia:

Decision of 30 January 1970 (rcs. 276 (1970)).
para. 8.

Decision of 29 July 1970 (rcs.  283 (1970)).
para.  16.

4. To transmit a resolution of the Security Council
to the International Court of Justice

Situation in Namibia:
Decision of 29 July 1970 (res. 284 (1970)),

para. 2.
5. To designate a special representative to lend his

good offices for the solution of humanitarian
problems

Situation in the India/Pakistan subcontinent:
Decision of 21 December 1971 (res. 307

(1971)),  para. 5.

E. Taking note of reports of the Secretary-General, Special
Representatives, special commissions and subsidiary organs

(i) Question of Bahrain:
Decision of 11 May 1970 (res. 278 (1970)),

preamble.
(ii) Complaint by Guinea:

Decision of 8 December 1970 (res. 290 (1970)),
preamble, para.  1.

Decision: President’s statement of 30 Novem-
ber 1971.

(iii) Complaint by Senegal:
Dccigion of 24 November 1971 (rcs.  302

(1971)). paras.  1. 2.

F. Measures IO obtain compliance
1. Reaffirmation of previous decisions

(n) of the Security Council
(i) Situation in the Middle East:

Decision of 1 April 1969 (res. 265
(1969)),  para.  1.

Decision of 3 July 1969 (rcs.  267
(1969)),  para. 1 .

Decision of 15 September 1969
(res.  271 (1969)),  para. 1.

Decision of 25 September 1971
(res. 298 (1971)),  para. 1.

(ii) Cyprus question:
Decision of 10 June 1969 (res. 266

(1969)),  para. 1.
Decision of 11 December 1969

(res. 274 (196911, para 1.
Decision of 9 June 1970 (res. 281

(1970)),  para.  1 .
Decision of 10 December 1970

(res. 291 (1970)). para. 1.
Decision of 26 May 197 1 (res. 293

(1971)),  para. 1.
Decision of 13 December 1971

(rcs. 305 (1971)),  para. 1.
(iii) Situation in Namibia:

Decision of 12 August 1969 (rcs.
269 (1969)). para. 1.

Decision of 30 January 1970 (res.
276 (1970) ), preamble.

Decision of 29 July 1970 (res.  283
( 1970) ), preamble.

Decision of 20 October 1971 (t-es.
301 (1971)),  preamble, para.
10.

(iv) Situation in Southern Rhodesia:
Decision of 18 March 1970 (res.

277 (1970) ), preamble.
Decision of 17 November 1970

(res. 288 (1970) 1.  preamble,
paras.  1, 3.

(v) z;;;fn of race conflict in South

Decision of 23 July 1970 (res. 282
(1970)),  para. 2 .

(vi) Complaint by Senegal:
Decision of 24 November 1971

(res. 302 (1971)3,  para. 3.
(b) of the General Assembly

Situation in Namibia:
Decision of 30 January 1970 (res.  276

(1970)),  preamble.
Decision of 29 July 1970 (res. 283

(1970) ), preamble.
Decision of 20 October 1971 (res. 301

(1971)),  para.  1.

2. Request for compliance with previous resolutions
(i) Situation in the Middle East:

Decision of 15 September 1969 (res. 271
(1969)),  para. 5.

(ii) Situation in Southern Rhodesia:
Decision of 18 March 1970 (res. 277

(1970)),  para. 8.
Decision of 17 November 1970 (res.

288 (1970)),  para. 4.
3. Warning against failure to comply with Council

decisions
(i) Situation in the Middle East:

Decision of 1 April 1969 (res. 265
(1969)),  para. 3 .

Decision of 19 May 1970 (res. 280
(1970)),  para.  3 .

(ii) Complaint by Guinea:
Decision of 22 December 1969 (res. 275

(1969)),  para. 5 .
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Decision of 8 December 1970 (res. 290
(1970)),  para.  8.

4. Request to States to exert iniluencc to  induce
compliance

(i) Situation in Namibia:
Decision of 20 March 1969 (res. 264

(1969)),  para.  7.
(ii) Complaint by Guinea:

Decision of 8 December 1970 (res.  290
(1970)),  para.  10.

5. Declaration of intention to consider further meas-
ures under the Charter

(i) Situation in Namibia:
Decision of 20 March 1969 (res.  264

(1969)),  para. 8.
(ii) Situation in the Middle East:

Decision of 1 April 1969 (res.  265
(1969) ), para. 3.

Decision of 3 July 1969 (res.  267
(1969) ), para.  7.

Decision of 26 August 1969 (rcs. 270
(1969)),  para.  .4

Decision of 15 Scptcmber  1969 (res.  271
(1969)),  para.  6.

Decision of 19 May 1970 (res. 280
(1970)),  para.  3.

(iii) Complaint by Zambia:
Decision of 28 July 1969 (rcs.  268

(1969)). para. 5.
Decision of 12 October 1971 (res. 300

(1971)),  para. 3.
(iv) Complaint by Senegal:

Decision of 9 December 1969 (res. 273
(1969)),  para.  3.

Decision of 24 November 1971 (res. 302
(1971)),  para. 9.

6. Urging States not Members of the United Nations,
in accordance with Article 2 of the Charter, to
observe the provisions of the resolutions of the
Council

Situation in Southern Rhodesia:
Decision of 18 March 1970 (res.  277 (1970)),

para.  18. .
7 . Invoking Article 6 of the Charter

Situation in Namibia:
Decision of 12 August 1969 (res. 269 (1969)).

preamble.

G . Deprecation of refusal or failure to implement resolutions
and decisions of the Security Council

(i) Situation in Namibia:
Decision of 20 hIarch  1969 (rcs.  264 (1969)),

para.  6.
Decision of 12 August 1969 (res. 269 (1969)).

para.  2.
Decision of 30 January 1970 (res. 276 (1970)).

para. 1.
(ii) Situation in the Middle East:

Decision of 1 April 1969 (res. 265 (1969)).
para.  3.

Decision of 3 July 1969 (res. 267 (1969)),
para.  2.

Decision of 26 August 1969 (res.  270 (1969)),
para. 1.

Decision of 15 September 1969 271(res.
(1969)). para.  5.

Decision of 19 May 1970 (res. 280 (1970)).
para.  1.

Decision of 25 September 1971 (res.  298
(1971)),  para.  2.

(iii) Question of race conflict in South Africa:
Decision oE 23 July 1970 (res. 282 (1970)),

para. 3.
(iv) Situation in Southern Rhodesia:

Decision of 17 November 1970 (res. 288
(1970)),  para. 4.

(v) Complaint by Senegal:
Decision of 24 November 1971 (res.  302

(1371)),  para.  4.
H. Deprecation  of refusal or failure to implement the resolu-

tions of the General Assembly
(i) Situation in Namibia:

Decision of 20 March 1969 (res. 264 (1969)),
para. 6.

Decision of 30 January 1970 (res.  276 (1970)),
para. 1.

(ii) Situation in the Middle East:
Decision of 3 July 1969 (res. 267 (1969)),

para. 2.
Decision of 15 September 1969 (res. 271

(1969)),  para.  5 .
Decision of 25 September 1971 (res. 298

(1971)),  para.  2.
I. Deprecation of actions in defiance of the authority of the

United Nations
(i) Situation in Namibia:

Decision of 12 August 1969 (res. 269 (1969)),
para. 2.

Decision of 30 January 1970 (res. 276 (1970) ),
para. 3.

(ii) Situation in Southern Rhodesia:
Decision of 18 March 1970 (res. 277 (1970)),

para. 6.

IX. Measures IO ensure  further cunsiclrrotion
A. Request for information on implementation of resolutions

or developments in a situation
1. From the parties

Situation in the Middle East:
Decision of 3 July 1969 (res. 267 (1969)),

para. 6.
2 . From Member States or all States

(i) Situation in Southern Rhodesia:
Decision of 18 March 1970 (res. 277

1(1970)),  paras.  19, 23.
(ii) Situation in Namibia:

Decision of 29 July 1970 (res. 283
( 1 9 7 0 ) ) .  para. 1 3 .

3. From the Secretary-General
(i) Situation in Namibia:

Decision of 20 March 1969 (res. 264
(1969) ), para. 9.

Decision of 12 August 1969 (res. 269
(1970)),  para. 9.

Decision of 20 October 1971 (res. 301
(1971)),  para. 16.

(ii) Situation in the Middle East:
Decision of 3 July 1969 (res. 267

(1969)),  para. 8.
Decision of 15 September 1969 (res.  271

(1969) ), para. 7.
Decision of 25 September 1971 (res. 298

(1971)),  para. 5.
(iii) Situation in Southern Rhodesia:

Decision of 1R  March 1970 (res. 277
(1970)). para. 20.

(iv) Question of race conflict in South Africa:
Decision of 23 July 1970 (res. 282

(1970)),  para. 5.
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(v) Complaint by Senegal:
Decision of 24 November 1971 (rcs.

302 (1971)),  pnrn.  8.

(vi) Situation in the  India/Pakistan subcon-
tinent:

Decision of 21 December 1971 (res. 307
(1971)),  para.  6.

4. From specialized agencies and other organs of the
United Nations

(i) Situation in Namibia:
Jjccision of 30 January 1970 (res.  276

(1970)),  para.  7 .
(ii) Situation in Southern Rhodesia*

Decision of 18 March 1970 (res.  277
(1970)). para. 23.

B. Provision by express decision to consider the matter
further

(i) Situation in Namibia:
Decision of 20 March 1969 (res.  264 (1969)),

para.  10.
Decision of 12 August 1969 (res.  269 (1969)),

para. 10.
Decision of 30 January 1970 (res. 276 (1970)),

para.  9.
Decision of 29 July 1970 (res.  283 (1970)),

para.  17.
(ii) Complaint by Zambia:

Decision  of 28 July 1969 (rcs.  268 (1969)),
para.  6.

(iii) Complaint by Senegal:
Decision of 9 December 1969 (res. 273 (1969) ),

para. 4.
Decision of 24 November 1971 (res. 302

(1971)),  para.  10.
(iv) Situation in Southern Rhodesia:

Decision of 18 March 1970 (res. 277 (1970)).
para. 24.

Part II

Decision of 17 November 1970 (res.  288
(1970)),  para.  6.

(v) Complaint by Guinea:
Decision of 23 November 1970 (res.  289

(1970)),  para. 5.
JIecision o f  8  D e c e m b e r  1 9 7 0  (rcs.  2 9 0

(1970)). para. 12.
Decision of 3 August 1971 (res. 295 (1971)).

para.  4.
(vi) Situation in the India/Pakistan subcontinent:

Decision of 21 December 1971 (res. 307
(1971)).  para. 7.

C . Deferment of consideration for other efforts to materialize
Question concerning the islands of Abu Muss,  the
Greater Tunb and the Lesser Tunb:

Decision: President’s  statement of 9 December 1971.

X. Mcnsurrs  in connc-xion  with the inability of the
Security  C o u n c i l  t o  rrnch  a n  ngrremrnt

A. Referring question to the General Assembly under Gen-
eral Assembly  resolution 377 A (V) -

Situation in the India/Pakistan subcontinent:
Decision of 6 December 1971 (res. 303 (1971)),  last

para.

Xl. Meemres  to promote intcrnntionnl peace  and srcurit:

A. Periodic meeting? of the Security Council in accordance
with Article 28 (2) of the Charter

Initiation of a periodic meeting8
Decision: President’s statement of 12 June 1970.

a Pursuant to the decision taken on 12 June 1970. a periodic
meeting of the Council (1555th meeting) was held in private
on 2 J October 1970. At the close of the meeting a communiqut
was issued by the Secretary-General in accordance with rule
55 of the provisional rules of procedure of the Council.

SJTIJATJON  I N  NASIIl%JA

INITIAL  PROCEiDlSCS

By letter3 dated  14 March 1969 addressed to the
President of the Security Council, the representatives
of Afghanistan, Algeria, Burundi, Cameroon, Ceylon,
Chad, Congo (Brazzaville), Congo (Democratic Re-
public of), Equatorial Guinea, Gabon, Ghana, Guinea,
India, Indonesia,  Ivory Coast, Madagascar, Mali, Mau-
ritania, Mauritius, Morocco, Ncpnl, Niger, Nigeria,
Pakistan, Philippines, Rtvvnndn,  Scncgnl,  Sierra Lconc,
Singapore, Somalia, Southern Yemen,  Sudan, Syria,
Togo, Tunisia, Uganda, United  Arab Republic, United
Republic of Tanzania, Yugoslavia and Zambia requested
an urgent meeting of the  Security Council to examine
the deteriorating situation in Namibia. In the  letter, it
was recalled that the General Assembly, by its resolu-
tion 2145 (XXI), had terminated the  mandate of the
South African Government to administer Namibia
(South U’est  Africa), and had decided that “henceforth
South West  Africa comes  under the direct responsibility
of the  United Nations”. That resolution had also renf-
firmed the  innlienablc  rights of the  people of the  Terri-
tory to self-determination. freedom and indcpcndcncc  in
accordance with the relevant provision5  of  the  Charter
of the United Nations and General Assembly resolution
_I_.-

0 s/9090.

1514 (XV), It was further recalled  in the letter  that
the Security Council, in its resolution 246 (1968),  had
recognized its special responsibilities  towards the people
and Territory of Namibia. In spite  of the decisions of
the General Assembly and the Security Council, the
Government of South Africa continued to maintain its
occupation of the Territory of Namibia, constituting “a
grave threat to international peace and security”. Hav-
ing regard to General Assembly resoluticins  2372
(XXII) and 2403 (XXIII), it was thus incumbent
upon the Security Council to examine urgently  the
grave situation and to take, in accordance with the
relevant provisions of the Charter, appropriate meas-
urcs  to enable the people  of Namibia to exercise their
right to sell’-determination  and independence. The rcp-
rcscntatives  of Cyprus, Ethiopia, Liberia. I,ibya,  Mon-
golia and Turkey  subsequently associntcd themselves
with that rcqucst.ln

At the 1464th meeting on 20 March 1969, following
the adoption of the agenda,” the representative of the
United Arab Republic. who had requested participation
in the  discussion  in his capacity as Prcsidcnt of the
United Nations Council for Namibia for that month,
was invited to participate in the discussion.la  The

to S/9090  and Add.l-3, OR, 24th  yr., Suppl.  for lam-March
1969, pp. 126-127.

11  1463th meeting. preceding para.  8.
12  Ibid., para.  9.
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Council considered the question at its 1464th and
1465th meetings,  both held on 20 March 1969.
Decision of 20 March 1969: Resolution 264 (1969)

At the. 1464th meeting, the President (Hungary)
stated that a change had been made in the title of the
item from “The Question of South West Africa” to
“The situation in Namibia” in view of General Assem-
bly resolution 2372 (XXII) of 12 June 1968 which
had proclaimed that, henceforth, South West Africa
should bc known as Namibia. He added that the agenda
for the  meeting  had been drawn up in accordance with
that decision of the Gcncral Assembly.

At the same meeting, the representative of Algeria,
referring to the fact that the General Assembly had
terminated the mandate exercised by South Africa over
Namibia and that the Security Council had recognized
its special responsibility towards its people and the Ter-
ritory, stated that the Council must now determine the
means  of imposing the collective will of the Members
of the United Nations in order to achieve the right of
self-determination for the Namibians. The United Na-
tions, he added, must assume direct responsibility for
the administration of Namibia until its accession to full
sovereignty. In so doing, the United Nations would be
simply performing its cardinal task of decolonization
under General Assembly resolution 1514 (XV). The
continued occupation of Namibia by South Africa was
not only a case of “direct armed aggression” and a
serious violation of the fundamental principles of the
Charter, but that Government was also engaged in the
systematic destruction of the unity of the Namibian
people and of the integrity of its territory, which must
be recognized as “the ravest threat to international
peace and security”. T e Council should, therefore,Ii
consider practicaI  measures to secure the withdrawal
of the South African authorities from Namibia, even if
it had to be accomplished through enforcement meas-
ures.l*
Decision of 20 March 1969 (1465th meeting) : resolu-

tion 264 (1969)
At the 1464th meeting, the representative of Zambia

introduced” a draft resolution, jointly submitted by
Colombia, Nepal, Pakistan, Paraguay, Senegal and
Zambia.15  Referring to its paragraph 2,l” he stated that
the sponsors of the draft resolution would have liked
it to state that South Africa’s continued presence in
Namibia was an act of aggression and, therefore, a
threat to international peace and security. However,
they had had to accomodate  the feelings of certain
members who were averse to the idea of an inevitable
confrontation with South Africa. He pointed out that,
in the view of the sponsors of the draft resolution,
paragraph 817 did not entirely exclude the application
of Chapter VII of the Charter.‘*

13 1464th meeting, paras.  17-29.
14 I&i..  para.  33.

1s  S/91001  Ibid.
16 According to paragraph 2, the Security Council would

consider that the  continued presence of South Africa in Nami-
bia was illegal and contrary to the principles of the Charter
and Ihe previous decisions of the United Nations and was
detrimental to the interests of the population of Ihe  territory
and those of the international community.

17 Paragraph 8 provided that,  in the event of failure on the
part of the Government of South Africa to comply with the
provisions of the present resolution. the Security Council would
meet immediately to determine upon necessary steps in nccord-
ante with the relevant provisions of the Charter of the United
Nations.

1s  1464th meeting, paras.  38, 43.

At the 1465th meeting on 20 March 1969, the
representative of the United Arab Republic* speaking
as the  President of the  United Nations Council for
Namibia, stated that the  Council which had been
charged with the administration of the Territory of
Namibia on behalf of the United Nations until the
attainment of independence, had not been able to dis-
charge its responsibility due to the policy of defiance
and obstruction pursued by the South African author-
ities. The continued and illegal presence of South Africa
in Namibia constituted an act of aggression which the
United Nations had the responsibrlity  to suppress by
all the means provided to it by the Charter. It was
only if all necessary measures were taken for the re-
moval of South Africa’s presence from the Territory
that the Council for Namibia could be expected to dis-
charge its responsibility and the pcoplc  of Namibia
achieve their freedom  and independence.lD

At the same meeting, the Council adopted*O the draft
resolution by 13 votes to none with 2 abstentions.

The resolutiorF  read as follows:
“The Securify Council,
“Taking  nute of General Assembly resolutions

2248 (S-V) of 19 May 1967, 2324 (XXII) and
2325 (XXII) of 16 December 1967, 2372 (XXTI)
of 12 June 1968 and 2403 (XXIII) of 16 December
1968,

“Taking inlo account General Assembly resolution
2145 (XXI) of 27 October 1966 by which the
General Assembly of the United Nations terminated
the Mandate of South West Africa and assumed
direct responsibility for the territory until its inde-
pendence,

“Recalling its resolutions 245 (1968) of 25 Jan-
uary 1968 and 246 (1968) of 14 March 1968,

“Reufirming  the inalienable right of the people of
Namibia to freedom and independence in accordance
with the provisions of General Assembly resolution
1514 (XV) of 14 December 1960,

“Mindful of the grave consequences of South
Africa’s continued occupation of Namibia,

“Reufirming  its special responsibility toward the
people and the territory of Namibia,

“1. Recognizes that the United Nations General
Assembly terminated the Mandate of South Africa
over Namibia and assumed direct responsibility for
the territory until its independence;

“2. Considers that the continued presence of
South Africa in Namibia is illegal and contrary to
the principles of the Charter and the

x
revious deci-

sions of the United Nations and is etrimental to
the interests  of the  population of the Territory and
those of the international community;

“3. Calls upon the Government of South Africa
to withdraw immediately its administration from the
Territory;

“4. Declares that the actions of the Government
of South Africa designed to destroy the national unity
and territorial integrity of Namibia through the es-
tablishment of Bantustans are contrary to the provi-
sions of the Charter of the United Nations;

10 1465th meeting, paras.  99-102.
20 Ibid.. para. 165.
21  Resolution 264 (1969).
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“5. Declares that the Government of South Africa
has no right to enact the ‘South West Africa Affairs
Bill’, as such an enactment would be a violation of
the  relevant resolutions of the General Assembly;

“6. Conderrzns  the refusal of South Africa tn com-
ply with General Assembly  resolutions  2145 (XXI),

(S-V), 2324 (XXII), 2325 (XXII). 2372
(XXII) and 2403 (XXIII) and Security Council
resolutions  245 (1968) and 246 (1968);

“7. Invites all States to exert their influence in
order to obtain compliance by the Government of
South Africa with the provisions of the present reso-
lution;

“8. Decides that in the event of failure on the
part of the Government of South Africa to comply
with the provisions of the present resolution, the
Security Council will meet immediately to determine
upon necessary steps or measures in accordance with
the relevant provisions of the Charter of the United
Nations;

“9. Requests the Secretary-General to follow
closely the implementation of the present resolution
and to report  to the Security Council as soon as
possible;

“10. Decides to remain actively seized of the
matter.”

Decision of 12 August 1969 (1497th meeting): reso-
lution 269 (1969)
By letter** dated 24 July 1969 addressed to the Pres-

ident of the Security Council, the representatives of
Chile, Colombia, Guyana, India, Indonesia, Nigeria,
Pakistan, Turkey, United Arab Republic, Yugoslavia
and Zambia, members  of the United Nations Council
for Namibia, requested an urgent meeting of the Secu-
rity Council to consider the situation resulting from the
wholly negative reaction of South Africa to Security
Council resolution 264 (1969) and from the measures
which it was continuing to take in defiance of the
authority of the Securit Council and the General
Assembly. It was recalle d in the letter that the above-
mentioned resolution had called upon the Government
of South Africa immediately to withdraw its adminis-
tration from the Territory of Namibia and had decided
that in the event of failure on the part of South Africa
to comply, the  Security Council would meet immedi-
ately to determine upon necessary steps in accordance
with the relevant provisions of the Charter of the
United Nations.

By letterz3 dated 1 August 1969, the representatives
of Afghanistan, Algeria, Burma, Burundi. Cameroon,
Central African Republic, Ceylon, Chad, Congo (Braz-
zaville), Congo (Democratic Republic of), Cyprus,
Dahomey, Equatorial Guinea, Ethiopia, Gabon, Ghana,
Guinea, Iran, Iraq, Ivory Coast, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait,
Laos, Liberia, Libya, Madagascar, Mali, Mauritania,
Mauritius, Mongolia. Morocco, Nepal, Niger, Philip-
pines, Rwanda, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Sierra  Leone,
Sinrapore,  Somalia, Southern Yemen, Sudan, Syria,
Th&lnnd,  Togo. Tunisia, Uganda, United Republic of
TanTnnia,  Upper Volta and Yemen associated them-
selves with the above-mentioned request for an urgent
Council action to deal with the  dangcrnus  situation in
Namibia. The letter stated that the situation arising out
of South Africa’s refusal to comply with the decisions

** S/9359. OR, 24th yr..  Suppl.  {or July-Sept. 1969. p. 138.
2s  S/9372 and Add.l -3,  OR, 24th  yr . ,  Suppl.  for  July-.Gpt.

1 9 6 9 ,  p. 1 4 7 .

of the United Nations, in particular with Council rcso-
lutions 245 (1968),  246 (1968) and 264 (1969),  was
urgent  and serious, whose  continuance would aggravate
the already serious  threat to international peace and
security in the area, and that only resolute action by the
Security Council under the provisions of Chapter VII
of the  United Nations Charter could achieve the  objec-
tive of securing the immediate withdrawal of South
Africa from Namibia,

At the  1492nd meeting on 30 July 1969, the Security
Council included the question in its agenda,“J  and con-
sidered it at the 1492nd to 1497th meetings, held
between 30 July and 12 August 1969. At the  1492nd
mectin(T the representative of Chile was invited to
particiF&  in the discussion.2s  Subsequently, at the
1493rd meeting, an invitation was also extended to the
representative of India.20

At the  1492nd  meeting, the representative of Colom-
bia called the Council’s attention to a lettcrz7 dated 23
July 1969 which he had addressed in his capacity as
President of the United Nations Council for Namibia
for that month to the  President of the Security Coun-
cil, and in which he had pointed out that the Council
for Namibia had been unable to discharge its respon-
sibility under the terms  of General Assembly rcsolu-
tions 2145 (XXI) and 2248 (S-V) owing to the
South African Government’s defiance of these resolu-
tions and of the United Nations authority in continuing
the illegal occupation of the Territory. He had also
expressed concern in that letter at the policy pursued
by South Africa of dismembering the Territory of
Namibia by the establishment of “homelands” and
prosecuting Namibians in an arbitrary trial. The Secu-
rity Council had reached the point when it could not
allow South Africa to continue its illegal occupation
of Namibia and thus challenge the authority of the
Council and of the United Nations. Pursuant to oper-
ative paragraph 8 of its resolution 264 (1969),  the
Security Council had now to decide upon the necessary
measures in accordance with the relevant provisions
of the  Charter of the United Nations.2s

The representative of Zambia emphasized that, in
view of South Africa’s defiance  of Security Council
resolution 264 (1969) and other decisions of the
United Nations there was no other way of dealing
with this problem but to apply Chapter VII of the
Charter of the United Nations.2!’

Subsequently, at the 1497th meeting on 12 Au-
gust 1969, the representative of Zambia introducedRo
a draft resolution,31  jointly submitted by Algeria,
Colombia, Pakistan, Paraguay, Senegal and Zambia
and requested that a vote be taken on the draft rcsolu-
tion on that day.

At the same meeting, the draft resolution was
adopted22  by 11 votes to none with 4 abstentions.
The resolutions3 read as follows:

“The Security Council,
“Recalling its resolution 264 ( 1969) of 20

March 1969,

2J  1492nd  meeting, preceding para.  1.
2~5 Ibid., para.  1.
20  1493rd meeting. para.  64.
27  S/9352,  OR. 24th  yr., Suppl. for July-Sept. 1969, p. 136.
28  1492nd meetinc.  Daras.  6-25.
2) lb;,/  2824:pirr:ks.
3” 1497th meeting. paras.  10-13.
31 S/9384; same text as resolution 269 (1969).
32 1497th meet ing,  22 .para.
33 Resolution 269 (1969).
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“Taking note of the report of the Sccrctary-
General contained in document  S/9204,

“Mirulful of its responsibility to take  necessary
action to secure strict compliance with the obliga-
tions cntercd  into by States Mcmbcrs of the United
Nations under the provisions of Article 25 of the
Charter of the  United Nations,

“Minciflrf nlso of its rcsponsibilitics  under Article 6
of the  Charter of the United Nations,

“1, Reafirms  its resolution 264 ( 1969) ;

“2. Condemns  the Government of South Africa
for its refusal to comply with resolution 264 (1969)
and for its persistent defiance of the authority of
the  United Nations;

“3. Decides that the continued occupation of
the Territory of Namibia by the South African
authorities  constitutes an aggressive  encroachment
on the authority of the United Nations, a violation
of the territorial integrity and a denial of the polit-
ical sovereignty of the people  of Namibia;

“4. Recognizes the legitimacy of the struggle
of the pcoplc  of Namibia against the illegal presence
of the South African authorities in the Territory;

“5. Calls upon the Govcmmcnt of South Africa
to withdraw its administration from the Territory
immediately and in any case before 4 October 1969;

“6. Decides that in the event of failure on the
part of the Government of South Africa to comply
with the provisions of the preceding paragraph of
the present resolution, the Security Council will
meet immediately to determine upon effective meas-
ures in accordance with the appropriate provisions
of the relevant Chapters of the  Charter of the United
Nations;

“7. Culls upon all States to refrain from all
dealings with the Government  of South Africa pur-
porting to act on behalf of the Territory of Namibia;

“8. Reqrtesfs  all St’atcs  to increase their moral
and material assistance to the people of Namibia
in their struggle against foreign  occupation;

“9. Requests the Secretary-General to follow
closely  the implementation of the present resolution
and to report to the Security Council as soon as
possible;

“IO. Decides to remain actively seized of the
mnttcr.”

Decision of 30 January 1970 (1529th meeting) : reso-
lution 276 (1970)
By Ictter34  dated 26 January 1970 addrcsscd  to the

President  of the Security Council, the  representatives
of Afghanistan, Algeria, Burundi, Cambodia, Ceylon,
Chad, Congo  (Democratic Republic of), Congo (Peo-
plc’s Republic of), Dahomcy, Ethiopia. Gabon, India,
Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Jordan, Kuwait, Laos, Lebanon,
Liberia,  Lihya, Madagascar, Malaysia, Mali, Maurita-
nia, Mauritius, Morocco, Nepal, Niger,  Niferin, Pakis-
tan, Rwanda, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Soma-
lia, Southern Yemen, Sudan, Syria, Togo, Tunisia,
Turkey, Uganda, United Arab Republic, United Re-
public of Tanzania, Upper Volta, Yugoslavia and Zam-

34 S/9616.

bia rcfcrred  to paragraph 6 of Security  Council resolu-
tion 269 (1969) and requested an urgent meetins of
the Security Council to cxaminc  the situation resulting
from the failure of the Government of South Africa to
comply with the letter and spirit of that resolution,  in
particular its paragraph 4.9”  The representatives  of
Cameroon, Cyprus, Ghana, Guinea, Japan, Kenya,
Philippines, Thailand and Yemen subsequently asso-
ciatcd themselves with this rcquest.“‘J

At the 1527th meeting on 28 January 1970, follow-
ing the adoption of the agenda,:!;  the rcprcscntativc
of Turkey, who had requested to participate in the
Council discussion in his capacity as President of the
United Nations Council for Namibia for that month,
was invited to participate in the discussion.“Y Subse-
quently, at the 1529th meeting, the Council also de-
cided to invite the representatives of India and Pakis-
tan.s” The Council considered the question at the
1527th to 1529th meetings held between 28 and 30
January 1970.

At the 1527th meeting, the representative of Finland
introducedi  a draft resolution,41  jointly submitted by
Burundi, Finland, Nepal, Sierra Leone and Zambia.

In introducing the draft resolution, the  rcprcscntative
of Finland observed that its purpose was to make  it
possible, in the absence of the possibility of action
under Chapter VII of the Charter, on which the division
of opinion in the Council seemed irreconcilable, for
the Security Council to explore the possibilities of
practical action by which it could advance the cause
of the people of Namibia. It sought to define  the area
of agreement between the great majority of Members
and purposely avoided those  issues which tended to
divide the Council.42

At the 1528th meeting on 29 January 1970, the
representative of Finland, on behalf of the  sponsors
of the five-Power draft resolution, submitted a number
of revisions43  to the draft resolution which had been
arrived at as a result of consultations both within the
Council and with delegations from outside the Council.

At the same meeting, the representative of Turkey,*
as the President of the United Nations Council for
Namibia, stated that the Council, at its recent meetings.
had examined new ways and means, practical and
effective steps, which would not necessarily stand in
the way of the stern solutions set out in Chapter VII
of the  Charter and which only the .Security Council
could invoke. It had considered an interim report from
a sub-committee entrusted with examining the ways
and means of assisting the Security Council to promote
the implementation of the previous  resolutions  adopted,
and particularly resolution 269 (1969). In the  light
of the foregoing, he expressed the hope that the ati hoc
sub-committee envisaged in the draft resolution would
work as quickly as possible and submit to the Security
Council recommendations in keeping with the  views of

35  Paragraph 4 of resolution 260 (1969) provided that the
Security Council “recognizes the legitimacy of the  struggle  of
th*:  people  of Namihin npninst  the illegal presence of the South
African authorities in the Territory”.

3’)  S/9616/Add.l-3,  O R ,  25th  yr.,  Suppl.  f o r  Jun.-Mtrrcl~
1970.  p. I 12.

37  1527th  meeting, prcccding  para.  24.
zx  //PA..  narn.  26.
39  l5?%h  meeting, paras.  2. 70.
4’)  1527th  meeting, pxnr.  30, 31.
41 S/9620.  OR, 2Sih ! r..  Supp/,  for Itrrr..hlorclr  1970,  p,  I IJ.
42 3.527th  meeting. paras.  35-38.
4X  S’962O/Rev.l.  1528th  meeting, porns.  4 - 9 .
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the United Nations Council for Namibia regarding the
need for effective  action.”

The  representative of the USSR held that the posi-
tion of South Africa in disregarding the decisions of
the  United Nations, including those  of the Security
Council which were binding on all States  Mcmbcrs of
the United Nations under Article 25 of the  Charter,
represcntcd  a threat to peace and international security.
Hc recalled that Security Council resolution 269
(1969) had warned the Government of South Africa
that, if by 4 October 1969 it had not withdrawn its
administration from Namibia, the Council would detcr-
mine upon “effective measures in accordance  with the
appropriate provisions of the  relevant Chapters of the
Charter of the United Nations”. In order  to exert
effective pressure on South Africa and bring about an
end to the  occupation of Namibia, the Security Council
must call upon all States to discontinue completely all
economic, trade, transport and other relationships with
the  Republic of South Africa in accordance with Article
41 of the Charter.4s

At the 1529th meeting, on 30 January 1970, the
revised draft resolution was put to the vote and
adopted ‘Ii  by 13 votes to none, with 2 abstentions. It
read as follows:”

“The Security Council,
“Reufirming  the inalienable right of the people

of Namibia to freedom and independence recognized
in General Assembly resolution 1514 (XV) of 14
December 1960,

“Renfirming  General Assembly resolution 2 145
(XXI) of 27 October 1966, by which the United
Nations decided that the Mandate for South West
Africa was terminated and assumed direct responsi-
bility for the Territory until its independence,

“Reafirming  Security Council resolution 264
(1969) of 20 March 1969 in which the Council
recognized the termination of the Mandate and
called upon the Government of South Africa to
withdraw immediately its administration from the
Territory,

“Reaflirming  that the extension and enforcement
of South African laws in the  Territory together with
the  continued detentions, trials and subsequent scn-
tenting of Namibians by the Government of South
Africa constitute illeeal acts and flagrant violations
of the  rights of the kamibians  concerned, the Uni-
versal Declaration of Human Rights and the  interna-
tional status of the Territory, now under direct
United Nations responsibility,

“Recoiling  Security Council resolution 269 (1969)
of 12 August 1969,

“ 1 . Sfrongly  condemns the refusal of the Gov-
ernment of South Africa to comply with the resolu-
tions of the General Assembly and Security Council
pertaining to Namibia:

“2. Declares that the continued presence  of the
South African authorities in Namibia is illegal and
that consequently all act? taken by the Government
of South Africa on behalf of or concerning Namibia
after  the  termination of the Mandate are illegal and
invalid;

44 1528th meeting, paras.  27-29.
4I, Ihit?.,  paras.  102. 103. I IS. 119.
46  IS!Otl1  meeting.  pals.  184,
47 Resolut ion 276 (1970).

“3. Declares further that the defiant attitude
of the Government of South Africa towards the
Council’s decisions undermines the  authority of the
United Nations;

“4. Considers that the  continued occupation of
Namibia by the Government of South Africa in
defiance of the relevant United Nations resolutions
and of the Charter of the United Nations has rave
consequences for the rights and interests o P the
pcoplc  of Namibia;

“5. Cnfls  upon all States,  particularly those
which have economic and other interests in Namibia,
to refrain from any dealings with the Government
of South Africa which are inconsistent with para-
graph 2 of the present resolution;

“6. Decides to establish, in accordance with
rule 28 of its provisional rules of procedure, an
Ad Hoc Sub-Committee of the Council to study, in
consultation with the Secretary-General, ways and
means by which the relevant resolutions of the
Council, including the present resolution, can be
effectively implemented In accordance with the  ap-
propriate provisions of the Charter, in the light of
the  flagrant refusal of South Africa to withdraw from
Namibia, and to submit its recommendations by 30
April 1970;

“7. Requests all States, as well as the specialized
agencies and other relevant organs of the United
Nations, to give the Sub-Committee all the informa-
tion and other assistance it may require in pursuance
of the present resolution;

“8. Further requesfs the Secretary-General to
give every assistance to the Sub-Committee in the
performance of its task;

“9. Decides to resume consideration of the
question of Namibia as soon as the recommendations
of the Sub-Committee have been made available.”

Decision of 29 July 1970 (1550th meeting) : resolu-
tions 283 ( 1970) and 284 ( 1970)
By lctter4R dated 23 July 1970 addressed to the

President  of the Security Council, the representatives
of Burundi, Finland, Nepal, Sierra Leone and Zambia,
referring to paragraph 9 of Security Council resolution
276 (1970) whereby the Council had decided to
resume consideration of the question of Namibia as
soon as the recommendations of the Ad Hoc Sub-Com-
mittee, established in pursuance of that resolution, were
made available and noting that the Sub-Committee had
submitted its report 4o to the Council, requested an
earlv meeting of the  Security Council to resume consid-
cration  of the question of Namibia.

At the  1550th meeting on 29 July 1970, the Council
included in its agenda the report of the Ad Hoc Sub-
Committee as well as the letter from the represcntativcs
of the  five countries and considered the  question at
that meeting.

After the adoption of the agenda.“” the President
caIIcd the Council’s  attentions1  to two draft resolutions
which had been submitted to the Council for consid-
eration, one sponsored jointly by Burundi, Finland,
Nepnl,  Sierra Leone and Znmbias’  and the  other spon-
sored by Finland.s3

48  S/9886, OR, 25rh  yr.,  Suppl.  for July-Sept.  1970,  p. 117.
4’s  ‘9863,  ihirl.. p.  81.
JO  1550th meeting, preceding para.  1.
fil /hid., para 1.
.‘r? S/9891.
fin  S/9892.
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In introducing the five-Power draft resolution, the
representative  of Burundi stated that the rapid expan-
sion of the armed forces of South Africa in rcccnt
years was not only the chief cause of its refusal to
withdraw from Namibia but also the certain source
of a future world conflagration, a danger that the
Security Council, in its capacity of guarantor of inter-
national peace, could not minimize. He observed that
the draft resolution was inspired by the main conclu-
sions of the report of the Acf  Hoc Sub-Committee on
Namibia.5a

The representative of Finland introduced the second
draft resolution, whereby the Council would request
an advisory opinion of the International Court of
Justice, and stated that his proposal was also intended
to reactivate the International Court of Justice itself.
It was one of the principal organs of the United Nations
and the  highest international authority on law whose
role was essential for the development of a peaceful
international order.6s

At the  same meeting, the five-Power draft resolution
was put to the vote and was adoptcdsa  by 13 votes to
none with 2 abstentions. It read as follows:E7

“The Securify  Council,
“ReafJirming  once more the  inalienable right of

the people of Namibia to freedom and independence
recognized in General Assembly resolution 1514
(XV) of 14 December 1960,

“Reufirming  Security Council resolutions 264
( 1969) of 20 March 1969 and 276 ( 1970) of 30
January 1970 in which the Council recognized the
decision of the General Assembly to terminate the
Mandate for South West Africa and assume direct
responsibility for the Territory until its independence
and in which the continued presence of the South
African authorities in Namibia, as well as all acts
taken by that Government on behalf of or concerning
Namibia after the termination of the Mandate, were
declared illegal and invalid,

“Recalling its resolutipn 269 ( 1969) of 12 August
1969,

“Noting with great concern the continued flagrant
refusal of the Government of South Africa to comply
with the decisions of the Security Council demanding
the immediate withdrawal of South Africa from the
Territory,

“Deeply concerned that the enforcement of South
African laws and juridical procedures in the Ter-
ritory have continued in violation of the international
status of the Territory,

“Reaffirming its resolution 282 ( 1970) of 23 July
1970 on the arms embargo acainst the Government
of South Africa and the sipnitfcance  of that resolu-
tion with regard to the Territory and people of
Namibia,

“Recnlling  the decision taken by the Security
Council on 30 January 1970 to establish, in accord-
ance with rule 28 of its provisional rules of proce-
dure, an Ad Hoc Sub-Committee of the  Council to
study, in consultation with the Secretary-General,
ways and means by which the relevant resolutions
of the Council, including resolution 276 (1970),

64 ISSOth  meeting, paras.  3, 12, 13, 31, 32.
5.5  Ihid.. paras. 38.42.
5’; Ibid.. p:1r;,. 155.
67  Resolution 283  (1970).

could be effectively implemented in accordance with
the appropriate provisions of the  Charter of the
United Nations, in the light of the flagrant refusal
of South Africa to withdraw from Namibia, and to
submit its recommendations to the Council,

“Having examined the report submitted by the
Ad Hoc Sub-Committee and the recommendations
contained in that report,

“Bearing in mind the special responsibility of the
United Nations with regard to the Territory of
Namibia and its people,

“1. Requests all States to refrain from any re-
lations-diplomatic, consular or otherwise-with
South Africa implying recognition of the authority
of the Government of South Africa over the Ter-
ritory of Namibia;

“2. Culls lipon all States maintaining diplomatic
or consular relations with South Africa to issue a
formal decIaration  to the Government of South
Africa to the effect that they do not recognize any
authority of South Africa with regard to Namibia
and that they consider South Africa’s continued
presence in Namibia illegal;

“3. Culls  upon all States maintaining such rela-
tions to terminate existing diplomatic and consular
representation as far as they extend to Namibia, and
to withdraw any diplomatic or consular mission or
representative residing in the Territory;

“4. Culls upon all States to ensure that compa-
nies and other commercial and industrial enterprises
owned by, or under direct control of, the State
cease all dealings with respect to commercial or
industrial enterprises or concessions in Namibia;

“5. Culls upon all States to withhold from their
nationals or companies of their nationality not under
direct governmental control, government loans, credit
guarantees and other forms of financial support that
would be used to facilitate trade or commerce with
Namibia;

“6. Culls upon all States to ensure that compa-
nies and other commercial enterprises owned by, or
under direct control of, the State cease all further
investment activities, including concessions in Na-
mibia;

“7. Culls upon all States to discourage their
nationals or companies of their nationality not under
direct governmental control from investing or ob-
taining concessions in Namibia, and to this end to
withhold protection of such investment against claims
of a future lawful government of Namibia;

“8. Requests all States to undertake without
delay a detailed study  and review  of all bilateral
treaties between themselves and South Africa in so
far as these treaties contain provisions by which
they apply to the Territory of Namibia;

“9. Requests the Secretary-General to undertake
without delay a detailed study and review of all mul-
tilateral treaties to which South Africa is a party
and which, either by direct reference or on the basis
of relevant provisions of international law, might bc
considered to apply to the Territory of Namibia;

“10. Requests the United Nations Council for
Namibia to make available to the Security Council
the results of its study  and proposals with regard
to the issuance of passports and visas for Namibians,
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and to undertake a study and make proposals with
regard to special passport and visa regulations to be
adopted by States concerning travel of their citizens
to Namibia;

“11. Culls upon all States to discourage  the pro-
motion of tourism and emigration to Namibia;

“12. Requests the Gcncral Assembly, at its
twenty-fifth session, to set up a United Nations fund
for Namibia to provide assistance to Namibians who
have suffered from persecution and to finance a
comprehensive educational and training programme
for Namibians, with particular regard to their future
administrative responsibilities in the Territory;

“13. Requests all States to report to the Secre-
tary-General on measures they have taken in order
to give effect to the provisions set forth in the present
resolution;

“14. Decides to reestablish, in accordance with
rule 28 of its provisional rules of procedure, the

Sub-Committee on Namibia and to request
the Sub-Committee to study further effective recom-
mendations on ways and means by which the relevant
resolutions of the Council can be effectively imple-
mented in accordance with the appropriate provisions
of the Charter of the United Nations, in the light
of the flagrant refusal of South Africa to withdraw
from Namibia;

“15. Requests the Sub-Committee to study the
replies submitted by Governments to the Secretary-
General in pursuance of paragraph 13 of the present
resolution and to report to the Council as appro-
priate;

“16. Requesfs the Secretary-General to give
every assistance to the Sub-Committee in the per-
formance of its tasks;

“17. Decides to remain actively seized of this
matter.”
The Council then proceeded to the vote on the draft

resolution submitted by Finland. The representative of
France requestedJ8 in accordanc’e  with rule 32 of the
provisional rules of procedure, a separate vote on the
last passage of paragraph 1 of this draft resolution,
reading as follows: “ ‘ . . . notwithstanding Security
Council resolution 296 (1970)‘“. The phrase was
retainedso  by 11 votes to none with 4 abstentions. The
Council then adopted go the Finnish draft resolution as
a whole by 12 votes to none with 3 abstentions. It read
as follows :01

“The Securify  Council,
“Reafiming  the special responsibility of the

United Nations with regard to the Territory and the
people of Namibia,

“Recalling its resolution 276 ( 1970) of 30 Jan-
uary 1970 on the question of Namibia,

“Taking note of the report and recommendations
submitted by the Ad Hoc Sub-Committee established
in pursuance of Security Council resolution 276
(1970).

“Taking  furrher  note of the recommendation of
the Ad Hoc Sub-Committee on the possibility of

18 1550th meeting, para. 157.
m Ibid., para. 159.
60  Ibid.. para. 160.
01 Resolution 284 (1970). For discussion in relation to Arti-

cle 96, see chapter VI, Case  6.

requesting an advisory opinion from the
tional Court of Justice,

“Considering that an advisory opinion fl
International Court of Justice would be usI
the Security  Council in its further considera
the question of Namibia and in furtherance  of the
objectives the Council is seeking,

“1. Decides to submit, in accordance with Arti-
cle 96, paragraph 1, of the Charter of the IJnited
Nations, the following question to the International
Court of Justice, with the request  for an advisory
opinion which shall be transmitted to the Security
Council at an early date;

“ ‘What are the legal consequences for States of
the continued presence of South Africa in Namibia,
notwithstanding Security Council resolution 276
(1970)?‘;

“2. Requesfs the Secretary-General to transmit
the present resolution to the International Court of
Justice, in accordance with Article 65 of the Statute
of the Court, accompanied by all documents likely
to throw light upon the question.”

Decision of 20 October 1971 (1598th meeting) : reso-
lution 301 (1971)
By lettera  dated 17 September 1971 addressed to

the President of the Security Council, the represen-
tatives of Algeria, Botswana, Burundi, Cameroon, Cen-
tral African Republic, Chad, Congo (Democratic Re-
public of), Egypt, Equatorial Guinea, Ethiopia, Gabon,
Ghana, Guinea, Kenya, Liberia, Libyan Arab Repub-
lic, Madagascar, Mali, Mauritania, Mauritius, Morocco,
Niger, Nigeria, People’s Republic of the Congo,
Rwanda, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Somalia, Sudan, Togo,
Tunisia, Uganda., United Republic of Tanzania, Upper
Volta and Zambia referred to resolution AHG/Res.  65
(VIII) adopted on 23 June 1971 at the eighth session
of the Assembly of Heads of State and Government of
the Organization of African Unity, held at Addi,s
Ababa, which had urged the immediate summoning of
a special session of the Security Council to discuss
ways and means of enforcing the past decisions of the
United Nations in the light of the legal obligation
imposed on the world community by the decision of
the International Court of Justice.e3 In pursuance of
that resolution, the Member States submitting the letter
requested that the Security Council be convened on 27
September 197 1, in order to enable His Excellency
Moktar Ould Daddah, Chairman of the Organization
of African Unity at that time, to participate personally
in the debates of the Security Council. The represen-
tatives of Swaziland and Dahomey subsequently became
co-signatories of this letter.64

At the 1583rd meeting on 27 September 1971, the
Council included in its agenda the above-mentioned
letter as well as the report of the Ad Hoc Sub-Com-
mittee on Namibiaas and considered the question at
the  1583rd to 1585th,  1587th to 1589th,  1593rd to
1595th,  1597th and 1598th meetings between 27 Sep-
tember and 20 October 1971. At the 1583rd  meeting,

62 S/10326, OR, 26th yr., Suppl.  for July-Sept. 1971.  p. 64.
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the Chairman of the Assembly of Heads of State and
Government of the Organization of African Unity was
invited to address the Council.‘j”  Subsequently,  invita-
tions were also extended to the representatives of
Ethiopia, Guyana, Liberia, South Africa, and Sudana
Chad,a’  Nigeria, Mauritius,OO Saudi Arabia,‘O India and
Ugnnda.71  The Council also decided to invite, in ac-
cordance with rule 39 of the provisional rules of pro-
cedurc,  the  Presitlcnt of the United Nations Council for
Namibia’” and the  reproscntntive  of the Sou!h  West
Africa People’s Organization.73

At the  1583rd  meeting on 27 September 197 1, the
President of Mauritania and Chairman of the Organi-
zation of African Unity at that time, called the Coun-
cil’s attention to the fact that since 1960  the South
African Government had constantly violated all the
pertinent resolutions of both the General Assembly
and the Security Council and observed that, in the light
of the advisory opinion of the International Court of
Justice which categorically stated that the continued
presence of South Africa in Namibia was illegal and
that it must immediately withdraw its administration
and end its occupation of that Territory, the Organiza-
tion of African Unity had asked that the Security Coun-
cil apply the pertinent provisions of Chapter VII of
the United Nations Charter against the Government of
South Africa. When the Security Council had decided
to apply the necessary measures against the Govern-
ment of South Africa, then the United Nations, in
consultation with the Namibian people and the Organi-
zation of African Unity, should undertake consultations
in order to create the necessary conditions for the
implementation of the declaration of independence of
Namibia as a sovereign State. The Organization of
African Unity was now urging the  Security Council to
go beyond more declarations of principle by taking
concrete action to put an end to the occupation of
the international Territory of Namibia by a foreign
Power. The Organization was fully aware of the diffi-
culties in implementing the terms of Chapter VII, but
the challenge by South Africa to the international com-
munity might well shatter the very basis of the Charter
and be a real threat to international peace and security.
The international community should be called upon
scrupulously and rigorously to apply political, economic
and military sanctions that might be called for by the
circumstances. In that respect, the great Powers, par-
ticularly the permanent members of the Security Coun-
cil, bore special responsibility. He therefore appealed
to the Security Council to apply all the means necessary
to ensure that the principles, the  objectives  and the
decisions of the United Nations were  fully respected.74

At the  1584th meeting on 27 Scptembcr  1971, a
point of order was raised by the reprcscntative  of
Somalia regarding the request of South Africa for
participation in the  Council’s discussion and the termi-
nology contained in this request. Following a proce-

00 15X3rd  meeting. parn.  2.
(ii 1584th  meeting. paras.  46, 48.
a* Ibd.. para.  YJ.
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dural discussion, the Council decided,‘”  without vote,
to invite the represcntativc  of South Africa.

At the same meeting, the  representative of Nigeria
speaking in his capacity as President  of the  United
Nations Council for Namibia, *declared that the advi-
sory opinion of the InternatIonal  Court of Justice
meant  that the Court had recognized the United Nations
Council for Namibia as the de jrrre Government of
Namibia. The Council’s identity and travel documents
for Namibians were recognized by more than 70 Gov-
crnmcnts. However,  if the Council had the legal
powers of a sovereign entity vis-A-vis Namibia, it lacked
the resources and was unable to exercise those powers,
particularly inside the Territory. To enable the Council
for Namibia to carry out its responsibilities, the Secu-
rity Council would have  to put an end to the  illegal
occupation of Namibia by South Africa by the applica-
tion of the strongest possible  measures against that
country, including those provided in Chapter VII of
the Charter if necessary.‘O

The representative of South Africa* said that the
advisory opinion of the International Court of Justice
was completely unacceptable to his Government. The
Court had not answered the  fundamental question in
dispute, namely, under which provision of the Charter
could the General Assembly, which had the power to
discuss and to recommend but not to make binding
decisions or to take direct action, have terminated
South Africa’s right of administration. Nor had the
Court met the issues involved concerning the powers
of the Security Council. Article 2477  conferred upon
the Security Council the primary responsibility for the
maintenance of international peace and security, but,
contrary to the Court’s opinion, it granted no general
powers which the Council could exercise whenever it
deemed that a situation “might lead to a breach of the
peace”. The Court had further stated that, should the
Security Council so intend, any decision which it might
take wouId  be binding in terms of Article 2~5.~~  The
powers that the Charter conferred upon the Council
to discharge its responsibilities, however, were specifi-
cally provided for and carefully circumscribed in
Chapters VI, VII, VIII and XII in order to deal with
“a threat to the peace” or situations “likely to endanger”
the peace. Furthermore, while the Court had rccogmzed
that the Council could validly have acted only for the
purpose of maintaining international peace and secu-
rity, the Court had failed to deal with the clear evidence
that the Council had in fact acted for a completely
different purpose,  namely,  to secure  as an end in itself
the  removal of South Africa from South West Africa.
As for the question of the  factual justification for the
purported revocation of South Africa’s administration
of the Territory, the Court had censured South Africa
while  refusing  to hear detailed cvidcnce  or to co-
operate with South Africa in holding a plebiscite.  The
purpose of the Court’s censure was thus clearly political
rather than legal and emphasized the basically political
nature  of the  Opinion. Acceptance of the  Opinion,
which sought to confer upon the  General Assembly and
the Security Council powers  far surpassing anything
agreed upon by the frarncrs  of the  Charter, nould mean

75 1584th meeting. para.  48. For consideration of the appli-
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ii For the consideration of the  provisions of Article 24, see

in chapter  X11.  part  111.
in For the consideration of the provisions  of Article 25. see
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that, in almost any situation in which two thirds of the
Members of the Organization wished  to impose their
will upon a particular State or group of States,  they
could now do so without regard  to the  provisions of
the  Charter as these had hitherto been understood.
There was peace, prosperity and progress in South West
Africa and no threat to international peace and secu-
rity as a result  of conditions there; thcrc  was thus no
possible role for the  Security Council to play in the
affairs of the  Territory.‘”

At the  1585th meeting on 28 September 1971, the
representative of Liberia* maintained that South Afri-
ca’s determination to continue its illegal prescncc  in
Namibia constituted an act of aggression  and must be
regarded as satisfying one of the requirements of Arti-
cle 39 of the Charter, by virtue of which the Security
Council could take action to restore international peace
and security, including those measures listed under
Article 41 of the Charter. He called upon the perma-
nent members of the Security Council to respect  their
obligations under the Charter, which were concomitant
with their special positions under the terms of Articles
23 and 27, for the protection of the international com-
munity against arbitrary violations of the principles of
the Charter and the decisions of the Organization.so

The  representative of Sierra Leone stated that, con-
trary to what the representative of South Africa had
said, the majority opinion of the Court had examined
the question of the competence of the General Assem-
bly and had concluded that, in respect of Mandates,
it was not limited to the form of recommendations. The
majority opinion had also stated that the Security Coun-
cil, when it had adopted its resolutions on the situation
in Namibia, had been acting in the exercise of what it
deemed to be its primary responsibility, the mainte-
nance of peace and security, which, under the Charter,
embraced situations that might lead to a breach of the
peace. With respect to the  South African complaint
that the Court had issued its opinion without having
heard factual evidence of progress in the Territory,
the Court had found that no factual evidence was
needed for the purpose of determining that the policy
of aparrheid  as applied by South Af&a  in Namibia,
which was a matter of public record, constituted a
denial of fundamental human rights and was a flagrant
violation of the purposes and principles of the  Charter.s*

At the 1589th meeting on 6 October 197 I, the
representative of the United Kingdom stated  that the
part of the Advisory Opinion which asserted that
certain resolutions of the  Security  Council in con-
nexion with the  item on Namibia wcrc legally binding
was open to the  most serious legal objection. His Gov-
ernment considered that the Security Council could
take decisions  generally binding on Member  States only
when it had made a determination under Article 39
that a threat to the peace, breach of the pence or act
of aggression  existed. It had been the  understandilg.
well founded on the Charter, that only in these clr-
cumstances were the decisions binding under Article
2.5.Mz  No such determination existed in relation to the
item on the agenda.83

At the 1593rd meeting on 13 October 1971, the
representative of Syria stated that four Afro-Asian

7:) 1584th  meeting, paras.  96-131.
Ro  1585th meeting, parus.  48-50.
81  Ibid., paras.  65-67, 71, 72.  106, 107.
fi? For the consideration of the provisions of Article 25, see

in chapter XII. part IV.
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members of the  Ad Hoc Sub-Committee on Namibia,
namely, Burundi, Sierra Leone, Somalia and Syria,
had come to the conclusion., presented  in Part B of
paragraph 19 of the Commtttce’s  report (S/10330),
that the  national liberation movcmcnt  in Namibia was
entitled to wage its struggle by all available means and
that any further refusal of South Africa to withdraw
from Namibia would constitute an act of aggression
and a threat to international peace and security within
the context  of Chapter VII of the  Charter. He added
that he fully endorsed the  conclusion of the Intcrna-
tional Court of Justice that Article 25 of the  Charter
applied not only to enforcement  measures adopted
under Chapter VII but also to existing resolutions of
the Security  Council in connexion with the situation in
Namibia.b4

At the 1595th meeting on 15 October 1971, the
representative of Somalia introducedRs  a draft resolu-
tion,“” submitted jointly with Burundi, Sierra Leone
and Syrian Arab Republic.

At the 1597th meeting on 19 October 1971, the
representative of Somalia introduced”’ the revised
text”” of the four-Power draft resolution which, he
said, had been arrived at as a result of consultations
and by incorporating a number of suggestions made
on the original text of the draft resolution.

At the 1598th meeting on 20 October 1971, the
revised draft resolution, which had been further
amended”” by its sponsors as a result of consultations
with members of the Council, was put to the vote and
adopted””  by 13 votes in favour, none against with 2
abstentions. It read as follows:O’

“The Security Council,
“Renfirming  the inalienable right of the people

of Namibia to freedom and independence, as recog-
nized in General Assembly resolution 1514 (XV)
of 14 December 1960,

“Recognizing that the United Nations has direct
responsibility for Namibia, following the adoption
of General Assembly resolution 2145 (XXI) of 27
October 1966, and that States should conduct any
relations with or involving Namibia in a manner
consistent with that responsibility,

“Reafirming  its resolutions 264 (1969) of 20
March 1969, 276 (1970) of 30 January 1970 and
283 (1970) of 29 July 1970,

“Recalling its resolution 284 (1970) of 29 July
1970, in which it requested the International Court
of Justice for an advisory opinion on the question:

“ ‘What arc the legal consequences for States  of
the  continued presence of South Africa in Namibia,
notwithstanding Security Council resolution 276
(1970)?  ‘,

“Gravely concerned at the refusal of the Gov-
ernment of South Africa to comply with the  resolu-
tions of the  Security Council pertaining to Namibia,

84 1593rd  meeting, paras.  71-76, 81-82.
85 1595th meeting, para. 106.
hQS/10372, OH, 26111 yr., Srcppl.  for Oct.-Dec. 1971, pp.

25-26.
87 1597th meeting, para. 5.
x4 S/l0372/Kev.l.  Same text  as resolution 301 (1971).
w In the amended tc‘xt  the word “endorses” in operative

paragraph 6 was replaced by the  words “agrees with”. 1598th
meeting. para.  4.

0” 1598th meeting. para. 31.
83 1589th meeting, paras.  SO-5  1. ‘I* Resolution 301 (1971).
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“Recalling its resolution 282 (1970) of 23 July
1970 on the arms embargo against the Government
of South Africa and stressing the significance of that
resolution with regard to the  Territory of Namibia,

“Recognizing the legitimacy of the movement. of
the people of Namibia against the  illegal occupation
of their Territory by the South African authorities
and their right to self-determination and indepen-
dence,

“Taking note  of the statements of the delegation
of the Organization of African Unity, led by the
President of Mauritania in his capacity as current
Chairman of the Assembly  of Heads of State and
Government of that organization,

“Noting further  the statement of the President of
the United Nations Council for Namibia,

“Having heard the statements of the delegation
of the Government of South Africa,

“Having considered the report of the Ad Hoc Sub-
Committee on Namibia,

“1. Reufirms  that the Territory of Namibia is
the direct responsibility of the United Nations and
that this responsibility includes the obligation to
support and promote the rights of the people of
Namibia in accordance with General Assembly reso-
lution 1514 (XV);

“2. Reafirms  the national unity and territorial
integrity of Namibia;

“3. Condemns all moves by the Government of
South Africa designed to destroy that unity and ter-
ritorial integrity, such as the establishment of Ban-
tustans;

“4. Declares that South Africa’s continued illegal
presence in Namibia constitutes an internationally
wrongful act and a breach of international obhga-
tions and that South Africa remains accountable to
the international community for any violations of
its international obligations or the rights of the
people of the Territory of Namibia;

“5. Takes nofe with appreciation of the advisory
opinion of the International Court of Justice of 21
June 1971;

“6. Agrees with the Court’s opinion,. as ex-
press& in paragraph 133 of its advisory opmion:

“ ‘(  1) that, the continued presence of South
Africa in Namibia being illegal, South Africa is
under obligation to withdraw its administration from
Namibia immediately and thus put an end to its
occupation of the Territory;

“ ‘(2) that States Members of the United Na-
tions are under obligation to recognize the illegality
of South Africa’s presence in Namibia and the in-
validity of its acts on behalf of or concerning Nami-
bia, and to refrain from any acts and in particular
any dealings with the  Government of South Africa
implying recognition of the legality of, or lending
support or assistance to, such presence and adminis-
tration;

“ ‘(3) that it is incumbent upon States which
are not Members of the United Nations to give
assistance, within the scope of subparagraph (2)
above, in the action which has been taken by the
United Nations with regard to Namibia,‘;

“7. Declares that all matters affecting the rights
of the people of Namibia are of immediate  concern
to all Members of the United Nations and, as a
result, the latter should take this into account in
their dealings with the Government of South Africa,
in particular in any dealings implying recognition of
the legality of, or lending support or assistance to,
such illegal presence  and administration;

“8. Calls once ogaitt  upon South Africa to with-
draw from the Territory of Namibia;

“9. Declares that any further refusal of the
South African Government to withdraw from Nnmi-
bia could create conditions detrimental to the main-
tenance of peace and security in the  region;

“10. Reafirms the provisions of resolution 283
( 1970), in particular paragraphs 1 to 8 and 11;

“11. Culls upon all States, in the discharge of
their responsibilities towards the people of Namibia
and subject to the exceptions set forth in paragraphs
122 and 125 of the advisory opinion of 21 June
1971:

“(a>

“(6)

“(cl

“(4

“(e>

“(f >

“12.

To abstain from entering into treaty rela-
tions with South Africa in all cases in
which the Government of South Africa
purports to act on behalf of or concerning
Namibia;
To abstain from invoking or applying
those treaties or provisions of treaties
concluded by South Africa on behalf of
or concerning Namibia which involve ac-
tive intergovernmental co-operation;
To review their bilateral treaties with South
Africa in order to ensure that they are
not inconsistent with paragraphs 5 and 6
above;
To abstain from sending diplomatic or
special missions to South Africa that in-
clude the Territory of Namibia in their
jurisdiction;
To abstain from sending consular agents
to Namibia and to withdraw any such
agents already there; ;
To abstain from entering into economic
and other forms of relationship or dealings
with South Africa on behalf of or concem-
ing Namibia which may entrench its au-
thority over the Territory;

Declares that franchises, rights, titles or
contracts relating to Namibia granted to individuals
or companies by South Africa after the adoption of
General Assembly resolution 2145 (XXI) are not
subject to protection or espousal by their States
against claims of a future lawful Government of
Namibia; ;

“13. Requests the Ad Hoc Sub-Committee on
Namibia to continue to carry out the tasks entrusted
to it under paragraphs 14 and 15 of Security Coun-
cil resolution 283 (1970) and, in particular, taking
into account the need to provide for the effective
protection of Namibian interests at the international
level, to study appropriate measures for the fulfil-
ment of the responsibility of the United Nations
towards Namibia;

“14. Requests the Ad Hoc Sub-Committee on
Namibia to review all treaties and agreements which
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are contrary to the provisions of the prcscnt  resolu-
tion in order to ascertain whether States have entered
into agreements which recognize South Africa’s au-
thority over Namibia, and to report periodically
thereon;

“15. Calls lcpon all States to support and pro-
mote the rights of the people of Namibia and to this
end to implement fully the provisions of the present
resolution;

“16. Requests the Secretary-Gcncral to report
periodically on the implementation of the  provisions
of the present resolution.”

Decision of 20 October 1971 (1598th meeting):
Adjournment of rite meeting

At the 1598th meeting on 20 October 1971, the
representative of Argentina introduced”? a draft reso-
lutiono3  under which the Security Council would: (1)
invite the Secretary-General, acting on behalf of the
United Nations, to take all necessary steps as soon as
possible, including making contact with all parties
concerned, with a view to establishing the necessary
conditions so as to enable the people of the Territory
of Namibia, freely and with strict regard to the prin-
ciples of human equality, to exerclsc  their right to
self-determination and independence, in accordance
with the Charter of the United Nations; and (2)
request the Secretary-General to report to the Security
Council on the implementation of the resolution. He
then stated that the course of action outlined in the
proposed draft resolution, which was the result of
extensive consultations, was not in any way incom-
patible with that envisaged in the resolution that the
Council had then adopted. It was based on the belief
that every possible alternative had to be explored to
ensure the future of Namibia in accordance with the
basic principles which had been established regarding
the Territory by previous resolutions of the United
Nations.e4

In the course of the discussion that followed, a
number of suggestions for the revision of the  draft
resolution were made and a number of representatives
expressed the  wish that the draft resolution be voted
upon at a later meeting  so that members  of the Council
could consider further the text and to engage in
consultations.

The President (Nicaragua) then suggested0s  that
the meeting be adjourned and that the consideration
of the Argentine draft resolution continue at a sub-
sequent meeting on a date to be set by the President.
Consultations would continue among the members and
the President would be at their disposal. There being
no objection, it was so decided.9e

On 22 October 1971, the representative of Argentina
submitted the revised textm’  of his delegation’s draft
resolution, in which, infer alia: (1) the words “and
without prejudice to other resolutions adopted by the
Security Council on this matter” were added to the
first preambular paragraph; and (2) a new operative
paragraph 2 was added which read: “Cn/Is  upon the
Government of South Africa to co-operate fully with

92 159Rth meeting. pnra.  45.
Q3S/10376,  OR, 26th yr., Srcppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1971.  p, 27.
M  1598th meeting. paras.  44-45.
!),z Ihid naras. 94-05.- - .
90  jbid.,

, --- --
para. 100.

07 S/10376/Rev.l,  OR, 26th yr,,  Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1971.
p . 27.

the Secretary-General in the implcmcntation of this
resolution.”

The question remained on the list of matters  of which
the Security Council is seized.

SITUATION IN THE  MIDDLE EAST

Decision of 1 April 1969 (1473rd meeting): resolu-
tion 265 (1969)
By 1cttcF dated 26 March 1969 addressed to the

President of the Security Council, the  representative
of Jordan, having referred to his earlier letters  of 16
and 17 March 196909 concerning active  Israeli aggres-
sion against civilian centres in Jordan, complained that
earlier that day Israeli jet fighters had attacked, using
heavy bombs and rockets, Jordanian villages and ci-
vilian ccntres in the arca of Es Salt, causing heavy
loss of lift and damage  to property. In view of this
grave attack, an urgent meeting of the Security  Council
was requested to consider these continuous and grave
violations by Israel and to adopt more adequate and
effective measures to check Israeli acts of aggression
and restore international peace and security.

By letter*o0 dated 27 March 1969 addressed to the
President of the Security Council, the  representative
of Israel, having referred to his letter of 17 March
1969’O’ regarding persistent armed attacks against
Israel by regular and irregular forces from Jordan
necessitating measures of self-defence by Israel, re-
quested an urgent meeting of the Security Council to
consider the complaint of grave and continual violations
by Jordan of the cease-fire, the provisions of the
United Nations Charter, and of international law,
including: (a) armed attacks, armed infiltration and
acts of murder and violence by terrorist groups oper-
ating from Jordan territory with the official support,
aid and encouragement of the Jordanian Government
and armed forces; (b) firing across the cease-fire lines
by Jordanian forces, and in particular the wanton
shelling of Israeli villages.

At the 1466th meeting on 27 March 1969, after a
procedural discussion on the adoption of the agenda,lo2
the Council decidedlog  without vote to include the two
letters in its agenda and invitedlo  the representatives
of Jordan and Israel to participate in the discussion of
the question without the right to vote. Invitation*os
was also extended to the representative ol Saudi Arabia
at the 1467th meeting. The Council considered  the
question at the 1466th to 1473rd meetings, held be-
tween 27 March and 1 April 1969.

At the 1466th meeting on 27 March 1969, the
representative of Jordan+ stated that during the last
three months acts of aggression committed by Israel
from the air and the land against civilian centres and
means of communication deep inside Jordan territory
had not only been continuing, as reportedloG by the

WJ  S/91 13, OR, 24th yr., Suppl. for Jan.-March 1969, pp.
142-143.

99  S/9083 and S/9085, Ibid., p. 124.
lOOS/9114,  Ibid.. p. 143.
101 S/9089. Ibid.. p. 126.
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representative of Jordan in his communications to the
Security Council, in direct violation of the cease-fire
resolutions and in utter disregard for the Armistice
Agreement, but had intensified  and culminated in an
air raid by Israeli jet fighters  on civilian areas between
the  East Bank and the West Bank of the Jordan River
where  thcrc  wcrc no military installations in the  im-
mcdiatc  area and where no anti-aircraft fire had been
directed against the Israeli plants. The  attacks showed
that Israeli policy was not one of self-defcncc,  but the
incident under consideration constituted a clear-cut
act of aggression; it was also a chnllcnge  and a test
for the  Security Council which organ, in its resolution
262 ( 1968) uf 3 1 Deccmbcr  1968, had condcmncd
Israel for its premeditated military action and had
issued a warning that if such acts were to bc repeated,
the Council would have to consider further steps to
give  effect to its decisions.*o7 In this connexion, the
Council was called upon to take adcquntc and effective
measures under Chapter VII of the Chnrter.‘O”

The reprcscntative  of Israel,*  noted that the basic
United Nations doctrine on Arab terror warfare was
contained in the provisions of Security  Council resolu-
tion 56 (1948) of 19 August 1948. Jordan’s role in
warfare by terror against the people of Israel was a
major one since Jordanian territory served as the
central jumping-off ground for the main terror organi-
zations which maintained headquarters, branches, re-
cruiting offices and terror bases there. In the incidents
under consideration, Israel had acted in self-dcfence
to disable those centres of attack and bases for terror
operations against Israel. Until an end was put to the
Arab war against Israel which was being pursued in
particular by the method of terror warfare and until
the Arab States maintained the  cease-fire to which
they had pledged themselves, Israel’s right to self-
defence  would remain inalienable. It could not be
questioned or curtailed by labelling  Israeli counter-
actions as reprisals, a concept which had no application
to the present situation in the Middle East.‘“”

At the 1472nd meeting on 1 April 1969, the rcpre-
scntative of Pakistan, on behalf of the  delegations of
Senegal, Zambia and Pakistan, introduced a draft reso-
lutionlln  which, he stated, was the result of prolonged
consultations not only among the  Asian-African mcm-
bers of the Security Council, but also with other per-
manent and non-permanent members.

At the 1473rd  meeting on 1 April 1969, the repre-
sentative of Pakistan pointed out that revisions had
been made in the original draft resolution in order to
accommodate to a wider extent certain views expressed
to the three sponsors in the course of further intensive
consultations with a view to moving towards unanimity
if possible.

At the  same meeting the three-Power draft resolution
was put to the vote and adopted”’ by 11 votes in
favour,  none  against with 4 abstentions. It read as
follows:“’

“The Security Council,
“llnving considered the  agenda  contained in docu-

mcnt S/Agc‘nda/1466/Rev.l,

107  Resolution 262 (1968). paras.  I and 3.
IOR  1466th  mrctinp, par-as. 30, 37-39. 40, 43, 45, 48, 49-Sl,

53. 55.
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110  1472nd  meeting.  par;*.  8.  circulated as  document S’s)120.
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113  Resolution 265 (1971).

“Having heard the statements made before the
Council,

“Recalling its resolution  236 ( 1967) of 12 June
1967,

“Observing that numerous  premeditated violations
of the cease-fire have occurred,

“Viewing with deep concern that the recent  air
attacks on Jordanian villages and other populated
areas were of a preplanned nature, in violation of
resolutions 248 (1968) of 24 March 1968 and 256
(1968) of 16 August 1968,

“Gravely concerned about the deteriorating situa-
tion which endangers peace and security in the arca,

“1. Reufirms resolutions 248 (1968) and 256
(1968);

“2. Deplores the loss of civilian life and damage
to property;

“3. Condemns the recent premeditated air
attacks launched by Israel on Jordanian villages and
populated areas in flagrant violation of the United
Nations Charter and the cease-fire resolutions, and
warns once again that if such attacks were to be
repeated the Security Council would have to meet to
consider further and more effective steps as envisaged
in the Charter to ensure against repetition of such
attacks.”

Decision of 3 July 1969 (1485th meeting) : resolution
267 (1969)

By letter113 dated 26 June 1969 addressed to the
President of the Security Council, the representative
of Jordan stated that Israel continued to violate basic
human rights in Jerusalem and to take measures con-
trary to the provisions of Security Council resolution
252 (1968) and the United Nations Charter. Referring
to Israeli actions and planned measures for the estab-
lishment of Israeli settlements in the Holy City and
replacement of the City’s inhabitants, hc requested an
urgent meeting of the Security Council to consider the
continued Israeli defiance of its resolution 252 ( 1968)
on Jerusalem.

At the 1482nd meeting on 30 June 1969 following
the adoption”’ of the agenda, the Council invited115
the  representatives of Jordan and Israel to participate
without vote in the discussion of the question. Invita-
tions*ls  were also extended to the representatives of
the United Arab Republic, Saudi Arabia, Syria and
Morocco at the 1482nd  meeting, to the  representatives
of Iraq, Indonesia and Lebanon at the 1483rd meeting,
to the represcntativc  of Malaysia at the 1484th meeting
and to the representatives of Afghanistan, Sudan, Ye-
men, Tunisia and Kuwait at the 1485th meeting. The
Council considered the question at its 1442nd  to
:;G:th meetings held between 30 June and 3 July

At the 1482nd meeting on 30 June 1969, the rcpre-
scntativc  of Jordan,* having stated that in rcccnt  weeks
and months Israel, in its determination to achieve its
plan for expansion, had repeatedly committed acts of
qgression  in violation of the Armistice Agrccmsnt  and

113  S/9?84,  OR, 24111  yr.,  Suppl.  for Apr.-June 1969, pp.
345-316.
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the  cease-fire, maintained that the  situation in the
Jcrusalcm area was threatening not only the political,
social and economic life of Christi:rn  and Moslem
Jordanian citizens in Jerusalem but also international
peace and security. Recalling the  terms  of Security
Council resolution 252 ( 1968) of 2 I May 1968 by
which the  Council had declared that all lcgisl:ltivc  and
administrative measures and actions taken by Israel
which tended to change the legal status of Jcrusalcm
were invalid, he pointed out that on 23 August 1968,
the  Israeli authorities had passed and published the
so-called  Legal and Administrative Matters (Regula-
tion) Law the object of which had been to complete
the process  of Israel’s unilateral annexation of Jcru-
salem and other surrounding arcas.  Emphasizing that
the issue before the Council was resolution 252 ( 1968)
adopted by the Council and defied by Israel,  together
with continued dcfnncc  and the further  violations that
had been committed, the representative of Jordan urged
the Council to take the  following steps:  (1 ) to take
note  of the report submitted by the Sccrctary-Gen-
cral”? on 11 April and 30 June 1969 in pursuance of
Security Council resolution 252 ( 1968) of 21 May
1968 concerning the status of Jerusalem; to deplore
the failure of Israel to show any regard  for Security
Council resolution 252 (1968) and to condemn in
the  strongest terms the non-compliance of Israel with
that resolution; (2) to emphasize once more  the  estab-
lished principle that acquisition of territory by military
conquest was inadmissible; (3 ) as an interim measure,
once more to call urgently upon Israel to rescind all
measures taken by it that had resulted or might result
in changing the status of the  city of Jerusalem and, in
the future, to refrain from all actions likely to have
such effect; (4) to issue a solemn warning to Israel
that unless the above-mentioned illegal acts of le@sla-
tion were rescinded, the Council would convene wlthout
delay to take action, including the application of Arti-
cle 41 of the Charter; (5) to request that Israel inform
the Council, within a fortnight, of its intentions with
regard to the implementation of the provisions of the
resolution; (6) as an interim measure, to appeal to all
Member States to refrain from sending arms and
military equipment to Israel until it has complied with
the above-mentioned requests of the  Council, The
representative of Jordan * further called unon  the Coun-
cil to rcnfflrm  it5 resolution 252 ( 1968) of 21 May
1968, as well as General Assembly resolutions 2253
(ES-V) and 2254 (ES-V) of 4 and 14 July 1967,
respectively, on Jerusnlcm, and to declare the new
Israeli legislation dated 23 August 196X and the sub-
sequent decrees and legislation null and void. He also
expressed the hope that the Security Council would
call upon the Secretary-General to submit a report to
the  Council on the implementation of its resolution.llR

At the same meeting, the  representative of Israel*
contended that the present Jordanian complaint was
but a manoeuvrc to divert attention from the fact that
the  Arab Governments  had hardcncd  even further their
refusal to conclude peace with Israel and that Arab
aggressive warfare against Israel  continued unabntcd.
The pretext for Jordan’s call for an emergency  meeting
was a year-old law which provided  for the  issuance of
liccnccs  and permitted for the exercise of commerce
and professions, i.e., regulations which wccc  required

111  S/9149  nnd Add.1,  OR, 24th yr.,  Suppl.  for Apr.-June
1969. pp. 106-113.

lls 148?nd  meeting, paras.  5, 6, 7, 9, 12, 14-17, 44, 78,
81, 82.

for the  welfare of the population, Jewish and Arab
alike: the  gcncrally  accepted principles  of human rights
and political democracy  could not bc suspended in the
cnsc of Jcrusalcm whose unity, growth, welfare  and
security  would be maintained and protected  by Isracl.ll”

At the 1483rd  meeting on 1 July 1969, the reprc-
scntntive of the  United Kingdom rcaffirmcd  the position
of his Govcrnmcnt,  as stated in the Gcncral Assembly
on 21 June  1967, that it followed  from Article 2 of
the  Charter that war should not lead to territorial
ag$randizcmcnt  and reaff~rmcd the principle th:lt no
umlatcral action should or could change the  status of
Jcrusalcm. Hc held it to bc essential for the  Council to
require that nothing should be done  by unilateral action
to prejudice the future of Jerusalem which had to be
kept open  and be discussed and decided as part of a
final settlement  ensuring a pcrmnnent peace. Noting
that the vital concern of the countries of the Middle
East for peace in the area could not bc disputed and
that agreement by outside Powers without the  agree-
mcnt  of the  countries  and peoples directly conccmed
would not secure a permanent peace, the  reprcsentativc
of the  United Kingdom observed  that the Security
Council had a legitimate intcrcst  in, and international
responsibility for, peace and security.  The Council was
not to be told by anyone  that its primary responsibility
for the maintenance  of international pcacc and security
was diminished or deferred.l*O He emphasized that
in so far as Jerusalem was the  heart of the  whole prob-
lem, a just and complete settlement should not be ruled
out in advance and should not bc rendered impossible
by any act dcsigncd  to prejudice the future  status of
the City.121

At the 1485th meeting on 3 July 1969, the repre-
sentative of Pakistan referred to the total disregard
by Israel of General Assembly resolutions 2253 (ES-V)
and 2254 (ES-V) of 4 and 14 July 1967 and Security
Council resolution 252 (1968) of 21 May 1968, and
that country’s refusal to rescind the legislative and
administrative measures and actions taken by it to
change the legal status of Jerusalem. He expressed the
view of his delegation that any decision that the Coun-
cil might take had to be a firm vindication of the

R
rinciple of the inadmissibility of territorial acquisition
y war and recalled that this principle had been empha-

sized in Council resolution 242 ( 1967) of 22 November
1967 and reaffirmed in resolution 252 (1968).*??  Sub-
sequently, the re
the delegations oP

resentativc of Pakistan, on behalf of
Senegal, Zambia and Pakistan, intro-

duced  a draft resolution12”  which, hc stated, was the
result of the consultations held among members of the
Security Council.

At the same meeting, the Prcsidcnt stated that a
separate vote had been requested on opcrativc  para-
graph 5 of the  three-Power draft resolution.]?’ Thcre-
upon, the said operative paragraph was put to the vote
and adopted 12.7  by 14 votes  in favour, none  against with
I abstention. Subsequently, the  draft resolution  as a
whole was put to the vote  and adopted’?”  unanimously.
It read’?’ as follows:

“9  //lid.. p.1ras. 53, 71. 74
I””  For dijcusqion of this question, sciee  ch;lpter XII.  pnrt Ill,

under Article 24.
I?1 1483rd meeting. paras. 27. 33, 36, 37.
1x 148Sth  meeting, paras. 163, 181.
*YJ I&l.. p;lrn.  185. circulated 3s  document S/931 1.
12’ 1485th meeting, para.  194.
125 Ibid.
120 Ibid., 195.para.
*n Resolution 267 (1969).
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“The Security Council,
“Recalling its resolution 252 ( 1968) of 21 May

1968 and the earlier General Assembly resolutions
2253 (ES-V) and 2254 (ES-V) of 4 and 14 July
1967, respectively, concerning measures and actions
by Israel affecting the status of the City of Jeru-
salem,

“Having heard the statements of the parties con-
cerned on the question,

“Noring that since the adoption of the above-
mentioned resolutions Israel has taken further meas-
urcs tending to change the status of the City of Jern-
salem,

tory. It was generally known that Lebanon harboured
on its territory, and articularly in its southern  region
bordering  with YIsrae , considerable concentrations of
irregular forces which were engaged in waging terror
warfare against Israel. During the past month alone
twenty-one attacks by shelling, firing and mining had
been carried out against inhabited localities in Israel.
In the  face of these attacks Israel had been compelled
to take, on 11 August 1969, action in self-dcfence
against the terror encampments, In view of the gravity
of the armed attacks perpetrated against Israel from
Lebanese territory, the representative of Israel requested
the President to convene an urgent meeting  of the
Security Council.

“Reafirming  the established principle that acquisi-
tion of territory by military conquest is inadmissible,

“1. Reufirms  its resolution 252 (1968);
“2. Deplores the failure of Israel to show any

regard for the resolutions of the General Assembly
and the Security Council mentioned above;

“3. Censltres  in the strongest terms all measures
taken to change the status of the City of Jerusalem;

“4. Confirms that all legislative and administra-
tive measures and actions taken by Israel which
purport to alter the status of Jerusalem, including
expropriation of land and properties thereon, arc
invalid and cannot change that status;

“5. UrgenlIy  culls once more upon Israel  to
rescind forthwith all mcasurcs  taken by it which
may tend to change the status of the City of Jeru-
salem, and in future to refrain from all actions likely
to have such an effect;

“6. Requests Israel to inform the Security Coun-
cil without any further delay of its intentions with
regard to the implementation of the provisions of
the present resolution;

“7. Determines that, in the event of a negative
response or no response from Israel, the Security
Council shall reconveqe  without delay to consider
what further action should be taken in this matter;

“8. Requests the Secretary-General to report to
the Security Council on the implementation of the
present resolution.”

Decision of 26 August 1969 ( 1504th meeting) : resolu-
tion 270 ( 1969)
By letter128 dated 12 August 1969 addressed to the

President of the Security Council, the representative
of Lebanon, pursuant to his earlier lette? of 11
August 1969 by which he had informed the Security
Council of the premeditated and unprovoked aggression
committed by Israel against civilian villages in southern
Lebanon, and in view of the gravitv of the situation
endangering the peace and security of Lebanon,
requested the convening of an urgent meeting of the
Security Council.

By lettc? dated 12 August 1969 addressed to
the President of the Security Council, the represcn-
tative of Israel stated that the cease-fire to which
Lebanon was committed forbade all military activities.
In explicit violation of this obligation, repeated attacks
had been launched against Israel from Lchnncse  tcrri-

*28  S/93XS,  OR. 241h yr.,  S~rppl. for July-Scpt.  1969, p. 153.
129  S/9383.  Ibid., p. 152.
*m  S’93.87.  ihitl.. p. 156.

At the 1498th meeting on 13 August 1969, the
Council decidedr8* without vote to include the letters
in its agenda and invited’“” the representatives of
Lebanon and Israel to participate in the debate without
the right  to vote. The Council considered the question
at its 1498th to 1502nd  and 1504th meetings, held
between 13 and 26 August 1969.

At the 1498th meeting on 13 August 1969, the
representative of Lebanon* maintained that Israel,
by a sudden and unprovoked air strike, including the
use of napalm bombs, against villages in southern
Lebanon, had committed an act of flagrant, unprovoked
and massive aggression. Referring to the Israeli
countercharge that the strike was in retaliation for
attacks alleged to have been launched from Lebanese
territory against inhabited locahties  in Israel, he held
that in so far as Israel refused to resort to the Mixer
Armistice Commission established under the Armistice
Agreement or to allow any investigation on its territory
to establish unbiased evidence, these allegations re-
mained unsubstantiated. He maintained further that
Lebanon could not be held responsible for the actions
of Palestinian Arabs who, as freedom fighters and people
seeking self-determination, were fighting in self-defence
against the aggressor and occupier. In view of the
provisions of Security Council resolution 262 (1968)
of 31 December 1968, the representative of Lebanon
requested the Council to take prompt and effective
action in the form  of sanctions provided for in the
Charter in order to forestall any similar acts of aggres-
sion in the future and to prevent the deterioration  of
the general situation in the Middle East.‘“”

The representative of Israel* contended that the
Government of Lebanon could not be absolved of
responsibility for the use of its territory as a base of
terror warfare against Israel. Having noted that the
Lebanese authorities seemed unable or unwilling to
put an end to the utilization of their territory for armed
attacks against Israel, in breach of the cease-fire, he
maintained that their failure to do so had necessitated
Israel’s recourse to the right of self-defence in order
to disable the terror bases situated in Lebanon.‘”

At the 1504th meeting on 26 August 1969, the
President (Spain) announced that as a result of inten-
sive consultation among Council members. agreement
had been reached on the text of a draft resolution
which represented a consensus among  the members
of the Council.18s

131 1498th meeting, para.  9.
132 ihid..  mra. 10.
133Gi: ;;1;;Ls. 1 2 . 14-22,  30, 31. 34. 35, 38, 39.
1~  Ibid.. oaras. 47. 4% 66. 67, 82. 83, 86.
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At the same meeting the President,  in the absence
of objections, declared the draft resolution to have been
unanimously adoptcd.*3a  It readlJ7  as follows:

“The Security Council,
“ffczving  considered the agenda contained in

document S/Agenda/  1498/Rev.  1,
“Having  noted the contents of the letter of the

Charge’ d’afluires  ad interim of Lebanon (S/9383),
“Having heard the statements of the representa-

tives of Labanon and Israel,
“Grieved at the tragic loss of civilian life and

property,
“Gravely concerned about the deteriorating situa-

tion resulting from the violation of Security Council
resolutions,

“Recalling the General Armistice Agreement
between  Israel and Lebanon of 23 March 1949, and
the cease-fire established pursuant to resolutions
233 (1967) and 234 (1967) of 6 and 7 June 1967,
respectively,

“Recalling its resolution 262 ( 1968) of 31
December 1968,

“Mindjul of its responsibility under the relevant
provisions of the Charter of the United Nations,

“1. Condemns the premeditated air attack by
Israel on villages in southern Lebanon in violation
of its obligations under the Charter and Security
Council resolutions;

“2. Deplores all violent incidents in violation of
the cease-fire;

“3. Deplores the extension of the area of fighting;

“4. Declures  that such actions of  military reprisal
and other grave violations oE the cease-fire cannot
be tolerated and that the Security Council would
have to consider further and more  effective steps
as envisaged in the Charter to ensure  against repcti-
tion of such acts.”

Decision of 15 September 1969 (15 12th meeting) :
resolution 271 (1969)

By 1etteF dated 29 August 1969 addressed to the
President of the Security Council, the representatives
of Afghanistan, Algeria, Guinea, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq,
Jordan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Libya, Malaysia, Mali,
Mauritania, Morocco, Niger, Pakistan, Saudi Arabia,
Somalia, Southern Yemen, Sudan, Syria, Tunisia,
Turkey, the United Arab Republic and Yemen, pur-
suant to their telegraphic communicationlaO  of 22
August 1969 regarding the grave  event of 21 August
1960 in Jerusalem. i.c. the  outbreak of fire in the Holy
Mosque of Al Aqsa. requested the  convening of an
urgent meeting  of the Security Council to consider
the grievous  situation resulting from the  cxtcnsivc
rlamasc  c;~u~cl h!  ar4on  to tlw  Holy A l  Aqw MCN~UC
in Jerusalem.

At the  1507th  meeting on 9 Scptc,nhcr  I96!,  follow-
ing the  ;Idoption  of the  agcndn,“” the  C‘ouncil  dccidcd

1x;  I5O-N~ mcstinr.
137  Hcgolution 27b (1969).
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to invit@ the representatives of Israel, the United
Arab Kcpublic and Indonesia to participate, without
the right to vote, in the discussion of the question.
Invitntions’42  were also extended to the rcprcscntativcs
of India and Somalia at the 1508th meeting,  to the
representatives of Jordan and Saudi Arabia at the
1509th meeting, to the representatives of Ceylon and
Malaysia at the 1510th meeting and to the rcprc-
sentatives of Lebanon and Tunisia at the  151 lth
meeting. The Council considcrccl the q\lcstion  at the
1507th to 1512th meetings, held bctucen 9 and 15
September 1969.

15
At the 1507th to 1512th meetings  held on 9-12 and
September 1969, ten”” of the  twenty-five signn-

tories to the letter dated 29 August 1969144 requesting
an urgent meeting of the Security Council, as well as
two other States*4s non-members of the Security
Council who were invited to participate in the debate,
contended that the grievous situation resulting from
the extensive damage caused by arson to the Holy Al
Aqsa Mosque arose from a set of political circum-
stances which were part of the larger Middle East
situation and that this incident was inextricably asso-
ciated with the military occupation of the Old City by
Israel and with Israel’s attempts to annex Jerusalem
in defiance of the decisions of the Security Council,
in violation of the resolutions of the General Assembly,
and in breach of the principle repeatedly affirmed and
emphasized by both the Security Council and the
General Assembly that acquisition of territory by
military conquest was inadmissible. It was maintained
that holy places were organically related to the City
itself and could not be isolated from their physical
environment nor from the social and political order
imposed on it. Accordingly, the desecration committed
on the Holy Al Aqsa Mosque, and the attendant ques-
tion of the protection of the sanctity and security of
holy shrines, had to be considered in the context of
the general situation prevailing in the Middle East
and as a part of the question of the future of Jerusalem
and the status of the Old City. In this conncxion,
reference  was made to Security Council resolutions
252 (1968) of 21 May 1968 and 267 (1969) of 3
July 1969 by which that organ had confirmed that all
legislative and administrative measures and actions
taken by Israel designed to alter the status of Jerusalem
were  invalid, had censured such measures and had
called upon Israel to rescind them. It was noted that
on the basis of these resolutions neither the Security
Council nor any Member of the United Nations could
cxtcnd  even an implicit recognition to the validity or
IFgitimacy of Israeli authority over the Holy City nor
grve even tacit consent to the measures being taken
by Israel against the arsonist and for the restitution
of damages caused. The very minimum required of

141 Ihirl..  para. 4 .

143 1507th meetin$:  Indonesia. paras.  6h-70,’  72, 76, 77;
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the Council at this time was decisive action to break
the deadlock created by Israel’s non-compliance with,
and to ensure implementation of, its past resolutions
pertaining to the City of Jerusalem.

At the 1507th and 1509th meetings held on 9 and 11
September 1969, the reprcscntative  of Israel’  main-
tained that the real question before  the  Security  Council
was how to deal with the exploitation of the fire at
the Al Aqsa Mosque for political purposes and how
to prevent the  vindication of incitement to belligerency.
Having pointed out that all necessary measures had
already been taken by the Israeli authorities to ascer-
tain the circumstances of the fire by arson and to
restore the building, he stated that all attempts, whether
in the area or in the Security Council, to seize on the
fire as a weapon for intensifying belligerency towards
Israel and assailing Israel’s rights and standing were
unacceptable.140

At the 1510th meeting on 12 Septcmbcr  1969, the
representative of Pakistan introducedlJ7  a draft resolu-
tion,14p the  text  of which, hc noted, reflected the con-
sensus of the twenty-five Member States  that had
requested the  Council to meet to consider the situation
resulting from the incident of 21 August 1969. With
regard to the third operative paragraph which would
have the Council determine that the  desecration of the
Holy Al Aqsa Mosque emphasized the immediate
necessity of Israel’s desisting from acting in violation
of Council resolutions 252 (1960) and 267 ( 1969).
hc wished to make it clear that in this paragraph Pakis-
tan alleged no complicity by Israel in the act of arson
and that to make such a connexion would be to give
an unwarranted meaning to the text.14D

At the 151 lth meeting on 15 September 1969, the
representative of the United States, having observed
that the facts surrounding the fire at the Holy Al Aqsa
Mosque had to be investigated thoroughly and impar-
tially and that there could be no disagreement on the
necessity for more adequate precautions against repeti-
tion of such desecration, stated that his delegation did
not consider it appropriate or desirable to rc-examine
and
the f!

ronounce  upon the status of Jerusalem  or to link
rc in Al Aqsa to the whole Arab-Israeli conflict.

He further maintained that the draft resolution before
the Council had gone far beyond the purpose for which
the  Security Council had been called into session and
that the  draft resolution,  having reaffirmed Council
resolution 267 (1969),  should have dealt substantively
only with measures for the maintenance, repair and
protection of the  Holy Places, including provisions for
adequate participation of Moslem reprcsentntives.‘“O

At the 1512th meeting held also on 15 September
1969, the  representative of the  USSR stated thnt  all
decisions of the  United Nations on the  question of
Jcrusalcm  were based on the  princiole rcllccting  the
lceal consciousness of the States hlembers of the
Uiited Nations that the military takeover bg Isrnel of
the Arab part of Jerusalem was an unlawful act. He
observed that the Security Council. in its resolution
242 ( 1967) of 22 November 1967 calling for the

140  1507th meeting. paras.  115-121, 123, 125;  1509th meeting,
para. 101.

147  1510th meeting. para.  57.
14% S/9445 incorporated  into the  record of the 1510th

meeting.  parn.  57 and adopted, without change but with an
interpolation to paragraph 4, as resolution 271 (1969).

*49  1510th meeting. para.  67.
150  1Sllth  meeting, paras. 63-65, 71-73.

withdrawal of Israeli troops from occupied Arab
territories, had not made any exclusion or exception
either for the Arab part of Jerusalem or for any other
Arab territory taken by Israel. Having noted that the
decisions of the Security Council wcrc binding upon
a11 Member  States who, under Article 25 of the
Charter,  had the obligation to implcmcnt  such, the
representative of the USSR stated  that non-implementa-
tion by Israel of the decisions of the Security Council
on Jerusalem had worsened  the  situation, increased
the threat to peace and had created an atmosphere of
arbitrariness  under an occupation rCgimc that had led
to a new flagrant act of vandalism. He held that in so far
as the  setting  of the fire to the  Al Aqsa Mosque  was
a direct result of the aggression, occupation and policy
of aggression being carried out by Israel with respect
to Jerusalem and other Arab territories, the CounciI
had to clearly state the political and moral responsi-
bility of that country for the arson in the  Mosque and
for the tense situation in the Arab part of Jerusalem
and other occupied Arab territories.lsl

At the same meeting, the representative  of Pakistan,
on behalf of the co-sponsors of the draft resolution
before  the Council, made an oral amendment to
operative paragraph 4 of the Pakistan draft resolution
whereby that paragraph would refer to not only
“Geneva Conventions” but also to “international law”
governing military occupation.1s2

Subsequently, the representative of France, having
stated the position of his delegation that in the case
before the Council a reference to the 1954 Convention
and Protocol for the Protection of Cultural Property
in the event of Armed Conflict would have been more
appropriate than the “Geneva Conventions governing
military occupation’:, . requested, in accordance with
rule 32 of the provlslonal  rules of procedure of the
Council, a se
the  draft P

arate vote on operative paragraph 4 of
rcso ution. *X  Accordingly,  that paragraph was

put to the vote first and ado$edls4  by 10 votes in
favour, none against with 5 abstentions. Subsequently,
the draft resolution as a whole was put to the vote and
adopted *.7j by 11 votes in favour, none against with
4 abstentions. It readlso as follows:

“The Security Council,
“Grieved at the extensive damage caused by arson

to the Holy Al Aqsa Mosque in Jerusalem on 21
August 1969 under the military occupation of
Israel,

“Mit~dfrtl of the consequent loss to human culture,
“Having heard the statements made bcforc  the

Council reflecting the universal outrage caused by
the  act of sacrilege in one of the most venerated
shrines of mankind,

“Recalling its resolutions 252 (1968) of 21 May
1968 and 267 ( 1969) of 3 July 1969 and the earlier
General Assembly resolutions 2253 (ES-V) and
2254 (ES-V) of 4 and 14 July 1967, respectively,
concerning measures and actions by Israel affecting
the status of the City of Jerusalem,

“Reo@ning  the established principle that acquisi-
tion of territory by military conquest is inadmissible,

1.71  1512th  meeting. paas. 35-40,  46, 47-49, 51. 55.
l6??hirf.,  para.  I I?.
1x1  Ibid.,  para.  118.
154 Ibid.. para.  136.
‘5.7  Ibid..  p;,ra.  137.
1~ Resolution 271 (1969).
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“1. Reufirms  its resolutions 252 (1968) and 267
(1969);

“2, Recognizes that any act of destruction or
profanation of the Holy Places,  religious building
and sites in Jerusalem or any cncouragcment  of, or
connivance at, any such act may seriously endanger
international peace and security;

“3. Determines that the exccrablc  act of desecra-
tion and profanation of the Holy Al Aqsa Mosque
emphasizes the immediate necessity of Israel’s desist-
ing from acting in violation of the aforesaid resolu-
tions and rescinding forthwith all mcasurcs  and
actions taken by it dcsigncd  to alter the status of
Jerusalem;

“4. Culls upon Israel scrupulously to observe the
provisions of the Geneva Conventions and intema-
tional law governing military occupation and to
refrain from causing any hindrance to the discharge
of the established functions of the Supreme Moslem
Council of Jerusalem, including any co-operation
that Council may desire from countries  with pre-
dominantly Moslem population and from Moslem
communities in relation to its plans for the main-
tenance and repair of the Islamic Holy Places in
Jerusalem;

“5. Condemns the failure of Israel to comply
with the aforementioned resolutions and calls upon
it to implement forthwith the provisions of these
resolutions;

“6. Reiterates the determination in paragraph 7
of resolution 267 (1969) that, in the event of a
negative response or no response, the Security
Council shall convene without delay to consider
what further action should be taken in this matter;

“7. Requests the Secretary-General to follow
closely the implementation of the present resolution
and to report thereon to the Security Council at the
earliest possible date.”

Decision of 12 May 1970 (1537th meeting): resolu-
tion 279 (1970)

Decision of 19 May 1970 (1542nd meeting): resolu-
tion 280 ( 1970)
By letter*37 dated 12 May 1970 addressed to the

President of the Security Council, the representative
of Lebanon stated that Israeli armed forces had
launched, earlier that day, an invasion of Lebanon.
Israeli nrmoured and infantry units in large propor-
tions had penetrated Lebanese territory and Israeli air
force and artillery were at this time bombarding several
towns and villages. This act of aggession  against
Lebanon was in flagrant violation of the Lebanon-
Israel  armistice agreement and the  provisions of the
United Nations Charter. An urgent meeting of the
Security Council was requested in view of the  gravity
of the situation endangering the peace and security
of Lebanon and of the area.

By letteryJS dated 12 May 1970 addressed to the
President of the Security Council, the  representative
of Israel requested an urgent meeting  of the Security
Council to consider the acts of armed attack, shelling,
incursion, murder and violence perpetrated from Leba-
nese territory against the territory and population of

157  S/9794, OR. 25th yr.. SuppI.  for Apr.-June 1970,  p.  181.
153  S/9795,  ibid., p.  181.

Israel in flagrant violation of the cease-fire and the
United Nations Charter.

At the 1537th meeting on 12 May 1970 following
the adoption130 of its agenda, the Council invitedleO
the representatives of Lebanon and Israel to participate
in the debate of the Council. At the same meeting,
invitationslo  were also extended to the rcprcsentativcs
of Morocco and Saudi Arabia. The  Council considered
the question at its 1537th to 1542nd  meetings,  held
between  12 and 19 May 1970.

At the 1537th meeting on 12 May 1970 the  Secre-
tary-General stated that he had received information
from the Acting Chief of Staff of UNTSO that an
armoured attack had been launched by Israel into
Lebanon with the support of artillery and air force.
He noted further that he was unable to give detailed
information of the actions in progress in view, amongst
others, of the fact that his efforts to increase substan-
tially the number of observers in both sides in that
area were unsuccessful.1a2

In his opening statement, the representative of
Lebanon* informed the Council that early that morning
Israel had launched a large-scale aggression against
his country: Israeli armoured  and infantry units had
crossed the Lebanese border into southern and eastern
parts oE a district situated in the south-eastern part of
Lebanon and that the Israeli air force and heavy
artillery had, since then, been bombarding the  civilian
towns and villages in the area. Emphasizing that this
aggression had occurred in the wake of several threats
made by Israeli officials against Lebanon in the last
few months, one of which Lebanon had conveyed to
the Security Council by letter dated 7 March 1970,*63
he held that note had to be taken of “the official
calculating thinking of the planners of aggression in
Israel”. Having recalled the terms  of resolution 262
(1968) of 31 December 1965 in which the Security
Council had issued a warning to Israel that if acts
such as the premeditated and lnrgc-scale military action
by the armed forces of Israel against the civil Interna-
tional Airport of Beirut were to bc repeated,  the
Council would have to consider further steps  to give
effect to its decisions, the representative of Lebanon
stated that the action his country sought from the
Council at this time was the immediate withdrawal of
all Israeli troops from Lebanese territory, a strong
condemnation of Israel and the application of Chapter
VII of the United Nations Charter.la4

The  representative of Israel,* having rcfcrrcd  to
his letters of 5, 15 and 29 January, 27 February,  4
and 10 March and 10 May 1970ros  in which hc had
informed the  Security Council of the acts of aggression
being pcrpctrated  from Lebanese territory against the
territory and population of Israel in violation of the
cease-fire and the United Naiions Charter, stated that
his Government had requested this urgent meeting
of the  Security Council to consider those acts. Noting

1st~ 1537th meeting, para. 2.
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that Israel had repeatedly called on the Govcrnmcnt
of Lebanon to observe the cease-fire and to put an
end to those attacks and had also rcqucstcd organs of
the United Nations and Governments  of Member
States to apprise Lebanon of the gravity of the situn-
tion created by the continuation of warfare  from its
territory, hc m;tirltainctl  that in so far as the  acts of
aggression had not ended but on the  contrary had
grown in number and scope, Israel had been com-
pellcd to act in self-defence. On the morning of 12
May 1970, Israel defence  forces  had taken action
against bnses of nircrcssion  conccntratcrl  in south-cast
Lebanon in order to comb the  arca of the irregular
forces and the terrorist squads engaged in terror war-
fare against Israel; the Israeli forces would leave the
area on completion of their mission. The  representa-
tive of Israel further maintained that under the ceasc-
fire and the Charter, the Government of Lebanon bore
full responsibility  for armed attacks carried out from
its territory against Israel - whcthcr  by rerular  or
irregular forces.  He added that this responsibility was
evident, in the light of the official agreements between
the  Government of Lebanon and the irrcgulnr  forces
operating against Israel from Lcbancsc territory. At
the  close of his statement, the rcpresentntive of Israel
informed the Security  Council that he had received
a communiqu6  issued by an Israeli army spokesman
that the  operation had been concluded and that the
Israeli forces were deploying to leave the  area.“‘”

At the  same meeting the representative of Spain,
having observed that the military invasion of Lebanon
by armed Israeli forces in flagrant violation of the
Charter could not be condoned and that it was not
appropriate for the Council to remain passive in the
face of events which the parties had recognized as
factual, submitted”” a draft resolution”‘” and requested
that it be put to the vote immediately.lO!’ It was for-
mally seconded by the represcntativc  of Zambia.“O

The President (France) observed that the draft
resolution before the Council was an interim proposal
which in no way prejudged the  discussion  znd the
continuation of the debate.171 Following a procedural
discussion as to whether the representative of Israel
should be allowed to speak at that stage.172 the
President put to the vote the proposal of the rcprescn-
tativc  of Syria that the Council should prozcd  to the
vote immediately. The proposal was not ad:,pted,*i”
thcrc  being 7 votes in favour, 2 against with 6 absten-
tions.

Subsequently the representative of Isrncl contended
that in so far as Israsli  action  hzd been tcrminntcd and
that Ihracti  forces were beinn  withdrawn from Lebancsc
territory, the draft resolution proposed by, the  rcpre-
sentativc of Spain was divorced from  rcnlity  and did
not tnkc  cognizance of the  facts of the situation bccausc
it did not refer to the  wnrfarc  b-in:!  \~a@  nn_ninst
Israel in flagrant breach  of the  <‘h;!rtcr.  The  Icraeli
action under considcrntion had bx.1  clirxtcd solcl~
against the terrorist bases imposctl  n:’ Lchanon  against
I.cbancse  interests. Hc hcltl  thnt  :!I:  Sxl.trit;:  Counci l

100  1 5 3 7 t h  m e e t i n g ,  paras.  3 1 ,  3 4 ,  3 6 ,  3 8 ,  3 9 ,  4 0 ,  41.
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should not proceed to take any action whatever  before
clarifying those facts positively and definitivcly.l74

The representative of Spain stated  that his dclcga-
tion had submitted the given draft resolution, without
prejudice to whatever further action the Security
Council might wish to take, in view of the fact that
the principle contained in Articlc 2(4)  of the  Charter
had been violated by the Isrncli ;xtion.‘i”

At the same meeting the reprcscntativc  of the United
States proposed an oral amendment  which would add
to the  Spanish draft resolution, “and an immediate
cessaticn  of all military operations in the arc;~“.‘7’~

The representative  of the USSR proposed  an oral
sub-amendment to the amendment of the United States
to substitute “immediate stopping of acercssion  and
withdrawal” for “immediate cease-fire”.“;?

After the representative of the United States drew
attention to the fact that the word “cease-fire” did
not appear in his amendment, the sub-amendment was
modified by the representative of the USSR to read
“and stopping of Israeli aggression  against Lcbanon”.178

At the 1537th meeting on 12 May 1970,  the USSR
sub-amendment to the United States amendment was
put to the vote and was not adopted,17!’ there being 3
votes in favour, none against with 12 abstentions.
Thereupon, the United States amendment was voted
on and not adopted, la0 there beinc 2 votes in favour,
none against with  13 abstentions:

Subsequently, the draft resolution submitted by
Spain was put to the vote and adopted”’ unanimously.
It read’@ as foIlows:

“The Security Council
“Demands the immediate withdrawal of all Israeli

armed forces from Lebanese territory.”
At the 1538th meeting held also on I2 May 1970,

the representative of Lebanon stated that according
to information he had just received from his country,
the Israeli forces were still in large numbers in the
region of southern Lebanon and had not given any
indication of withdrawing.lfi”

The representative of Israel stated that in so far as it
was already night in the region, the Israeli forces
which were still on Lebanese soil refrained from with-
drawal in order to avoid shooting incidents in the
da&Is4

At the 1539th meeting on 13 May 1970, the
President conveyed to the Security Council a mcssnge
from the Secretary-General that hc had as yet received
no information from the Acting Chief of Staff of
UNTSO regarding the  implementation of Council
resolution 279 (1970) of 12 May 1970, due  to the
fact that verification of information in the  ticld  was not
possible because of the  absence  of direct means of
observation on both sides in the Israel-Lcbancsc
sector.lB5

‘;‘//li.l, r \..I\ 81. ll’l~..
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Subsequently, a  communication*S’:  d a t e d  1 3  M a y

1970 from the  permanent reprcsentativc  of Israel,
transmitting to the United Nations a message from
the  Prime Minister of Israel, was read out in the
Security Council. The message, irtrer &a, stated that
the combing operation, which circumstances  had com-
pelled Israel to undertake, had been carried out and
concluded according to plan and that the Israeli forces
which wcrc  involved in this defcnsivc  action had
returned to their base.lH7

At the same meeting the representative of Lebanon
stated that during the previous night the Israeli air
force, covering the withdrawal of Israeli forces from
Lebanon, had bombed and shctled  Lcbanesc  military
and civilian positions contrary to the  contcntinn by
Israel that the so-called combing operation was directed
against commando positions in Lebnnon.lH”

At the  1540th meeting on 14 May 1970, the repre-
sentativc of the United States cmphasizcd  the  con-
tinued opposition of his Government  to all acts of
violence across frontiers in violation of the cease-fire
from any source. The way to end such violence, hc
believed, was to make an all-out effort to bring about
a peaceful political settlement of the  Arab-Israeli con-
flict encompassing all States in the area. As a first
step in that direction, he urged that there be renewed
consultations between Israel, Lebanon and the Sccre-
tary-General, in connexion with the latter’s earlier
suggestion to station observers in adcquatc  numbers
on both sides of the border between  Israel and
Lebanon, to work out a mutually acceptable  arrangc-
ment, without prejudice to the legal positions of those
involved, by which UNTSO could carry out an effec-
tive observer operation.1s9

The representative of Israel informed the Council
that during the previous night a unit of irregular forces
had penetrated from across the Lebanese border and
opened fire on an Israeli village. Having noted that
fire had been returned in this and other instances of
similar hostilities in the  night, he stated that these
constituted acts of aggression of the kind that com-
pelled Israel to take defensive actions to protect its
territory and its citizens.l”O

At the same meeting, the Security Council rcceivcd
a communication from the Sccrctary-Gcncral stating
that the  Acting Chairman of the Israel-Lebanon Mixed
Armistice Commission had informed the  Acting Chief
of Staff of UNTSO that the complete withdrawal of
the Israeli forces from Lebanon had been officially
confirmed by the Lebanese authorities.“”

At the  1531st  meeting on 15 May 1970, the repre-
scntativc of Colombia, referring  to the provisional
nature of the recently adopted Council resolution”‘?
and to the fact that the  mca;urcs  taken by the  Council
in the  past had not been complied with, suggcstcd  that
the  Security Council might consider  the  pos%ihility
of setting up a committee  composed of three members
of the Counci l  that wcrc not directly  l inked to the
conflict to hear the partics,  to take note’  of the  cff’orts
at negotiation made by the Sccrctary-Qncr?l and be
yivcn access to the  political formulas of the  four Great
- - - -

1~ S/9801,  O R ,  25111  yr.. Suppl. f o r  Apr.-JWIC  1 9 7 0 ,  p. 1 8 2 .
1s:  1539th meeting,  para.  6.
194  Ibid..  para.  140.
1~ 1540th  meeting, pnras. 32,  34, 36.
100  Ibid., paras. 59, 63.
*n* Ihid..  para. 84.
*X Resolution 279 (1970).

Powers  and then, within a reasonabtc period of time,
to present to the Council a series of solutions covering
all aspects of the problem, namely, the  refugees,  the
frontiers, Jerusalem, disarmament, etc.*!*:’

At the 1542nd  meeting on 19 May 1970,  after the
President  had suspended the meeting in order to pro-
vide certain delegations with time for consultation on
a draft resolution,1D4 the representative of Zambia read
out the text  of the draft resolution’!“’ arrived at during
those consultations.

At the same meeting, the  draft resolution was put to
the  vote and adoptedlo  by I I votes in favour, none
against with 4 abstentions. It read’“;  as follows:

“The Security Council,
“Hovitlg considered the agenda contained in

document S/Agenda/ 1537,
“Having noted the contents of the letters of the

Permanent Representative of Lebanon and the Per-
manent Representative of Israel,

“Having heard the statements of the representa-
tives of Lebanon and Israel,

“Gmvely concerned about the deteriorating situa-
tion resulting from violations of resolutions of the
Security Council,

“Recalling its resolutions 262 ( 1968) of 31
December 1968 and 270 (1969) of 26 August 1969,

“Convinced that the Israeli military attack against
Lebanon was premeditated and of a large scale and
carefully planned in nature,

“Recalling its resolution 279 ( 1970) of 12 May
1970 demanding the immediate withdrawal of all
Israeli armed forces from Lebanese territory,

“1. Deplores the failure of Israel to abide by
resolutions 262 (1968) and 270 (1969);

“2. Condemns Israel for its premeditated military
action in violation of its obligations under the
Charter of the United Nations;

“3. Declares that such armed attacks can no
longer be tolerated and repeats its solemn warning
to Israel that if they were to be repeated the Security
Council would, in accordance with resolution 262
( 1968) and the present resolution, consider taking
adequate and effective steps or measures in accord-
ance with the relevant Articles of the Charter to
implement its resolutions;

“4. DepIores  the loss of life and damage to prop-
erty inflictctl  as a result  of violations of rcsolutious
of the  Security Council.*’

Decision of 5 September 1970 ( 1551 st meeting) :
resolution 285 (1970)
By a lette? dated 5 September I970 addressed

to the President  of the Security Council, the repre-
sentative of Lebanon having referred to his earlier
Ietterln’J of 4 September 1970 regarding the  continuous
acts of aggression that had been committed by Israel

1n:i  154lst  mecling.  paras.  13-14.
104 1541nd  meeting, pnras. 31-32.
:W Illirl..  para.  34, circulated 3s  document S/9807 and

adopted without change as  resolution 280 (1970).
‘!I”  l/G..  p.rr.l.  57.
ln: Resolution  280 (1970).
13‘;  S, 992,  OR, 251/l  yr.e S~rppl.  for July-Sept. 1970, p. 141.
1!‘!’  s/9974,  Ibid.,  pp. 140-141.
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against Lebanon in the past few weeks, complained that
carllcr that day two infantry companies of lsracli armed
forces,  under  heavy air support, had pcnetratcd  inside
Lcbancsc  territory,  bombing civilian installations and
opening roads for lsracli  military use, permitting further
expansionist operations. In view of the cxtrcme  gravity
of the situation endangering the pcacc and security
of Lebanon, the President was requested  to convcnc
an urgent meeting of the Security Council.

At the 155 1 st meeting on 5 September 1970 follow-
ing the adoptionzoo of the  agenda, the Council decided
to invite”” the represcntativcs  of Lebanon and Israel
to participate without vote in the discussion of the
question which was considered at that meeting only.

At the beginning of the  meeting, the Sccrctary-
Gcncral read to the Security  Council the  texts of two
cables he had received from the Chief of Staff of
UNTSO regarding the  matter before the Council. In
the messages it was, inter alia, stated: that on 5
September 1970 the Lebanese authorities had informed
the Israel-Lebanon Mixed Armistice Commission
(ILMAC)  of an attack by Israeli aircraft and pene-
tration by Israeli mixed infantry and armoured  force
into Lebanese territory, and had requested confirma-
tion by a UN Military Observer on the spot, as well
as the immediate withdrawal of the Israeli unit from
Lebanese territory; that the Assistant Israel Defcncc
Force Liaison Officer, who initially had had no infor-
mation on the alleged attack, had later that day
informed the Chief of UNTSO that all Israeli defcnce
forces had withdrawn from Lebanese territory. The
Secretary-General recalled the statement he had made
on 12 May 1970 on a similar occasionzo2 that he had
long sought, without success, to increase substantially
the number of United Nations observers on both sides
in that area and that this accounted for the lack of
detailed information of actions such as the one under
consideration.203

The rcprcsentative  of Lebanon,* having noted that
during the ast two weeks Israeli armed forces had
committed l!fty-eight acts of aggression against Leba-
non, repeated the charge made in his letter requesting
an urgent meeting of the Council that Israeli armed
forces, backed by its air force anl tanks, had penc-
trated from the border and launched an attack inside
Lebanese territory. He stated that the Israeli military
operations were still continuing and Israeli forces were
still engagino units of the Lebanese army inside
Lebancsc  tekitory.  The  representative of Lebanon
stated also that his country requested from the Security
Council the immediate and complete withdrawal of
all Israeli forces from all Lebanese  territory; con-
demnation of Israel for its repcatcd  act5 of aggression
against Lcbaron, in violation of the Charter  and the
pertinent resolutions of the Security  Council - rcsolu-
tions 262 (1968) of 31 December 1968. 270 (1969)
of 26 August 1969, 279 (1970) of 12 May 1970 and
280 (1970) of 19 May 1970; the application of
Chapter  VII of the Charter against Israel, in accord-
ance \t ith o:crativc  p’nrayrapph  3 of Council resolution
280 ( 1970) nhereby Israel had been warned that in
case of a repetition of armed attack, the Council would
consider taking adequate and effective steps or meas-

200  1SSlst meeting, para.  7.
x1 Ibid.. para.  8.
202  1537th meeting, paras.  6-8.
?‘~3 ISSlst  meeting. paras.  11-14.

ures in accordance with the relevant Articles of the
Charter to implement its resolutions.20i

The  representative of Israel* maintained that an
attempt by Lebanon to dramatize a “minor patrolling
incident” could not justify the  urgent  meeting of the
Security Council. He contcndcd  further that the  incqui-
table and one-side text of resolution 280 (1970) of
19 May 1970 had given encouragcmcnt  to the  aggres-
sor and that since the adoption of that resolution over
two hundred acts of aggression had been committed
from Lebanese territory with the  connivance of the
Lebanese authorities against the territory and popula-
tion of Israel. The so-called “Cairo Agreement” signed
between Lebanon and the Palestinian commandos on
3 November 1969, he maintained, provided the basis
for terrorist activity against Israel from Lebanon. Under
the terms of that agreement, he noted, the Palcstininns’
armed struggle was reaffirmed to be in Lebanon’s
interest and the Lebanese army had undertaken to
co-operate in the installation of supplies, rest and aid
posts for Palestinian commandos. It was against this
background of continuous acts of aggression committed
from Lebanese territory and of the admitted helpless-
ness of the Lebanese authorities to control their own
territory that Israel had been compelled to exercise its
right of self-defence in the present instance. On 4 and
5 September 1970, a small unit of the Israel Defence
Forces had carried out a search and comb mission
directed solely against terrorists in the affected part
of Lebanon. Those units had evacuated Lebanese
territory upon completion of their mission. In this
minor Israeli action of defensive and limited nature,
the Lebanese Army had not been directly involved
except for some shelling from a distance. He further
stressed that Lebanon was obliged as a Member of
the United Nations to prevent irregular, as well as
regular, forces from using its territory for aggression
against another Member State. If Lebanon chose  to
repudiate this principle, it could not claim to be
immune to Israel’s defence  against aggression.zOJ

The  representative of Spain maintained that in so far
as an invasion of Lebanon by Israel had occurred,
the fact that a withdrawal had been initiated was not
sufficient proof for the Council to remain inactive.
Bearing in mind that the incident under consideration
was repetition of actions which had occurred in the
past with flagrant violation of certain principles of the
Charter, he urged that the Council should act with
a11  the urgency required by the situation and sub-
mittcd2ne a draft resolution.207  He requested that it be
put to the vote before the conclusion of the mecting.20s

Subsequently, the draft resolution was put to the
vote and adoptedZou by 14 votes in favour, none
against with 1 abstention. It rcad**O  as follows:

“Tlw Security Council
“Demanh  the complete and immediate with-

drawal of all Israeli armed forces from Lebanese
territory.”

Decision of 25 September 197 1 (1582nd meeting):
resolution 298 ( I971  )

*(JJ  Ibid.,  pnru.  Ih-25.
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By Icttcr2*l  dated 13 September 1971 addressed to
the  President of the Security Council, the  rcpresen-
tativc of Jordan requested an urgent  meeting  of the
Security  Council to consider Israel’s illegal measures
in Jerusalem in defiance  of Security Council rcsolu-
tions 252  (1968),  267 (1969) and 271 (1969). Hc
stated that Israel had been continuing its illegal and
unilateral  rneasurcs  and steps to change  the Arab
character of the City and its environs and was
prcscntly  contemplating a new legislation to extend
the  border of Jerusalem to include 30 new Arab towns
and villages with a population over 100,000. These
mcasurcs  were rcferrctl  to in the Jordanian dclcgation’s
latest letters,?” as well as the Sccrctary-Gcncral’s
reports of 18 February 1971”‘” and 20 April 1971.?14
Israel’s negative attitude had been demonstrated since
it had started to implement the  so-called “master plan”
for Jerusalem. In so far as the  situation crcatcd  by
illegal Israeli measures constituted a direct threat to
the character of Jerusalem and the  surrounding suburbs
and villages, the lives and destiny of its people and
international peace and security, it called for immediate
consideration by the Security Council.

At the 1579th meeting of the Security Council on
16 September 197 1, the representative of Syria pro-
posed that in so far as the reports from the  Sccrctary-
General which had been called for by the Security
Council in its resolutions 252 ( 1968), 267 ( 1969) and
271 (1969) related to the question to be considered
by the Council, the item on the provisional agenda
regarding the situation in the Middle East should be
divided into two sections and include these reports in
addition to the letter dated 13 September 1971 from
the rcpresentativc  of Jordan.21s  The agenda as amended
was adopted21a without objection. It read:

“The situation in the Middle East:
“(a) Letter dated 13 September 1971 from the

Permanent Representative of Jordan to the
United Nations addressed to the President
of the Security Council (S/10313)

“(b) Reports of the Secretary-General (S/8052,
S/8146, S/9149 and Add.1, S/9537, S/
10124 and Add.1 and 2)“.

Subsequently, the Council invited217 the representatives
of Jordan, Egypt and Israel to participate without vofe
in the discussion of the question before the Council.
Invitations21*  were also extended to the representatives
of Mali, Morocco, Lebanon and Saudi Arabia at the
1580th meeting and to the representative of Tunisia
at the 1581st  meeting. The Council considered the
question at its 1579th to 1582nd  meetings, held be-
tween 16 and 25 September 197 I.

At the 1579th meeting on 16 September 1971, the
representative of Jordan* stated that the worsening
situation in Jerusalem was the result of the Israeli per-
sistencc in the  implementation of measures designed

211  S/10313, OR, 26th yr., Suppl. for July-Sept. 1971, p. 63.
212  S/10075, S/10123, S/lOt30/Cotr.l,  S/10139, S/10149

and S/10152,  OR, 26th yr.. Suppl. for Jan.-Mar. 1971, pp.
36-39, 77, 81-86. 96, 102.  103-104 respectively; S/10169, OR,
26th yr..  Suppl. for Apr.-lune  1971, p. 21-22.

213  S/10124, OR, 26th  yr . ,  Suppl .  f or  Jan . -Mar .  1971,  p.
77-79.

214  S/10124/Add.l,  OR, 26th yr., SuppI.  for Apr.-June 1971,
p. 20-21.
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{i) to change the status and character of the Holy City,
in disregard of the repeated General Assembly and
Security Council resolutions and (ii) to prevent the
conclusion of a just and peaceful settlement, in the
hope  that the ccasc-fire  lines would ultimately  bccomc
the new borders  of lsracl.  NW legislation now
being contemplated by Israel would cxtcnd  the  bonlcrs
of Jcrusnlcm by annexing 3 more Arab towns and 27
Arab villages over and above what had already been
unilaterally and illegally annexed in June 1967. Fur-
thcrmorc, reports emanating from the occupied terri-
tories referred to attempts in the  Israeli Parliament to
enact a law to confine  holy Moslem religious places
in H:lram Ksh-Shcrif  area to Al Aqsa and the  Dome
of the Rock mosques  whereby the plaza of Haram
Esh-Sherif and other religious and cultural buildings
which constituted part of it and which were held
sacred by the Moslems, would be subject to future
illegal Israeli regulations and excavations. He stated
that the  Israeli authorities still declined to supply the
Secretary-General,  in spite of his repeated rcqucsts,  with
information on the “master plan” for “greater Jcru-
salem” which envisaged, infer nfia, developments af-
fecting the premises of the “Government House”-the
headquarters of the UNTSO situated in the  “no-man’s
land” in Jerusalem. At the close of his statement, the
representative of Jordan reiterated the charge that
Israel followed a systematic and determined policy of
“Judaizing” the Holy City and its environs, and in
this connexion, drew attention to the following points:
that the Israeli annexationist measures in Jerusalem
constituted a renunciation of the Israeli commitments
under the Armistice Agreement of which Israel was
a signatory; that they were a breach of the cease-fire
Agreement which implied that troop movements must
be halted and “any attempt to gain legal and geogra-
phical advantages from the current situation nntst  be
deplored”; that these measures were contrary to con-
temporary international law and practice which did
not recognize the right of conquest or the  right of the
conqueror to acquire territory as a result of his con-
quest; that they were in contradiction of the principles
of the United Nations Charter which reaffirmed the
established principle that acquisition of territory by
military conquest was inadmissible; that they were in
violation of General Assembly and Security Council
resolutions pertaining to Jerusalem, particularly Gen-
eral Assembly resolutions 2253 (ES-V) and 2254
(ES-V) and Security Council resolutions 252 ( 1968),
267 (1969) and 271 (1969); that they were also in
violation of the Hague Convention of 1907 and the
Geneva Conventions of 1949 and international law
and practice governing military occupation, the 1955
Convention and Protocol for the Protection of Cultural
Property in the Event of Armed Con!lict,  the Dcclnra-
tion of Human Rights, 1948 and the United Nations
Convention on Civil and Political Rights; and that
these measures undermined the sovereignty and ter-
ritorial integrity of an independent and sovereign  Mcm-
ber State of the United Nations. In view of the repeated
Israeli violation of the United Nations resolutions, as
well as international conventions, he felt that the Secu-
rity Council should invoke whatever sanctions it deemed
fit under Chapter VII of the  Charter to ensure respect
for its decisions and to prevent a fait accompli in
Jerusalem from interfering with a just solution to the
Middle East problem.2*0

*Ia  1579th  meet ing. paras. 17, 19, 20 , 27 , 28 , 32 , 33 , 34 , 35 ,
36, 37, 39, 40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 76-86.
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At the 1580th meeting on 16 September 197 1, the
representative of Israel* contended that the present
complaint before the Security Council constituted an
attempt on the part of Jordan to divert attention from
its internal difficulties. He maintained that Jordan had
been associated with Jerusalem  only through its invasion
of 1948, in violation of the Charter and of United
Nations resolutions, and through the subsequent illegal
occupation of the  city’s eastern sector. That occupation,
hc added, did not accord Jordan any rights, especially
now that it had been terminated. It had never been
recognized by any of the States Members of the United
Nations and could not scrvc as a basis for invoking
international conventions and instruments; nor could
it be used as a lever to infringe upon the City’s right
to normal existence,  to reconstruction and development.
Contrary to the Jordanian allegations, there was no
“master plan”. The development of Jerusalem, includ-
ing construction, having been interrupted by war and
the subsequent  bisection of the city had to proceed
once more on its normal course. He denied Jordanian
allegations that Israel contemplated the  extension of
the  city’s municipal boundaries to include neighbouring
Arab towns and villages and their populations, and
stated that the legislation rcfcrred  to in the Jordanian
complaint had been a private bill submitted  by an
individual member  of the Israeli Parliament which had
long ago been withdrawn. In conclusion, the represen-
tativc of Israel declared that while rejecting any claims
based on aggression against Jerusalem and the city’s
former  illegal division, Israel would continue to be
guided by the legitimate rights and interests of Jeru-
salem’s citizens irrespective of nationality and faith
and would scrupulously ensure the sanctity of the Holy
Places, freedom of access to them and the jurisdiction
of the various religious communities over them.**O

At the I582nd meeting on 25 September 1971, the
rrprescntntive of the USSR stated that the resolutions
adopted by the Security Council and the General
Assembly on the question of Jerusalem and on the
situation in the Middle East wcrc based on a generally
recognized principle of international law that it was
inadmissible to acquire territory through war.221  Despite
those resolutions Israel continued to wage a policy
aimed at conqu&ng and assimilating Arab territories
and prcvcnting  and subverting a peaceful  political set-
tlcmcnt  in the area as provided for by Security
Council resolution 242 (1967) of 22 November 1967.
Hc concluded by expressing  support for the demand
of the Arab countries that a special mission of the
Security Council be dispatched to Jerusalem.??*

At the same meeting the representative of Somalia
introducedZZ3 a draft rcsolutionz2j  which, he noted,
took cognizance of the main issues of the question and
attempted to chart a course of action for the Council
that would take the United Nations one step forward
in meeting its responsibiIities.225

Subsequently the representative of Syria submitted**”
_.--_
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a number of amendments**’ to the Somalian draft
resolution.

In response to an appeal made by the rcprescntativcs
of France,*** the United States,228  United Kingdom,*“O
Somalia231 and Italy 232  to withdraw his amendments
in the interest of unanimity, the representative of Syria
withdrew the second, third and fourth amendments
which he had submitted but requestcd2”3 a vote to be
taken on the first amendment.

At the 1582nd  meeting on 25 September 1971, the
Syrian amendment to the draft resolution submitted
by Somalia was put to the vote and adopted*a’  by 13
votes in favour, none against with 2 abstentions,

Subsequently, paragraph 5 of the  draft resolution
was voted upon, a separate vote  having been requested
thereon by the representative of the USSR2”J and
adoptedZSa by 12 votes in favour, none against with 3
abstentions.

At the same meeting,  the  draft resolution, as
amended, as a whole was put to the vote and adopted*37
by 14 votes in favour, none against with 1 abstention.
It read23* as follows:

“The Security Council,
“Recalling its resolutions 252 (1968) of 21 May

1968 and 267 (1969) of 3 July 1969 and the earlier
General Assembly resolutions 2253 (ES-V) and
2254 (ES-V) of 4 and 14 July 1967 concerning
measures and actions by Israel designed to change
the status of the Israeli-occupied section of Jeru-
salem,

“Having considered the letter of the Permanent
Representative of Jordan on the situation in Jeru-
salem and the reports of the Secretary-General, and
having heard the statements of the parties concerned
on the question,

“Reafirming  the principle that acquisition of ter-
ritory by military conquest is inadmissible,

“Noting with concern the non-compliance by Israel
with the above-mentioned resolutions,

 with  concern also that since the adoption
of the above-mentioned resolutions Israel has taken
further measures designed to change the status and
character of the occupied section of Jerusalem.

“1. Reufirms  its resolutions 252 (1968) and
267 (1969);

“2. Deplores the failure of Israel to respect the
previous resolutions adopted by the United Nations
concerning measures and actions by Israel purport-
ing to affect the status of the City of Jerusalem;

“3. Confirms in the clearest possible terms that
alI legislative and administrative actions taken by
Israel to change the status of the City of Jerusalem,
including expropriation of land and properties, trans-

22’1 S/10338/Rev.l,  OR, 26rh  yr., Suppl.  for July-Sepl.  1971,
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fer of populations and legislation aimed at the incor-
poration of the occupied section, arc totally invalid
and cannot change that status;

“4. Urgently culls upon Israel to rescind all
previous measures and actions and to take no further
steps in the occupied section of Jerusalem  which
may purport to change  the status of the City or
which would prejudice the  rights of the inhabitants
and the interests of the international community,
or a just and lasting peace;

“5. Requests the Secretary-General, in consulta-
tion with the President of the Security Council and
using such instrumentalities as he may choose, in-
cluding a representative or a mission, to report to
the Council as appropriate and in any event within
sixty days on the implementation of the present
resolution.”

COMPLAINT BY THE GOVERNMENT OF CYPRUS

Decision of 10 June 1969 (1474th meeting): resolu-
tion 266 ( 1969)
On 2 June 1969, the Secretary-General submitted

to the Security Council his report2J0  on the United
Nations Operation in Cyprus covering developments
from 3 December 1968 to 2 June 1969. In his report
the Secretary-General noted that the situation during
the period under review had been generally calm. There
had been no major breaches of the cease-fire, although
certain incidents had, at times, created tension. Rcla-
tions between Greek and Turkish Cypriots had con-
tinued to show some improvements; in particular, there
had been a marked increase  in the number of contacts
between members of both communities. An atmosphere
more conducive to normalization had thus been created.
He was further convinced that in the  then existing
circumstances, the peace-keeping work of the United
Nations Force represented an indispensable element
in maintaining and further improving the calm atmos-
phcrc in the  island and in promoting the steps toward
normalization. He therefore considered a further ex-
tension of the stationing of thq United Nations Force
to be imperative. Moreover, all the parties concerned
supported its continued presence in Cyprus.

The Security Council considered the report  of the
Secretary-General at its 1474th meeting  on 10 June
1969, at which meeting the agenda was adopted,?‘O
without objection. The representatives of Cyprus,
Greece and Turkey were invited*” to participate in
the discussion.

At the same meeting, as a result of the consultations
held among members of the Council prior to the  meet-
ing, an agreement was reached on the text of a draft
resolution242  which read as follows:

“The Security Council,
“Noting from the report of the Secretary-General

of 3 June 1969 (S/9233) that in the  present cir-
cumstances the United Nations Pcacc-keeping Force
in Cyprus is still needed if peace is to be maintained
in the  island.

“Ndng that the Government of Cyprus has
agreed that in view of the prevailing conditions in

_--_--
“30  S/9233,  OR,  24rh  yr.,  Suppl.  f o r  Apr . - June  1969,  pp.

175-185.
2~ 1474th meeting. preceding para.  8.
241 I/Cd.,  pnra.  8.
*‘?lhiff.,  pnras. 10-11.

- - -  -._ _ _ _
the Island it is necessary to continue the  Force
beyond 15 June 1969,

“Noting, from the observations in the report, that
the improvement of the situation in Cyprus has been
maintained during the  period under rcvicw,

“1. Reufirrns  its resolutions 186 (1964) of 4
March, 187 (1964) of 13 March, 192 (1964) of
20 June, 193 (1964) of 9 August, 194 (1964) of
25 September and 198 (1964) of 18 December
1964, 201 (1965) of 19 March, 206 (1965) of 15
June, 207 (1965) of 10 August, 219 (1965) of 17
December 1965, 220 (1966) of 16 March, 222
(1966) of 16 June and 231 (1966) of 15 December
1966, 238 (1967) of 19 June and 244 (1967) of
22 December 1967, and 247 (1968) of 18 March,
254 (1968) of 18 June and 261 (1968) of 10
December 1968, and the consensus expressed by
the President at the 1143rd meeting  on 11 August
1964 and at the 1383rd meeting on 24 November
1967;

“2. Urges the parties concerned to act with the
utmost restraint and to continue determined co-
operative efforts to achieve the  objectives of the
Security Council by availing themselves in a con-
structive manner of the present auspicious climate
and opportunities;

“3. Extends once more the stationing in Cyprus
of the United Nations Peace-keeping Force, estab-
lished under Security Council resolution 186 (1964).
for a further period ending 15 December 1969, in
the expectation that by then sufficient progress toward
a final solution will make possible a withdrawal or
substantial reduction of the Force.”
At the same meeting the President (Paraguay) put

to the vote the draft resolution which was adopted2’*
unanimously. After the vote the representative of the
USSR stated that having regard to the wishes of the
parties directly concerned, his Government would not
object to the  proposal for an extension of another six
months of the stay of the United Nations Force in
Cyprus in view of the fact that such an extension was
in full conformity with the provisions of the  Security
Council resolution of 4 March 1964, i.e., they would
continue to function under the existing mandate and
be financed on a voluntary basis.2*4
Decision of 11 December 1969 ( 152lst  meeting) :

On 3 December 1969, the Secretary-General sub-
mitted to the Security Council his report24J  on the
United Nations operation in Cyprus covering devclop-
ments from 3 June 1969 to 1 December 1969. In the
report, the Secretary-General stated that despite the
fact that there had been a great improvcmcnt  as a
result of nearly six years of patient and persistent
efforts, in which the UNFICYP had played a vital role,
the situation in Cyprus remained basIcally  unstable and
uncertain.  He thus saw no other alternative but to
rccommcnd  a further extension of the stationing of the
IJnitcd  Nations Force in Cyprus.“’

The  Security Council considered the report  of the
Secretary-Gcncral  at its 152 1 st meeting on 11 December

2.13  Ibid.  para.  64: resolution 266 (1969).
244  Ibid.,  paras.  137-139.
?4sS/9521  a n d  Add.1,  OR, 24rh  yr.,  SuppI.  for Oct.-Dec.

1969, pp. 120-14’.
240  The parties concerned bad expressed their agreement to

t h e  proposed extension.
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1969, at which meeting the agenda was adopted*”
without objection. The representatives of Cyprus,
Greece and Turkey were invitedz4”  to participate in
the discussion.

At the same meeting the President (Zambia) stated
that as a result of prior informal consultations a draft
resolution had been prepared. Subsequently, he an-
nounced that further consultations held with the mem-
bers of the Council had resulted in a minor modifica-
tion of the third preambular paragraph.24u

The representative of the USSR while emphasizing
that the United Nations peace-keeping operation in
Cyprus should not continue indefinitely and having
regard to the position of the interested parties, stated
that his Government did not object to the pro
extension of the stationing of the United Nations r

sed
orce

for a further period of six months on condition that
its mandate would be carried out in full accordance
with the provisions of the Council resolution 186 of 4
March 1964 and its financing continued to be done on
a voluntary basis.2J0

At the same meeting the President (Zambia) put to
the vote the draft resolution which was adoptedzsl
unanimously. The text readZsZ  as follows:

“The Security Council,
“Noting from the report of the Secretary-General

of 3 December 1969 (S/9521) that in the present
circumstances the United Nations Peace-keeping
Force in Cyprus is still needed if peace is to be
maintained in the island,

“Noting that the Government (of) Cyprus has
agreed that in view of the prevailing conditions in
the island it is necessary to continue the Force
beyond 15 December 19W,-.  ‘I

“Noting, from the observations in the report, that
the improvement of the situation in Cyprus has
continued during the period under review,

“1. Reafirms  its resolutions 186 (1964) of 4
March, 187 (1964) of 13 March, 192 (1964) of
20 June, 193 (1964) of 9 August, 194 (1964) of
25 September and 198 (1964) of 18 December
1964, 201 (1965) of 19 March, 206 (1965) of 15
June, 207 (1965) of 10 August and 219 (1965) of
17 December 1965, 220 (1966) of 16 March, 222
(1966) of 16 June and 231 (1966) of 15 December
1966, 238 (1967) of 19 June and 244 (1967) of
22 December 1967, and 247 (1968) of 18 March,
254 (1968) of 18 June and 261 (1968) of 10
December 1968, and 266 (1969) of 10 June 1969
and the consensus expressed by the President at
the 1143rd  meeting on 11 August 1964 and at the
1383rd meeting on 24/25  November 1967;

“2. the parties concerned to act with the
utmost restraint and to continue determined co-
operative efforts to achieve the objectives of the
Security Council by availing themselves in a con-
structive manner of the present auspicious climate
and opportunities;

9’7 152lst meeting: Dreceding  para. 1.
24s ibid., para.  I.- - - -
24@The  amended third preambular paragraph read: “Noting

from the observations in the report that the improvement of
the situation in Cyprus has continued during the period under
review.”

250  l521st meeting, paras.  69-70.
251  Ibid., para.  72; S/9550/Rev.l.
259 Resolution 274 ( 1969).

“3. Exfends once more the stationing in Cyprus
of the United Nations Peace-keeping Force, estab-
lished under Security Council resolution 186 ( 1964))
for a further period ending 15 June 1970, in the
expectation that by then sufficient progress toward
a final solution wiU make possible a withdrawal or
substantial reduction of the Force.”

Decision of 9 June 1970 (1543rd meeting) : resolution
281 (1970)
On 1 June 1970, the Secretary-General submitted to

the Security Council his report253 covering the develop-
ments from 2 December 1969 to 1 June 1970. Having
observed that in the prevailing circumstances it would
be unrealistic to expect an early solution of the basic
problems of Cyprus and having noted that reductions
both in strength and the cost of UNFICYP had been
put into effect in the past six months and that this
process had been viewed with anxiety by both the Gov-
ernment of Cyprus and the Turkish Cypriot leadership
which attached importance to the continued presence
of United Nations troops for tranquiility  and peace,
the Secretary-General recommended that UNFICYP at
its existing strength should be continued for a further
six months.

The Security Council considered the report of the
Secretary-General at its 1543rd meeting on 9 June
1970 at which meeting the provisional agenda was
adopted without objection,254  and the representatives
of Cyprus, Greece and Turkey were invited to parti-
cipate in the Council’s discussion.2sJ

At the same meeting, the President (Nepal) an-
nounced that in the course of informal consultations
among the members of the Security Council, a draft
reso1ution256 had been prepared for consideration by
the Council.257  He put to the vote the said draft reso-
lution and it was adopted unanimously.25a  The text
read as follows:25o

“The Security Council,
“Noting from the report of the Secretary-General

of 1 June 1970 that in the present circumstances the
United Nations Peace-keeping Force in Cyprus is
still needed if peace is to be maintained in the island,

“Noting that the Government of Cyprus has
agreed that in view of the prevailing conditions in
the island it is necessary to continue the Force
beyond 15 June 1970,

“Noting aLo from the report the conditions
prevailing in the island,

“1. Reafirms  its resolutions 186 (1964) of 4
March, 187 (1964) of 13 March, 192 (1964) of
20 June, 193 (1964) of 9 August, 194 (1964) of
25 September and 198 (1964) of 18 December
1964, 201 (1965) of 19 March, 206 (1965) of 15
June, 207 (1965) of 10 August and 219 (1965) of
17 December 1965, 220 (1966) of 16 March, 222
( 1966) of 16 June and 231 (1966) of 15 December
1966, 238 (1967) of 19 June and 244 (1967) of
22 December 1967, 247 (1968) of 18 March, 254
(1968) of 18 June and 261 (1968) of 10 December

253  S/9814, OR, 25th  yr..  Suppl.  for April-June 1970. pp.
190-200.

2JJ 1543rd meeting, para. 4.
255  Ibid., para. 5.
2s”S/9R3l,  adopted without change as  resolution 281 (1970).
257 1543rd  meeting, para.  7.
2JR  Ibid.. para.  87.
250  Resolution 281 (1970).
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1968, and 266 (1969) of 10 June and 274 (1969)
of 11 December 1969, and the  consensus expressed
by the President at the 1143rd  meeting on 11 August
1964 and at the 1383rd meeting on 25 November
1967;

“2. Urges the parties concerned to act with the
utmost restraint and to continue determined co-
operative efforts to achieve the objectives of the
Security Council, by availing themselves in a con-
structivc manner of the  present auspicious climate
and opportunities;

“3. Exrends once more the stationing in Cyprus
of the United Nations Peace-keeping Force, estab-
lished under Security Council resolution 186 ( 1964))
for a further period ending 15 December 1970, in
the expectation that by then sufficient progress
towards a final solution will make  possible  a with-
drawal or substantial reduction of the  Force.”
Subsequently, the representative of the USSR took

note of the fact that over six years had elapsed since
the United Nations Force in Cyprus had first appeared
on the  island. He considered it necessary to stress that
the carrying out of this United Nations operation in
the field of peace-keeping could not and must not
continue indefinitely. By the very nature and length
of this operation, it could not, in his view, serve  as a
prototype or model for a normal United Nations pcace-
keeping operation. The presence on the territory of
an independent and sovereign State of foreign forces
in itself, even under the aegis of the United Nations,
could only be an extraordinary measure, which must
end at the first opportunity. He stated that the USSR
did not object to extending the stay of UNFICYP for
another six-month period, it being understood that
this extension was in full conformity with Security
Council resolution 186 (1964) of 4 March 1964, in
other words with the present functions of Umted
Nations forces in Cyprus and the existing system for
their financing on a voluntary basis.2e0
Decision of 10 December  1970 (1564th meeting) : res-

olution 291 ( 1970)
On 2 December 1970, the.  Secretary-General sub-

mitted to the Security Council his report?“’  covering
the developments from 2 June 1970 to 1 December
1970. Noting that the situation prevailing in Cyprus
was one of “negative stability”, that is, the record of
the past six months showed neither progress towards
further normalization and the elimination of confronta-
tion nor a return to the tense and explosive situation
which had existed prior to the  commencement of the
intercommunal talks in June 1968, the Sccretary-Gen-
era1 recommended to the Security Council the extension
of UNFfCYP’s mandate with agreement of the  Gov-
ernments of Cyprus, Greece and Turkey, for another
period of six months in view of the fact that its with-
drawal would involve an acute risk of a return to the
pattern of intercommunal violence.

The Security Council considered  the report of the
Secretary-General at its 1564th meeting on 10 De-
cember 1970, at which meeting the provisional agenda
was adopted without objection?“? and the  representa-
tives of Cyprus, Greece and Turkey were invited to
participate in the discussion.*“”

260  1543rd  meeting, paras.  126-l 28.
*II* S/10005, OR, 25th yr., Suppl.  for Oct.-Dec. 1970, pp.

57-71.
282 1564th meeting, preceding para. 1.
263 Ibid., para. 1.

At the same meeting, the President (USSR) stated
that pursuant to informal consultations which had
been held among the members of the Council, a draft
resolutiot? had been preparcd.20s  He put to the  vote
the said draft resolution and it was adoprcd  unani-
mously.z’~c  The  text  read as follows:zG~

“The Security Council,
“Nofing  from the  report of the Secretary-General

of 2 December 1970 that in the  present  circumstances
the United Nations Peace-keeping Force  in Cyprus
is still needed if pcacc is to be maintained in the
island,

“Noting that the Government  of Cyprus has agreed
that in view of the prevailing conditions in the  island
it is necessary to continue  the Force  beyond 15
December  1970,

“Noting also from the report the conditions pre-
vailing in the island,

“1. Reufirms  its resolutions 186 ( 1964) of 4
March, 187 (1964) of 13 March, 192 ( 1964) of
20 June, 193 (1964) of 9 August, 194 ( 1964) of
25 September and 198 (1964) of 18 December
1964, 201 (1965) of 19 March, 206 (1965) of 15
June, 207 (1965) of 10 August and 219 (1965)
of 17 December 1965, 220 ( 1966) of 16 March,
222 (1966) of 16 June and 231 (1966) of 15 De-
cember 1966, 238 (1967) of 19 June and 244
(1967) of 22 December 1967, 247 ( 1968) of 18
March, 254 (1968) of 18 June and 261 (1968) of
10 December 1968, 266 (1969) of 10 June and
274 (1969) of 11 December 1969 and 281 ( 1970)
of 9 June 1970, and the consensus expressed by the
President at the 1143rd  meeting on 11 August 1964
and at the 1383rd meeting on 25 November 1967;

“2. Urges the parties concerned to act with the
utmost restraint and to continue determined co-
operative efforts to achieve the objectives of the
Security Council, by availing themselves in a con-
structive manner of the present auspicious climate
and opportunities;

“3. Extends once more the stationing in Cyprus
of the United Nations Peace-keeping Force, estab-
lished under Security Council resolution 186 ( 1964))
for a further period ending 15 June 1971, in the
expectation that by then sufficient progress towards
a final solution will make  possible a withdrawal or
substantial reduction of the Force.”
Subsequently, the representative of the USSR reit-

erated the position of his Government that so lengthy
a stay as the seven-year presence of the United Nations
troops in Cyprus could not be regarded as normal in
any way and that the presence of foreign troops on
the territory of an independent and sovereign State,
even under the auspices of the United Nations, could
bc only a temporary and extraordinary measure to be
terminated at the first opportunity. Having expressed
the hope that that opportunity would arise not later
than the end of the latest six-months term for the
stay of the United Nations Force in Cyprus, he stated
that it was on this understanding and also taking into
account the position in this matter of the interested

264  S/10036 adopted without change as resolution 291
(1970).
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parties, that the USSR had not, at this time, raised
the question of the withdrawal of these troops from
Cyprus. He also noted that his Govcrnmcnt had not
objected to the  extension of the stay of the United
Nation troops in Cyprus for a further six-months period,
on the  understanding that the extension  was to be
elTected in complete accordance with the provisions of
Council resolution I86  (1964),  namely that the present
restricted functions of the troops would remain as
before  and the present operating arrangements for their
financing on a voluntary basis would be maintained.2BX
Decision of 26 May 197 1 ( 1568th meeting) : resolution

293 (1971)
On 20 May 1971, the Secretary-General submitted

to the Security Council his reportzaD covering the de-
velopments from 2 December 1970 to 19 May 1971.
The Secretary-General reported that in the period
under review there had been little perceptible improve-
ment in the situation in Cyprus and no indication of
progress towards a negotiated solution of the under-
lying problems of the island.  On the contrary, there
had, on occasion, been a tendency on the part of
spokesmen both for the Cyprus Government and for
the Turkish Cypriot community to adopt uncompro-
mising attitudes in their public statements which had
resulted in an aggravation of tension. Thcrc  were
strong indications that unless renewed effort was made
on all sides to bridge the existing difficulties, Cyprus
could be entering a new period of tension in which
little substantial progress towards the solution of the
main problems could bc expected and the danger of
renewed unrest was to be feared. In view of such
circumstances, the Secretary-General recommended that
the Council extend the mandate of the UNFICYP for
a further period of six months until 15 December 197 1.
Having noted that all the partics  principally concerned
were in agreement with this recommendation,  he stated
that any sizable reduction of the  operation would be
inadvisable until an appreciable degree of elimination
of confrontation between the forces on the island could
be achicvcd. In this connexion, the Secretary-General,
drawing attention to the fact that this constituted the
nineteenth time that he had recommended to the Sccu-
rity Council the  extension of the mandate of UNFICYP,
observed  that the prospect of an apparently indefinite
commitment for the United Nations in Cyprus posed
fundamental questions for the Organization in facing
its responsibilities for the maintenance of international
pence and security. He believed the time had come for
a comprehensive review of this problem and expressed
hope that members of the Security Council would give
it serious consideration in the coming months and
would give thought especially to constructive alter-
natives to the present arrangement.

The  Security Council considered the report of the
Secretary-General at its 1567th and 1568th meetings
held on 26 May 197 1.

At the  1567th meeting  the  Security Council
adopted.2y” without objection. the  provisional agenda
and invited the representatives of Cyprus, Greece and
*l’urkey to participate in the discussion.271

Subsequently, the President (Burundi)  announced
that during informal consultations nhich had been held

ZfiR 1564th meeting. paras.  163-164.
m S/10199.  OR, 26rh .yr.,  Suppl.  for Apr.-June 1971,  pp.

5040.
?x  1567th meeting, para.  1.
~1 Ibid., para.  2.

among the  members of the Council a draft resolu-
tion”’ had been prepared.2i:’

At the  same meeting,  the l’rcsidcnt  put the  draft
resolution to the vote  and it was adopted unani-
mously. “i4 The  text read as follows:?;:

“The Security Coltncif,
“Noting from the  report of the Secretary-General

of 20 May 1971 that in the present circumstances
the United Nations Peace-keeping Force in Cyprus
is still needed if peace is to be maintained in the
island,

“Noring  that the Government of Cyprus has agreed
that in view of the prevailing conditions in the
island it is necessary to continue the Force beyond
15 June 1971,

“Notins also from the report the conditions pre-
vailing in the island,

1. Reafirms  its resolutions 186 (1964) of 4
March, 187 (1964) of 13 March, 192 (1964) of
20 June, 193 ( 1964) of 9 August, 194 ( 1964) of
25 September and 198 (1964) of 18 December
1964, 201 (1965) of 19 March, 206 (1965) of 15
June, 207 (1965) of 10 August and 219 (1965) of
17 December 1965, 220 ( 1966) of 16 March, 222
(1966) of 16 June and 231 (1966) of 15 December
1966, 238 (1967) of 19 June and 244 (1967) of
22 December  1967, 247 (1968) of 18 March, 254
(1968) of 18 June and 261 (1968) of 10 December
1968, 266 (1969) of 10 June and 274 (1969) of
11 December 1969, and 281 (1970) of 9 June and
291 (1970) of IO December 1970. and the consensus
expressed by the President at the 1143rd meeting
on 11 August 1964 and at the 1383rd meeting on
25 November 1967;

“2. Urges the parties concerned to act with the
utmost restraint and to continue determined co-
operative efforts to achieve the objectives of the
Security Council, by availing themselves in a con-
structive manner of the present auspicious climate
and opportunities;

“3. Extends once more the stationing in Cyprus
of the United Nations Peace-keeping Force, cstab-
lished under Security Council resolution 186 (1964),
for a further  period ending 15 December 1971, in
the  expectation that by then sufficient progress
towards a final solution will make possible a with-
drawal or substantial reduction of th% Force.”
At the 1568th meeting held also on 25 May 1971,

the representative of the USSR stated that his country’s
position on the Cyprus question remained valid and in
force.  The question of Cyprus had to be settled on the
basis of independence, sovereignty and territorial intep-
rity of the  Republic of Cyprus and without any outside
interference. All foreign forces had to be withdrawn
from its territory. He emphasized once again that many
years had elapsed since foreign militav  contingents
called United Nations forces had for the first time
been dispatched to Cyprus. Such a lengthy United
Nations operation for the maintenance OF peace could
not scrvc as a model for other such operations. In
itself. the prc5cnce on the  territory of a sovereign and
indcpcndcnt  State of foreign troops---even under the

~2 S/IO209 adopted without change as resolution 233 (1971).
273  1 S67th  meeting. parn.  3.
274 Ihirl.. parn.  127.
27.7  Resolution 293 (1971).
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aegis and in the name of the  United Nations-could
only be an extraordinary and short-term measure to
be ended as soon as possible. On this understanding
and taking into account the position of the parties
conccrncd, his delegation had not at this time raised
the question  of complete withdrawal of (Jnitd  Nations
forces from the  territory of Cyprus. Further, the USSR
bad agreed with the extension on the understanding
that it would be in full conformity with Council resolu-
tion 186 (1964) and subsequent resolutions on the
question of Cyprus, that is, by adhering to the  present
functions of the forces and the present procedure for
financing on a voluntary basis.2Te
Decision of 13 December  1971 (1613th meeting):

resolution 305 (1971)
On 30 November 1971, the Secretary-General sub-

mitted to the Security Council his report277 covering
the developments from 20 May to 30 November 197 1.
Having stated that the period under review had been
marked by a deterioration of the general situation in
Cyprus, the Secretary-General stated that the prevailing
uneasiness  had been due to the uncertainties of the
intercommunal talks which had been deadlocked. He
remained convinced that the best way of achieving a
solution to the Cyprus problem was through a nego-
tiated agreement between the two communities on its
constitutional aspects, The Secretary-General also
observed that the intercommunal talks in their present
form had reached an impasse which could not be over-
come without a new impetus. With this in mind, he
had made some procedural suggestions designed to
reactivate these talks and make them more effective.
It was his suggestion that with a view to facilitating the
future conduct of the intercommunal talks, his Special
Representative in Cyprus should, in the exercise of
the Secretary-General’s good offices, take part in the
talks between the representatives of the two communi-
ties and that the Governments of Greece and Turkey
should each make available a constitutional expert who
would attend the talks in an advisory capacity. He
emphasized that there was no intention that the Special
Representative should act as a mediator or put forward
substantive proposals concernmg  solutions to the
problem,

In his report, the Secretary-General also observed
that two fears especially dominated the Cyprus problem
-on the Greek Cypriot side the fear of partition and
on the Turkish Cypriot side the fear of enosis.  It was
his view that if the  Security Council were able to
assist the parties in dispelling the difficulties created by
these two ideas and, in doing so, to reaffirm its own
determination to ensure that a just settlement  would
be reached in Cyprus within the principles of the
Charter  and the spirit and letter of its resolutions
on the  subject, an improvement in the atmosphere of
the intercommunal talks and in the relations between
the parties might result. He also expressed the view
that on some of the basic issues the Council’s advice,
guidnncc and new initiatives, with the agreement of
the parties, would be a reassuring and constructive
element in their efforts  to reach a settlement. lt lvould
be for the Council itself, he noted, to consider how
hcst  it might play such a role. In view of the present
tension in Cyprus and the fact that it was essential to
mnintain  quiet in the island while the search  for  a

x6  1568th meeting, paras.  11 l-l 15.
277s/10401.  OR, 26rh  yr., Srcppl.  jar Ocf.-Dec.  1971,  pp.
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solution to the Cyprus problem continued, the  Sccretary-
General recommended,  with the agrecmcnt  of the
partics  concerned, an extension of the  mandate of
UNFICYP for a further period of six months, until 15
June 1972.

Referring to the fundamental problems that the
prospect of an indefinite commitment  for the United
Nations in Cyprus osed for the Organization in facing
its responsibilities or the maintenance of internationalP
peace and security,  the Secretary-General stated  that
he had not put forward any suggestions regarding con-
structive alternatives to the present  arrangement because
the possibility of such alternatives depended on the
outcome of ongoing efforts to reactivate the inter-
communal talks and on the effect of such a develop-
ment on the situation in the island.

The Security  Council considcrcd  the  report  of the
Secretary-General at its 1612th and 1613th meetings
held on 13 December 1971. At the 1612th meeting
of the Security Council, the provisional agenda was
adopted without ob’ection27*  and the representatives of
Cyprus, Greece and Turkey were invited to participate
in the  Council’s discussion.279

Subsequently, the President announced that as a
result of consultations held among the members of the
Security Council prior to that meeting, a draft resolu-
tion28”  had been preparcd.?81 The draft resolution was
put to the vote and adopted by 14 votes in favour to
none against with t member not participating in the
vote.?sz The text read as follows: zHX

“The Security Council,
“Noting from the report of the Secretary-General

of 30 November 1971 that in the present circum-
stances the United Nations Peace-keeping Force in
Cyprus is still needed if peace is to be maintained
in the island,

“Noting that the Government of Cyprus has agreed
that in view of the prevailing conditions in the island
it is necessary to continue the Force beyond 15
December 1971,

“Noting  also from the report the conditions pre-
vailing in the island,

“1. Heafiinns  its resolutions 186 (1964) of 4
March, 187 (1964) of 13 March, 192 (1964) of
20 June, 193 (1964) of 9 August, 194 (1964) of 25
September  and 198 (1964) of 18 December 1964,
20 1 ( 1965) of 19 March, 206 (1965) of 15 June,
207 (1965) of 10 August and 219 (1965) of 17
December 1965, 220 (1966) of 16 March, 222
(1966) of 16 June and 231 (1966) of 15 December
1966, 238 (1967) of 19 June and 244 (1967) of
22 December  1967, 247 (1968) of 18 March, 254
(1968) of 18 June and 261 (1968) of 10 December
1968, 266 (1969) of 10 June and 274 (1969) of
11 December  1969, 281 (1970) of 9 June and 291
(1970) of 10 Dccembcr  1970, and 293 (1971) of
26 May 1971, and the consensus expressed by the
President at the 1143rd  meeting on 11 August 1964
and at the 1383rd meeting on 25 November 1967;

278 1612th  meeting, preceding para. 1.
*” /hiC/.. pilril.  3.
250  S/I  0441 adopted, without change but with the insertion

in paragraph 2 of the words “and accelerate”, which had been
omitted, after the word “continue”, as resolution 305 (1971).

2~1 1612th meeting, para.  .5
*C Ibid.. para.  6.
53 Resolution 305 (1971).
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“2. Urges  the parties concerned to act with the
utmost restraint and to continue and accelerate
dctermincd  co-operative efforts  to achieve  the  objcc-
tives of the  Security  Council, by availing themsclvcs
in a constructive  manner of the present  auspicious
climate and opportunities;

“3. Extctrrls  once more the stationing in Cyprus
of the  United Nations Peace-keeping Force, estab-
lished under Security Council resolution 186 (1964),
for a further period ending 15 June 1972, in the
expectation that by then sufficient  progress towards
a final solution will mnkc possible  a withdrawal or
substantial reduction of the  Force.”
At the same meeting, the representative of Cyprus*

stated, inter ~1i0,  that his Government had decided to
accept, despite certain reservations, the Secrctary-
General’s suggestions regarding the  intercommunal
talks, on the understanding that it did not create a
precedent. He held that if the new effort, under the
proposal of the Secretary-General, failed to bring about
the achievement of the objectives of the Security Council
-as stated in its resolution 186 (1964) of 4 March
1964-cithcr  the  Council on its own initiative, or
the Government of Cyprus, would ask the Security
Council to utilize the Secretary-General’s further sugges-
tion that the Council should become more actively
involved in assisting the parties in the search for a
solution to the Cyprus problem.2B4

The representative of Turkey*, expressed confidence
that continuation of contacts with  the Secretary-General
on the matter of reactivation of intercommunal talks
by the parties concerned would soon produce a con-
sensus upon which the talks might bc resumed.2es

The representative of Greece,* reiterated his Gov-
ernment’s acceptance of the Secretary-General’s sugges-
tions regarding the reactivation of intercommunal talks
and qointed out that participation of a representative
of tne  Secretary-General in these conversations, and
within the framework of the Secretary-General’s good
offices, could be in keeping with Council resolution
244 (1967) of 22 December 1967, specifically para-
graph 3, on the basis of. which the dialogues had
begun.28”

SITUATION IN SOUTHERN 1IIIOL)ESIA

The representative of the USSR stated that his Gov-
ernment’s earlier position on the question of Cyprus still
remained valid and that it shared the view, expressed
in the Secretary-General’s report and also put forth
by the Representative of Cyprus, that the Security
Council should be more actively engaged in the search
for a solution to the problem of Cyprus. The Security
Council should once again study all possibilities for a
settlement of the situation in Cyprus leading to a with-
drawal of United Nations troops from the island. He
noted that it was on this understanding and also bearing
in mind the position on this issue of the parties con-
cerned that the Soviet delegation had not at this time
raised the question of a withdrawal of the United
Nations troops from Cyprus.287

At the 1613th meeting on 13 December 1971, the
President, on behalf of the Council, appealed to the
interested parties to agree on the modalities of reac-
tivating the talks in accordance with the suggestions
made by the Sec~~lary-General.2BR

21% 1612th meeting, paras.  30-31, 33-35,  37-38.
2ss Ibid., para. 52.
280  Ibid., bara. 68.
?HiIl>id.. D;,r;,S. 14.5. 147. 148. 152-156.
28s 1613th meeting; para.  72.

Decision of 17 June 1969 (1477th meeting) :
Statement  by the President

Decision of 24 June 1969 ( 1481st  meeting) :
Rejection oj the joitlt draft re.yolrrrion
By letterz8” dated 6 June 1969 addressed to the

President of the Security Council, the rcprcscntatives of
Afghanistan, .Algeria,  Botswana, Burundi, Camcroon,
Central African Republic, Ceylon, Chad, Congo
(Brazzaville), Congo (Democratic Republic of),
Cyprus, Dahomey, Ethiopia, Gabon, Ghana, Guinea,
India, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Ivory Coast, Jordan, Kenya,
Kuwait, Laos, Liberia, Libya, Madagascar, Malaysia,
Mali, Mauritania, Mauritius, Mongolia, Morocco, Nepal,
Niger, Nigeria, Pakistan, Philippines, Rwanda, Saud1
Arabia, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Somalia,
Southern Yemen, Sudan, Swaziland, Syria, Thailand,
Togo, Tunisia, Turkey,  Uganda, United Arab Republic,
United Republic of Tanzania, Upper Volta, Yemen,
Yugoslavia and Zambia requested the President of the
Security Council to call an urgent meeting of the
Council to consider the situation in Southern Rhodesia
(Zimbabwe). It was stated in the letter that because of
the lack of co-operation on the part of several Member
States, notably South Africa and Portugal, the com-
prehensive mandatory sanctions imposed by Security
Council resolution 253 (1968) of 29 May 1968 had
failed to bring about the desired result. The illegal
racist minority rCgime had continued to strengthen its
authority over the Territory and its population and
was contemplating further new measures designed to
formalize the system of aparrheid  already in operation
in the Territory. The rapid deterioration in the situa-
tion and the refusal of the United Kingdom to act in
an appropriate manner-namely, to resort to the use
of force-had created a serious situation which con-
stituted an increased threat to international peace and
security. The Council must take more energetic meas-
ures within the framework of Chapter VII of the
Charter so that the people of Southern Rhodesia
(Zimbabwe) could exercise their right to self-determina-
tion in accordance with General Assembly resolution
1514 (XV).

At the 1475th meeting on 13 June 1969, the Council
adopted the agenda,2D0 including also at the request of
the representatives of Algeria two reporW1  of the Com-
mittee established in pursuance of Security Council
resolution 253 (1968). The Council considered the

~0 S/9237 and Add.1 and 2, OR, 24th yr., Suppl. for April-
June 1969. D.  187. Document SI9237IAdd.l.  dated 9 June
1969, indicaied the addition of Ivory Coast ‘and Mongolia,
and document SI9237IAdd.2,  dated 13 June 1969, the addition
of Cyprus to the list of signatories of the letter.

~0  1475th meeting, para. 1.
201  S/8954, OR, 23rd yr., Suppl.  for Oct.-Dec. 1968, pp.

181-295 and S/92S2  and Add.1,  OR, 24th yr., Suppl,  for Apr.-
June 1969, pp. 195-329. In its first report (S/8954) the Com-
mittee stated, among other things, that in contravention of
regolution 232 (1966) there were some countries, besides South
Africa and Portugal, which had continued to trade with
Southern Rhodesia. In its ‘second report (S/9252 and Add.1)
the Committee stated that, as a result of the refusal of South
Africa and Portugal to take measures in accordance with the
Council’s decisions and the failure of some other States to
implement fully the provisions of resolution 253 (1968). it
was compelled to observe that the sanctions established by that
resolution against the illegal rCgime in Southern Rhodesia had
not yet brought about the desired results. The Committee
therefore felt that consideration should be given to more cffec-
Live measures to ensure full implementation of Security Council
resolution 2S3 (1968).



question at its 1475th to 1481s.t meetings, between I3
and 24 June 1969. The representatives of Burundi!
Guinea, India, Mauritania, Somalia, Sudan, Saud]
Arabia and the  United Republic of Tanzania wcrc
invitctl to participate in the  discussion.2””

At the  1475th meeting, the President drew  the
attcntion9!‘3 of the  Council to a lcttcr””  dated 10 June
1969 from the  Chairman of the Special Committee on
the Situation with regard to the Implcmcntation  of
the  Declaration on the Granting of Indcpcndcncc to
Colonial Countries and Peoples transmitting the  text
of a resolution adopted on that date by the  Special
Committee on the situation in Southern Rhodesia.

At the  same meeting, the representative of Algeria
stated  that a new examination of the problem  of South-
ern Rhodesia by the Security  Council was indispcnsablc
in view of the ineffectiveness  of the  economic sanctions
imposed by Security  Council resolution 253 (1968)
and the  progressive  deterioration of the situation which
the Council had already recognized as a threat to pcacc.
Instead of facing insurmountable difficulties  as a result
of the  sanctions, the illegal rkgime  of Southern  Rhodesia
was on the verge of taking a new step to consolidate and
blatantly reaffirm its racist character by putting its
draft constitution to a referendum.  The ineffectiveness
of the  economic sanctions was due primarily to the
fact that the Territory had had sources of supply
offered by South Africa and Portugal and also to the
fact that certain other States had failed to implcmcnt
fully the provisions of resolution 253 (1968). The
administering Power, which was still primarily respon-
sible for the situation in Southern Rhodesia, was
refusing to take more determined measures called for
by the African countries to put an end to the rebellion.
The Security Council must therefore implement more
extensive and effective measures with all the determina-
tion which the situation required and by bringing to
bear the entire authority of the Council to ensure a
more strict implementation of its decisions.20s

The representative of Zambia said that the basic
issue  in Southern Rhodesia was the denial of the right
of self-determination to the majority of the people by
the illegal racist ri ime which controlled that Territory.
In the face of the fefiance of South Africa and Portugal
which had doomed the sanctions to failure, the obvious
course of action for the Security Council would be to
extend the mandatory sanctions against those two
countries. In order to succeed in Southern Rhodesia,
the Security Council must be prepared to apply the
provisions of Articles 41 and 42 of Chapter VII of
the Charter. The United Kingdom had ruled out the
only weapon by which it could have put an end to the
rebellion for the reason that use of force would lead
to unnecessary loss of life and property and that
possibilities for a negotiated settlement  existed. The

2~ 1477th meeting, paras.  1-2, 74; 1478th meeting, paras.
l-4; 1480th meeting. paras.  1-3.

20.1 1475th meeting, para.  6.
!w  S/9244.  OR, 24th  yr.,  Supp l .  / o r  Ap r i l - June  1969 ,

p,  190. The resolution adopted by the Special Committee on
Southern Rhodesia, among other things. drew the attention of
the Security Council to the gravity of the situation in Southern
Rhodesia which  constituted a threat to international peace and
security, and to the urgent necessity of applying certain meas-
ures envisaged under Chapter VII of the Charter to the illegal
rkpirne  in Southern Rhodesia and the Governments of South
Africa and Portugal. which had refused to carry out the man-
datory decisions of the Security  Council. For discussion con-
cerning action umber  Chapter VII, see chapter XI. Case  4.

2~ 1475th meeting, paras.  9-24.

proposed draft constitution made it clear,  howcvcr, that
there was no possibility for a negotiated settlement and
a racial war appcarcd  incvitablc. In the  abscncc  of
cffcctivc  mcasurcs  by the  Council, there would bc no
choice left but to USC force; the only question was
whcthcr  it would be applied by the administering Power
or by the people  of Zimbabwe  thcmsclvcs. Hc urged
the  Council to ponder the  consequences  and to take
cffcctivc measures  on the  mattcr.?“”

The  rcprcscntatives of Burundi,* Guinea,* Hungary,
India,* Mauritania,* Nepal, Pakistan, Scncgal, Soma-
lia,* Sudan,* the  USSR and the United Republic  of
Tanzania* also dcplorcd  the incffcctivcncss of the  cco-
nomic  sanctions and the  failure of certain Member
States  to fully implement the relevant decisions  of the
Security  Council and called for more dctermincd  and
effcctivc  measures including the application of the pro-
visions of Chapter VII of the Charter and the USC of
force  by the administering Power.?!‘7

Speaking at the 1475th meeting, the representative
of the United Kingdom stressed the importance of an
urgent and unanimous action by the Security Council,
prior to the  proposed referendum in Southern Rhodesia,
to condemn the proposals for a new constitution, whose
blatantly racist character offended every democratic
principle, and arain  to call upon all States  to rcfusc  to
recognize the illegal rkgime in whatever form. There-
after, the British Government would bc prepared to
consult other Governments, particularly African Gov-
ernments, on further action. On its part, his Govern-
mcnt  was resolved to pursue steadily the current course
of denying recognitron  and maintaining sanctions
against the illegal rCgime. The most important principle
was that no settlement should be accepted which was
not approved by the people of Rhodesia as a whole.2Q8

At the 1477th meeting on 17 June 1969, the Presi-
dent of the Council (Paraguay) made the following
statement: 2Qo

“In the debate on the question under considera-
tion, so far all members of the Security Council have
exprcsscd  their views. In the course of their state-
ments, the members of the Security Council unani-
mously regarded the proposed referendum that the
illegal rigime in Southern Rhodesia is planning to
hold on 20 June as ‘illegal, considered that the
so-called constitutional proposals are invalid, and
declared that any constitution promulgated by the
rfgime of the racist minority could have no legal
effect.

“In view of the continuing danger to international
peace and security presented by the situation in
Southern Rhodesia, the Council will now continue
its consideration of this question.”
At the 1479th meeting on 19 June 1969, the  repre-

sentative of Algeria introduced300  a draft resolution,*01

*O” Ihid., pnras. 3 l-45.
aar  For texts of relevant statements. see: 1475th meeting.

Pakistan, paras.  87-118; Senegal, paras.  49. 50.  63; 1476th
meeting, Hungary, pat-as.  82-85;  Nepal, paras.  17-23: USSR,
Darns.  24-52: 1477th meetina.  Guinea.* uaras. 60-69: Mauri-
ianin,* paras.  20-30:  Somali:.’ paras.  ‘77190;  United Republic
of Tanzania.* naras. 38-51; 1478th mcctina, India.* unras.
9-21; Sudan,* pzuas.  26-32; 1480th meeting,Burundi,*  paras.
2 7 - 3 4 .

ass 1475th meeting, paras.  70-83.
2~ 1477th meeting, paras.  4-5.
3’~ 1479th meeting, paras.  7-21.
$01  S/9270/Rev.l.  OR, 24111  yr.,  Suppl.  for April-June 1969,

p. 33x.
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jointly sponsored by Algeria, Nepal, Pakistan, Senegal
and Zambia, under which the Council, reafhrming  its
resolution 232 (1966) in which it had dctermincd  that
the  situation in Southern  Rhodcsin constituted  a threat
to international peace and security, would cmphasizc
the responsibility of the Government of the  llnitcd
Kingdom, as the  administering Power, for the situation
prevailing in Southern Rhodesia and condemn  the
so-called constitutional proposals of the illegal racist
minority rCgime aimed at perpetuating its power and
sanctioning the system of apurfheid in Southern  Rhode-
sia; urge theunited  Kingdom to take urgently all ncces-
sary measures, including the use of force, to bring to an
end the rebellion in Southern Rhodesia and enable
the people of Zimbabwe to exercise their right to
self-determination and independence in accordance
with General Assembly resolution 1514 (XV); decide
that all States should sever immediately all economic
and other relations with the illegal rCgime in Southern
Rhodesia, including railway, maritime, air transport,
postal, telephonic and wireless communications and
other means of communication; censure the assistance
given by the  Governments of Portugal and South Africa
to the illegal regime in defiance of resolutions of the
Security Council; decide that Member Stites  and mem-
bers of the specialized agencies should carry out the
measures dealing with imports and exports envisaged
in resolution 253 (1968) and in the present resolutron
against the Republic of South Africa and the Portu-
guese colony of Mozambique; call upon all Member
States and members of the specialized agencies to carry
out the decisions of the Security Council in accordance
with their obligations under the Charter; call upon
Member States and, in particular, those with primary
responsibility under the Charter for the maintenance
of international peace and security to assist effectively
in the implementation of the measures called for by
the present resolution; urge all States to render moral
and material assistance to the national liberation move-
ments of Zimbabwe in order to enable them to achieve
their freedom and independence; request all States to
report to the Secretary-General on the measures taken
to implement the present, resolution; and request the
Secretary-General to report to the Security Council on
the progress of the implementation of the resolution.

At the same meeting, the representative of the United
Kingdom referred to the demand by a number of reprc-
sentatives for the use of force by his Government and
stated that, since Rhodesia was first formed as a self-
governing colony in 1923, there had never been a
British army there or any British official in adminis-
trative authority. The question therefore was not one
of merely taking local action to maintain order, but
one of invasion and of starting a war. The United
Kingdom was not in a position to take action of that
kind because, once force was used, escalation could
easily ensue and its results were incalculnblc.  As for
the call to extend  the sanctions to Portugal and South
Africa, he reiterated his Government’s position that,
in view of the long and extensive economic tics between
the United Kingdom and South Africa, it could not
proceed to the extreme action of a full trade boycott
backed by a naval block& of all southern Africa. Tn
conclusion, ruling out the use of force and the  cxten-
sion of the sanctions to South Africa and Portugal,
he rcnfiirmed  his Government’s view that the  sanctions
against Southern  Rhodesia must be maintained and,
if possible, intensified.so?

302 1479th meeting, paras.  30-39.

The representatives of Colombia, Finland, France,
Paraguay and the United States, after condemning the
draft constitution that the illegal rCgime of Southern
Rhodesia was putting to a vote, stated that the Council
should concentrate on finding effective measures  on the
basis of unanimity rather than on proposals such as
the  USC of force and the extension of the economic
sanctions to South Africa and Portugal, which were
bound to divide the Council.303

At the 1481st meeting on 24 June 1969, the five-
Power draft resolution was put to the vote and was not
adopted.  It received 8 votes in favour, none against
and 7 abstentions.304
Decision of 1’7 March 1970 (1534th meeting):

Rejection of a motion for adjournment

Decision of 17 March 1970 (1534th meeting):
Rejection of a motion for suspension

Decision of 17 March 1970 (1534th meeting):
Rejection of the United Kingdom draft resolution

Decision of 17 March 1970 (1534th meeting):
Rejection of the joint draft resolution submitted by
Burundi, Nepal, Sierra Leone, Syria and Zambia

Decision of 18 March 1970 (1535th meeting): rcsolu-
tion 277 (1970)
By lettersoB dated 3 March 1970, the representative

of the United Kingdom informed the President of the
Security Council that “the illegal rtgime in Southern
Rhodesia has purported to declare the dissolution of
its illegal parliament and the assumption of republican
status”. Stating further that that declaration, like the
1965 declaration of independence and subsequent acts,
was illegal, the United Kingdom Government requested
an urgent meeting of the Council.

At the 1530th meeting on 6 March 1970, the
Security Council included the letter from the represen-
tativc of the United Kingdom in its agenda306 and con-
sidered the question at the 1530th to 1535th meetings
held between 6 and 18 March 1970. At its 1531st
meeting on 11 March 1970, the Council also included
in its agenda a letteraO7 dated 6 March 1970 addressed
to the President of the Security Council by the repre-
sentatives of Algeria, Botswana, Burundi, Cameroon,
Central African Republic, Chad, Congo (Democratic
Republic of), Congo (People’s Republic of), Daho-
mey, Equatorial Guinea, Ethiopia, Ghana, Guinea,
Ivory Coast, Kenya, Lesotho, Liberia,  Libya, Mada-
gascar, Mali, Mauritania, Mauritius, Morocco, Niger,
Nigeria, Rwanda, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Somalia,
Sudan, Swaziland, Togo, Tunisia, Uganda, United
Arab Republic, United Republic of Tanzania, Upper
Volta and Zambia, requesting an urgent meeting of
the Council to consider “the deterioration in the situa-
tion in Southern Rhodesia as a result of the proclama-
tion of a sc+caIled republic by the illegal, racist,
minority r&me  in Salisbury, which is thereby endan-
gering international peace and security”. The repre-

303 For texts of relevant statements. see: 1475th meeting,
United States, paras.  119-136; 1476th meeting, Colombia,
paras.  61-62; Finland. paras.  54-58; France, paras.  6-10;
1480th meeting, Finland, paras.  6-9; 1481st meeting, Colombia,
para. 109; France, para. 103; Paraguay, paras.  129-139; United
States, paras.  11 O-1 15.

804  148lst  meeting,
R

ara. 78.
3nJ S / 9 6 7 5 .  OR, 25r yr.,  Suppl.  for Jan.-March 1970, p. 149.
.3m  15301h meeting, pnra.  3.
807  S/9682, OR, -75th  yr..  Suppl.  for Jan.-March 1970,  p. 153.



Part II. 129

sentativc of Gabon subsequently associated  himself
with the above request,su”

At the 1531st  meeting on 11 March the  represen-
tatives of Algeria, Senegal and Pakistan wcrc  invited
to participate in the discussions00  At subsequent nvxt-
ings, the Council also invited the  representatives of
Yugoslavia,a10  India311 and Saudi ArabW2  to parti-
cipatc in the discussion.

At the 1530th meeting on 6 March 1970, the Prcsi-
dent drew the attention of the Council to a United
Kingdom draft resolution submitted on 3 March
1970,31” which was subsequently revised. Under tbc
revised draft resolution,S14  the  Security Council, after
recalling and reaffirming its resolutions 2 16 ( 1965),
217 (1965),  221 (1966),  232 (1966) and 253
( 1968), would condemn the illegal acts of the racist
minority regime in Southern Rhodesia, including the
purported assumption of a republican status; and
decide, in accordance with Article 41 of the United
Nations Charter, that all Member States of the  United
Nations should refrain from recognizing the  illegal
rfgime or from rendering any assistance  to it, and urge
States not Members of the United Nations, having
regard to the principles stated in Article 2 of the
Chnrtcr, to act accordingly.

Introducing the revised text, the representative of
the United Kingdom stated that the Council should
concentrate on a single purpose, namely, to deny firmly
and unanimously recognition of the republican status
purportedly declared by the illegal rdgime in Snlisbury.
He urged the Council to act in full agreement  and
without delay in adopting the draft resolution, as it
had done earlier in adopting resolution 216 ( 1965).“16

At the request of the rcpresentativc  of Zambia, who,
speaking on behalf of the delegations of Burundi, Sierra
Leone and Zambia, explained that the Organization
of African Unity had decided to send a delegation
of Foreign Ministers to participate in the Security
Council discussion, the Council decided to adjourn until
10 March 197O.816

At the 1531st  meeting on 11 March 1970, the rcpre-
sentativc of Zambia stated that’he had been directed
by the Organization of African Unity to place before
the Council the following specific requests: that the
existence of an illegal rCgime in Rhodesia should be
condemned and no recognition given to it; that all
States should undertake all appropriate measures to
ensure that no act should be performed in their terri-
tories by anyone or any institution whatsoever  on
behalf of the illegal minority rfgime; that all States
should, in accordance with Chapter VII of the Charter,
immediately sever all consular, economic, military or
other relations with that rzgime, including rail, mari-
time and air transport and postal, telegraphic, radio
and other means of communication; and that those
measures should also be applied by the  specialized
agcncics  and organs of the United Nation<.  The African
countries believed that the  permanent members of the
Security Council had a special responsibility to see to
it that an end was put to the threat to international

3”s 1531qt  meeting. para.  1.
Rnn  Ibid.. para.  2.
810  1532nd  meeting, para.  2.
311  Ibid..  para.  122.
312  1334th  meeting, para.  45.
212  S/9676 (mimco).
314  S/967h/Kcv.l,  1530th meeting, para.  9.
31s  1530th mcetinq,  paras.  16-23.
810  Ibid., para.  84.

pcacc and security posed by the illcg:ll rlgimc.  l.‘urthcr-
more,  the United Kingdom had the  prinwy  responsi-
bility over the  Territory and should ;~pply  :rll means
at its disposal, including the  USC of force,  to end the
rebellion.81’

The representative of Sierra  Lconc  noted that in
view of the open defiance of Council decisions  by
South Africa and Portugal, there  was no alternative
but to extend the sanctions to cover them  as well and
to take measures  under Articles 41 and 42 of Chapter
VII of the Charter, since the Council had recognized
in its previous  resolutions that the situation in Southern
Rhodesia constituted a threat to international peace
and sccurity.sls

The  representative of the United Kingdom rcitcrated
his appeal for an urgent and unanimous decision to
deny recognition of the illegal rCgime and the  illegal
declaration of republican status, and added that he
had never intended that the matter before the Council
should solely be a question of recognition. In particular,
his delegation would not retreat from any of the Coun-
cil’s previous decisions and would be ready to examine
every aspect of the matter in consultation with the
other members of the Council.31g

At the 1532nd  meeting on 12 March 1970, the
representative of the USSR stated that the Security
Council had already taken certain measures against
the illegal rirgime in South Africa. These measures
were  taken within the framework of Article 41 of
Chapter VII of the Charter. They were also pursuant
to Article 25 of the Charter which was mandatory for
all Member States. However these measures  had failed
due  to the fact that Portugal and South Africa had
flouted the decision of the Council and had continued
to maintain broadly based trade, transport, military
and all kinds of relations with Southern Rhodesia.
Moreover, through arrangements with its NATO allies
the United Kingdom had effectively prevented the
adoption by the Security Council of more effective
measures  against Southern Rhodesia, and the principal
violators of the sanctions, South Africa and Portugal.
At the  same time it had refused to take any substantive
measures of its own. The Security Council was, how-
ever, duty bound to take further effective measures  in
order to enable the people of Southern Rhodesia to
cxcrcise  their right to self-dctcrmination.32n

At the same meeting the representative of Syria
introduced3*l a draft resolution”? jointly sponsored by
Burundi, Nepal, Sierra Leone, Syria and Zambia. Under
its provisions, the Security Council, acting under
Chapter VII of the Charter, would: ( 1) condemn the
proclamation of a republic in Zimbabwe  by the racist
minority rkgime  in Salisbury  and declare null arid
void any form of government not based on the  principle
of majority rule; (2) decide that all States Members
of the United Nations should refrain from recognizing
the  illegal @ime  and urge States not members of the
Organization,  having regard to the principles set out
in Article 2 of the Charter, to act accordingly; (3) call
upon all States to take measures as appropriate, at the
national level, to ensure that any act performed by
officials  and institutions of the illegal r;gime in South-

817  153lst  meeting, paras.  21, 23-27.
3’9  Ihirl..  p:,r;,s.  40-41.
313  I l j id., pans.  94-96.
n2o  1532nd  meeting. parns.  S-32.
321  If~itl..  parn.  72.
33  S/9696, OR, 25th yr., S~cppl.  for Jan.-March 1970.  pp.

160-161.
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ern Rhodesia or by persons and organizations purport-
ing to act for it should not be accorded any official
recognition, including judicial notice, by the competent
organs of their State; (4) emphasize the responsibility
of the Government of the United Kingdom, as the
administering Power, with regard to the situation in
Southern Rhodesia; (5) condemn the persistent refusal
of the Government of the United Kingdom to use force
to bring an end to the rebellion in Southern Rhodesia
and enable the people of Zimbabwe to exercise  their
right to self-determination and independence in ac-
cordance with General Assembly resolution 15 14 (XV);
(6) decide  that all States should immediately sever all
diplomatic, consular, economic, military and other
relations with the illegal regime in Southern Rhodesia,
including railway, maritime, air transport, postal, tele-
graphic and wireless communications and other means
of communication; (7) request the Government of the
United Kingdom, as the administering Power? to rescind
any existing agreements on the basis of whtch  foreign
consular, trade and other representations might cur-
rently be maintained in or with Southern Rhodesia;
(8) condemn the assistance given by the Governments
of Portugal and South Africa and by other imperialist
Powers to the illegal regime in defiance of Security
Council resolutions and demand the immediate with-
drawal of South African troops from the Territory of
Zimbabwe; (9) decide that Member States and mem-
bers of the specialized agencies should apply against
South Africa and Portugal measures set out in reso-
lution 253 (1968) and in the present resolution; (10)
call upon all Member States and members of the
specialized agencies to carry out the decisions of the
Security Council in accordance with their obligations
under the Charter; (11) call upon all States Members
of the United Nations, and, in particular, those with
primary responsibility under the Charter for the main-
tenance of international peace and security, to assist
effectively in the implementation of the present reso-
lution; (12) urge all States to render moral and material
assistance to the national liberation movements of
Zimbabwe in order to enable them to regain their free-
dom and independence; , (13) request all States to
report to the Secretary-General on the measures taken
to implement the present resolution; and (14) request
the  Secretary-General to report to the Security Counctl
on the progress made in implementing the present
resolution.8W

The representative of Finland observed that neither
of the two draft resolutions before the Council rovided
a basis for unanimous action. Consequently, t rl e Secu-
rity Council should make every effort to agree on a
course of action acceptable to all of its members. In
this regard, his delegation suggested that the Council
might, under the mandatory provisions of Article 41
of the Charter,824 decide that all Member States should
immediately sever diplomatic, consular, trade, military
and other relations with the illegal regime and interrupt
any existing means of transportation to and from South-
ern Rhodesia. It should also exclude that rfgime from
participation in any multilateral relations between
States and suspend its membership in some of the
specialized agencies. Furthermore, the Council should
call upon Member States to carry out the sanctions
more effectively and might give a wider and more

823  1532nd  meeting, paras.  65-86.
824  For consideration of applicability of Article 41, scc

chapter XI. Case 5.

active role to the Committee established by resolution
253 (1968). Finally, his dclcgation  suggested that more
assistance should be given by States Members of the
United Nations and by members of the specialized
agencies and other international organizations to Zam-
bia, a country that very strongly felt the impact of the
consequences of the measures taken against Southern
Rhodesia.826

At the 1534th meeting on 17 March 1970, the rep-
resentative of the United Kingdom, referring to the
demands made by several delegations for the use of
force, reiterated his Government’s position that it
could not undertake to start a war by invading South-
ern Rhodesia which had been self-governing for half
a century. Nor was his Government in a position to
extend sanctions against all southern Africa.820

At the same meeting, the representative of the
United Kingdom formally proposed, in view of the
new suggestions made at the  previous meeting by the
representative of Finland, a twenty-four hour adjourn-
ment in order to facilitate further consultations before
voting.8*’  After a brief procedural discussion, the Coun-
cil voted upon the United Kingdom motion and rejected
it328 by 6 votes in favour, 7 against and 2 abstentions.

AC the same meeting, the representative of the United
States formally moved that, in view of the possibility
that the five-Power draft resolution might be voted
upon paragraph-by-paragraph, the Council suspend its
meeting for half an hour, in order to give the members
time to reflect on the new situation before voting on the
draft resolution before it.820 After further procedural
discussion, the Security Council rejecteda30 the United
States proposal by 6 votes in favour, 7 against with 2
abstentions.

The Security Council proceeded then to vote upon
the United Kingdom draft resolution, which was not
adopted.881  There were 5 votes in favour, none against,
with 10 abstentions.

The President (Colombia) stated that in putting to
the vote in accordance with the request by the rep-
resentative of Spain and in the absence of objections
to it, separate votes would be taken on operative para-
graphs 8 and 9 of the five-Power draft resolution.
Operative paragraphs 8 and 9 were not adopted. Each
of them received 7 votes in favour, none against with
8 abstentions. The five-Power draft resolution, as
modified by the deletion of operative paragraphs 8
and 9, was then voted upon. The result of the vote
was 9 in favour, 2 against, with 4 abstentions. It failed
of adoption, owing to the negative votes of two per-
manent members of the Security Council.332

Speaking after the vote, the representative of Finland
maintained that the Council therefore must make every
effort to agree on a course of action which would
intensify the international pressures on the illegal regime
in Southern Rhodesia. Bearing that in mind, his delega-
tion was submitting to the Council a draft resolution833

325 1533rd  meeting. paras.  47-58.
3s 1534th meetin&  paras.  10-19.
8~ Ibid., para. 132.
828  Ibid., para. 138. See also chapter I, part V.
39 Ibid., pans. 139-149.
830  Ibid.. nara. 172. See also chader  I. hart  VI.
331 Ibid.,. dara.
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8x2  Ibid., paras.  205-207.
838  S/9709, OR. 25th yr., Suppl. for Jan.-March 1970, pp.
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along the lines of his suggestions made to the Council
at its previous meeting.a:”

At the 1535th meeting on 18 March 1970, the  rep-
resentative of Finland stated that, after consultations
with the sponsors of the various draft resolutions that
had been considered by the  Council, hc was submitting
a revised textss5 of his delegation’s draft resolution.83e

At the same meeting, the  revised draft resolution
was adoptedJa7  by 14 votes in favour, none against,
with 1 abstention. The  resolution”3Y read:

“The Security Council,
“Reafirming its resolutions 216 ( 1965) of 12

November 1965, 217 (1965) of 20 November 1965,
221 (1966) of 9 April 1966, 232 (1966) of 16
December 1966 and 253 (1968) of 29 May 1968,

“Reafirming that, to the extent not superseded
in the present resolution, the measures provided
for in resolutions 217 (1965),  232 (1966) and 253
( 1968). as well as those initiated by Member States
in implementation of those resolutions, shall continue
in effect,

“Taking into uccoltnt  the reports of the Committee
established in pursuance of Security Council reso-
lution 253 (1968),

“Noting with grave concern that:
“(a) The measures so far taken have failed to

bring the rebellion in Southern Rhodesia to an end,
“(b) Some States, contrary to resolutions 232

(1966) and 253 (1968) of the Security Council
and to their obligations under Article 25 of the
Charter of the United Nations, have failed to prevent
trade with the illegal rfgimc of Southern Rhodesia,

“(c) The Governments of the Republic of South
Africa and Portugal have continued to give assistance
to the illegal rigime of Southern Rhodesia, thus
diminishing the effects of the measures decided upon
by the Security Council,

“(d) The situation in Southern Rhodesia con-
tinues to deteriorate as a result of the introduction
by the illegal rCgime of new measures, including the
purported assumption of republican status, aimed at
repressing the African people in violation of Gen-
eral Assembly resolution 1514 (XV) of 14 De-
cember 1960,

“Recognizing the legitimacy of the struggle of the
people of Southern Rhodesia to secure the enjoyment
of their rights as set forth in the  Charter and in
conformity with the objectives of General Assembly
resolution 15 14 (XV),

“Reafirming that the present situation in South-
em Rhodesia constitutes a threat to international
peace and security,

“Acting under Chapter VII of the Charter,
“1. Condemns the illegal proclamation of repub-

lican status of the Territory by the illegal rCgime in
Southern Rhodesia;

“2. Decides that Member States shall refrain
from recognizing this illegal rt$imc  or from rendering
any assistance to it;

834  1534th meeting, paras.  209-221.
33s S/9709/Rcv.l,  adopted without change as resolution

277 (1970).
398.153Srh  meeting, paras.  4-17.
aal lhid.,  para.  85.
CM  Resolution 277 (1970).

--.

“3. Calls upon Member States to take appro-
priate measures,  at the national level, to ensure
that any act performed by officials and institutions
of the illegal rCgimc in Southern Rhodesia shall not
be accorded any recognition, official or otherwise,
including judicial notice, by the compctcnt  organs
of their State;

“4. Reafirms  the primary responsibility of the
Govcrnmcnt of the United Kingdom of Great Britain
and Northern Ireland to enable the people of Zim-
babwe to exercise their right to self-determination
and independence, in accordance with the  Charter
of the United Nations and in conformity with Gcn-
era1 Assembly resolution 15 14 (XV), and urges that
Government to discharge fully its responsibility;

“5. Condemns all measures of political repres-
sion, including arrests, detentions, trials and cxccu-
tions, which violate fundamental freedoms and rights
of the people of Southern Rhodesia;

“6. Condemns the policies of the Government
of South Africa and Portugal, which continue to
maintain political, economic., military, and other
relations with the illegal rCglme in Southern Rho-
desia in violation of the relevant resolutions of the
United Nations;

“7. Demands the immediate withdrawal of South
African police and armed personnel from the Ter-
ritory of Southern Rhodesia;

“8. Cal/s upon Member States to take more
stringent measures in order to prevent any circumven-
tion by their nationals, organizations, companies and
other institutions of their nationality, of the decisions
taken by the Security Council in resolutions 232
(1966) and 253 (1968),  all provisions of which
shall fully remain in force;

“9. Decides, in accordance with Article 41 of the
Charter and in furthering the objective of ending
the rebellion, that Member States shall:

“(a) Immediately sever all diplomatic, consular,
trade, military and other relations that they may
have with the illegal regime in Southern Rhodesia,
and terminate any representation that they may
maintain in the Territory;

“(b) Immediately interrupt any existing means
of transportation to and from Southern Rhodesia;

“10. Requests the Government of the United
Kingdom, as the administering Power, to rescind
or withdraw any existing agreements on the basis of
which foreign consular, trade and other representa-
tion may at present be maintained in or with South-
ern Rhodesia;

“11. Requests Member States to take all possible
further action under Article 41 of the Charter to
deal with the situation in Southern Rhodesia, not
excluding any of the  measures provided in that
Article;

“12. Calls upon Member States to take appro-
priate action to suspend any membership or associate
membership that the illegal regime  of Southern
Rhodesia has in the  specialized  agencies  of the  Unitti
Nations;

“13. Urges member States of any intcmational
or regional organizations to suspend the member-
ship of the illegal rCgime of Southern Rhodesia from
their respective organizations and to refuse any
request for membership from that rCgimc;



“14. Urges Member States to incrcasc  moral
and material assistance to the pcoplc  of Southern
Rhodesia in their legitimate struggle to achieve  free-
dom and independence;

“15. Request.7 the specialized agencies and other
international organizations concerned,  in consulta-
tion with the Organization of African Unity, to give
aid and assistance to refugees from Southern Rho-
desia and those who arc suffering from oppression
by the illegal rCgime of Southern Rhodesia;

“16. Requests  Member States, the  United Na-
tions, the specialized agencies and other international
organizations in the United Nations system  to make
an urgent effort to increase their assistance to Zambia
as a matter of priority with a view to helping it solve
such special economic problems as it may be con-
fronted with arising from the  carrying out of the
decisions of the Security Council on this question;

“17. C&s  upon Member States,  in particular
those with primary responsibility under the Charter
for the  maintenance of international peace and secu-
rity, to assist effectively in the implementation of
the measures called for by the present resolution;

“18. Urges, having regard to the principle stated
in Article 2 of the Charter, States not Members of
the United Nations to act in accordance with the
provisions of the present resolution;

“19. Culls  upon Member States to report to the
Secretary-General by 1 June 1970 on the measures
taken to implement the present resolution;

“20. Requests the Secretary-General to report
to the Security Council on the progress of the imple-
mentation of the present resolution, the first report
to be submitted no later than 1 July 1970;

“21. Decides that the Committee of the Security
Council established in pursuance of resolution 253
( 1968)) in accordance with rule 28 of the provisional
rules of procedure of the Council, shall be entrusted
with the responsibility of:

“(a) Examining such reports on the implemen-
tation of the present resolution as will be submitted
by the Secretary-General;

“(b)  Seeking from Member States such further
information regarding the effective implementation
of the  provisions laid down in the present resolution
as it may consider necessary for the proper discharge
of its duty to report to the  Security  Council;

“cc) Studying ways and means  by uhich Mcm-
bcr States could carry out more effcctivcly  the dcci-
sions of the Security Council regarding  sanctions
against the illegal rdgime  of Southern  Rhodesi:r  and
making rccommcndations  to the  Col!ncil:

“23. Requests the United Kin.cdom.  as the  ad-
ministcring  Power, to continue  to give maximum
assistance to the Committee and to provids  the  Com-
mittcc with any information it may rcccive  in order
that the  measures envisagcd  in the  prc<c‘nt  rcsolu-
tion  as ncll as resolution< 232 ( 19h6i) and 253
(1968) may bc rendered fully cffedi\.c:

“23. C&s ~cpon  Member States,  as well as the
specialized agencies, to supply such inform;ltion as
may bc sought by the Committee in pursuance of
the  present resolution;

“24. Decides to maintain this item on its agenda
for further action as appropriate in the light of de-
velopments.”

Decision of 10 November 1970 (1556th meeting) :
Rejection of the joirlt draft resofutiotl  subtttitled  by

Burundi, Nepal, Sierra Leone, Syria and Zambia
Decision of 17 November 1970 ( 1557th meeting) : res-

olution 288 (1970)
By lettergSD  dated 6 November 1970 addressed to

the President of the Security Council, the rcpresenta-
tives of Burundi, Nepal, Sierra Leone, Syria and Zam-
bia stated that, since the adoption of Security Council
resolution 277 (1970),  a number of disturbing political
and economic developments had taken place in the
Territory of Southern Rhodesia which required the
close examination and attention of the Security Council
and requested an early meeting of the Security Council.

At the 1556th meeting on 10 November 1970, the
Council included3’0  the above-mentioned letter together
with the third report of the Committee established in
pursuance of Security Council resolution 253 (1968)*41
in the agenda. The question was considered at the
1556th and 1557th meetings of the Council on 10 and
17 November 1970.

At the same meeting, the President drew the atten-
tion of the Council to a draft resolution,342  submitted
by the representatives of Burundi, Nepal, Sierra Leone,
Syria and Zambia, by which the Security Council,
acting under Chapter VII of the Charter, would (1)
call upon the United Kingdom as the administering
Power not to grant independence to Southern Rhodesia
without the fulfilment of majority rule; (2) decide  that
the current sanctions against Southern Rhodesia should
remain in force; (3) urge all States to fully implement
all Security Council resolutions pertainiqg to Southern
Rhodesia in accordance with their obhgations under
Article 25 of the Charter and deplore the attitude of
those States that had persisted in giving moral, political
and economic assistance to the illegal rtgime; and (4)
urge all States not to grant any form or recognition to
the illegal rCgime in Southern Rhodesia.

The representative of Nepal, introducing the above
draft resolution, stated that the third report of the
Security Council Committee on sanctions, dated 15
June 197o94s and the Secretary-General’s introduction
to his annual reportM4 presented the incontrovertible
evidence that the policies of sanctions had failed in
their objective of bringing down the illegal rtgime of
Southern Rhodesia. That failure was due to lack of
co-operation of certain States. The draft resolution,
therefore, expressed grave concern that certain States,
contrary to their obligations under Article 25. of the
Charter, had not complied with the provisions of
previous Security Council resolutions concerning appli-
cation of sanctions. The most important part of the
draft resolution was operative paragraph 1, which
>ought to clarify the central issue  involved in the situa-
tion in Southern  Rhodesia, namely, the denial of the
ina]icnable  right of self-determination to the majority

3m S/9975/Rev.I,  OR, 25th yr., Strppl.  for Oct.-Dec.  1970.
p.  36.

340  1556th mecting.  preceding pnra.  67.
341  S/9844 and Add.l-3, OR, 25fh  yr., Special Supplements

Nos.  3 and 3A.
3~ S/9976,  OR, 25th yr., Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1970, pp.

36-37.
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of the population by a racist minority rt!gime. The
responsibility of the United Nations and that of the
administering Power would not end with the  overthrow
of the illegal rCgimc but with the  full and cffcctive
application of the  principle of self-dctcrmination. Ac-
cordingly, the  administering Power was rcqucsted  not
to grant independence to Southern Rhodesia without
the fulfilment  of majority rules*”

The representative of Zambia said that, since the
Council had last considered the  situation in Southern
Rhodesia in March 1970, the  illc,gal rcgimc  in South-
ern Rhodesia had consolidated Its political, military
and economic  position. One  of the  most disturbing
developments was the attitude of the new Government
of the United Kingdom towards the  question of sanc-
tions. Although at one time the British Government
had accepted the policy of no indepcndcncc before
majority rule, the present Government appeared to be
willing to negotiate with the rebel r@imc  and to accept
a scttlcmcnt that would leave the African majority of
the Territory under the control of the white nlinority.Jde

The rcpresentativc  of the United Kingdom stated
that his Government had been taking positive steps to
meet its responsibilities with regard to the  situation in
Southern Rhodesia. Thus, it was considering whether
there was a basis for a settlement of this roblcm in
accordance with the five principles it had Pormulated.
The first of those principles was the principle and intcn-
tion that unimpeded rogress to majority rule would
have to be maintaine cf and guaranteed. He added that
his Government was committed to seeing that any sct-
tlement should be acceptable to the  Rhodccian people
as a whole. The British Government could not accept
any fresh commitment in the  Security Council that
would restrict it in any way in reaching such a sct-
tlement, if that proved practicable; nor did it consider
it acceptable that the Security Council should, at that
juncture, seek to lay down any conditions for a set-
tlement. Regarding the question of sanctions, his dele-
gation regretted that they had not achieved  their im-
mediate political objective. Howcvcr, it was undeniable
that sanctions continued to cxcrt  pressure on the Rho-
dcsian economy and to restrict its rate  of dcvclopmcnt.
Contrary to what had been alleged. his Government
had just renewed the annual legislation that imposed
sanctions. Referring to the draft resolution before the
Council, he said that it was too little in that two of
its operative paragraphs seemed to repcat  in less precise
terms steps that the Council had alrcndy taken; it was
too much, on the other hand, in that operative para-
graph 1 attempted to bind the United Kingdom not to
grant independence to Southern Rhodcsin  without the
fulfilmcnt of majority rule. His Govcrnmcnt  had never
accepted that commitment in a United Nations reso-
lution and still could not do so. In conclusion, he said
that the United Kingdom had alaays  accepted and
continued to accept its primary responsibility concern-
ing Southern Rhodesia. However, it was not prepared
to enter into negotiations with its negotiating position
publicly dictated from outsidc.3,‘7

The representative of France stated that the  United
Nations should prefer, over recornmendntions  t h a t
would not facilitate attainment of the  objectives sought,
concrete initiatives taken in concert with the  ndministcr-
ing Poiver.  The United Kingdom \$‘;I’;  the  rcspnnsihlc
_ .~__

NJ  lSS6th  meeting, pnrx.  72, 73, 78-80.
~1 Ibid., paras.  87, 9 1.
%I:  Ibid.. paras.  I3 l- 133.

authority which was in duty bound to take measures
that fit the circumstances to end the Rhodesian rebel-
lion. The  Council could not tell the  British Govern-
ment what it should do. Although his delegation had
no objection to the substance  of the  draft resolution,
it fount]  operative paragraph 1 legally doubtful, as its
language  seemed to go beyond the powers of the  Coun-
cil under  Article 41.8””

At the same meeting,  the Council proceeded to vote
upon the five-Power draft resolution. The result of the
vote was 12 in favour,  1 against with 2 abstentions.
The draft resolution failed of adoption,3’0  owing to the
negative  vote of a permanent member of the Council.

At the  1557th meeting, on 17 November 1970, the
President (Syria) announced that, during consultations
held since the previous meeting, a draft resolution had
been prepared which appeared to have the support of
all the members of the Council. He further stated that,
although the delegation of France had repeated the
reservations  which it had expressed  at the 1556th
meeting on 10 November 1970,550 that delegation had
nevertheless associated itself with the  consensus that
had emerged in favour of the draft resolution.*sl

At the same meeting, the draft resolution was put
to the vote and was adoptedas?  unanimously. It read
as follows:sJS

“The Security Council,
“Having  considered the question of Southern

Rhodesia,
“Reufirming  its resolutions 216 ( 1965) of 12

November 1965, 217 (1965) of 20 November 1965,
221 (1966) of 9 April 1966, 232 (1966) of 16
December 1966, 253 (1968) of 29 May 1968 and
277 (1970) of 18 March 1970,

“Gravely concerned that certain States have not
complied with the provisions of resolutions 232
(1966),  253 (1968) and 277 (1970),  contrary to
their obligations under Article 25 of the Charter of
the United Nations,

“Reafirming  the primary responsibility of the
Government of the United Kingdom of Great Britain
and Northern Ireland to enable the  people of South-
ern Rhodesia to achieve self-determination and inde-
pendence, and in particular their responsibility  of
bringing the illegal declaration of independence to
an end,

“Tuking  il2t0 UCCOWJ~ the  third report of the Com-
mittce established in pursuance of Security Council
resolution 253 (1968),

“Acting in accordance with previous decisions of
the Security Council on Southern Rhodesia, taken
under Chapter VII of the Charter,

“1. Reufirms  its condemnation of the illegal
declaration of indcpendencc  in Southern Rhodesia;

“7*. Culls upon the United Kingdom of Great
Isritain  and Northern Ireland, as the  administering
Power  in the discharge  of its responsibility, to take
urgent  and cffcctivc measures  to bring to an end the

3~  I&I.,  paras.  164-167.  For discussion of  the applicabil i ty
of Article 41, see chnptcr  XI, Case 6.

W’ Ibid.,  para.  2 1 2 .
350  II&l..  para.  167. See foot-note 59 above.
95’  1557th meeting, para.  1.
3~  I b i d , .  p:tr:l.  7.
353 R e s o l u t i o n  2 8 8  ( 1 9 7 0 ) .
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illegal rebellion in Southern Rhodesia and enable
the  people to exercise their  right to self-determina-
tion, in accordance with the  Charter  of the  United
Nations and in conformity with the  objectives of
General Assembly  resolution 1514 (XV) of 14
Dcccmber  1960;

“3. Decirfes that the present  sanctions against
Southern Rhodesia shall remain in force;

“4. Urges all States to fully implement all Sccu-
rity Council resolutions pertaining to Southern  Rho-
dcsin, in accordance with their obligations under
Article 25 of the Charter, and deplores the  attitude
of those States  which have persisted  in giving moral,
political and economic assistance to the illegal r&
gime;

“5 . Further urges  all States, in furtherance  of the
objectives of the Security  Council, not to grant any
form of recognition to the illegal regime in Southern
Rhodesia;

“6. Decides to remain actively seized of the
matter.“3s4

Decision of 30 December 1971 (1623rd meeting):
Rejection of the draft  resolution
By letter3s5 dated 24 November 1971 addressed to

the President of the Security Council, the representative
of the United Kingdom requested a meeting of the
Security Council to be held on 25 November 1971,
or as soon as possible thereafter, in order that he might
make a statement about the results of the  discussions
which the Secretary of State for Foreign and Common-
wealth Affairs of his Government had had in Salisbury
regarding the situation in Southern Rhodesia.

At the 1602nd meeting on 25 November 1971, the
Council included3s6 in its agenda the letter of the repre-
sentative of the United Kingdom as well as the fourth
report of the Committee established in pursuance of
Security Council resolution 253 ( 1968)ssi and consid-
ered the question at the 1602nd to 1605th,  1609th,
1622nd and 1623rd meetings held between 25 No-
vember and 30 December 1971. The representatives
of Saudi Arabia,*5a  the United Republic of Tanzania
and Kenya,*s9 Zambia and Ghana,*OO Uganda, Nigeria,
Algeria and Indias61 were invited to participate in the
discussion.

At the 1602nd  meeting, the representative of the
United Kingdom stated that although there  had never
been any doubt in the Security Council that the settle-
ment of the situation in Southern Rhodesia was prima-
rily a matter for his Government, it had also always
been recognized that the question was one of legitimate
and continuing concern to the world community. For
that reason it seemed to his Government right and
fitting that it should inform the Security Counctl  of the
agreement that had been reached between the United
Kingdom Foreign Secretary and Mr. Ian Smith in

sM  For the consideration of the provisions of Chapter VII
of the Charter, see chapter XI, part V.

35s  S/10396, OR, 26rh yr., Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1971, p. 40.
sss  1602nd  meeting, preceding para. 1.
ssr  S/10229 and Add.1 and 2. OR, 26rh  yr., Special Suppie-

menf No. 2. At the 1609th meeting, the Council also included
in its agenda an interim report of the same Committee
(S/10408. OR, 26th yr., Suppl. fur Oct.-Dec. 1971, pp. 78-79).
See 1609th meeting, para. 68.

sss  1602nd meeting, para. 99.
ass 1603rd meeting, para. 88.
see 1604th meeting. para. 8.
sst  1623rd meeting, para. 2.

Salisbury on 24 November 1971 on proposals for a
settlement of the Southern Rhodesian problem. The
central  parts of the proposals, the text of which he
said would be made available to all members of the
Council,3a2 were the constitutional arrangcmcnt  which,
hc asserted,  would enable unimpeded progress  towards
majority rule and thus constituted a substantial chan.ge
in direction away from the  existing state  of affairs
embodied in the 1969 constitution. The proposals also
contained a new declaration of rights:  which would
afford protection to the  fundamental rights  and frce-
doms of the individual. The  other main provisions in
the proposals related to amendment of the  Rhodesian
constitution. Certain specially entrenched provisions
of the  constitution, including the  new provisions to
give effect to increased African representation and the
new Declaration of Rights, would be guaranteed against
rctrogrcssive  amendment. The proposals also provided
for a review of existing legislation through an inde-
pendent commission to examine the problem of racial
discrimination, as we11 as other provisions having a
direct bearing on the status and rights of the Africans,
such as the release of a significant number of detainees
and rcstrictees, the ending of the  state of emergency,
and important provisions concerning land and devel-
opment, which would include a development pro-
gramme  assisted by the British Government aimed at
increasing education and job opportunities for Africans.
The agreement on the above proposals constituted
only a first step and no change in the existing situation,
including the application of sanctions, would be made
before the people of Rhodesia as a whole  had had a
full and free opportunity to demonstrate that those

R
roposals were acceptable. In that connexion, he said
is Government would appoint a commission to as-

certain directly from all sections of the  population of
Rhodesia their views on the acceptability of the pro-
posals and report thereon to the British Government.8@

The representative of the USSR maintained that the
(British-Rhodesian) talks had been conducted with
an unlawful, racist regime, already condemned as such
by the United Nations, and had resulted in an agree-
ment concluded without the participation or consulta-
tion of the majority of the people of Zimbabwe or their
political parties, contrary to the appeal made by the
General Assembly in its resolution 2652 (XXV). It
was clear, he asserted, that the proposals were aimed
at maintaining for a long time the existing racist order
prevailing in the Territory. It was therefore necessary
that the leaders of the Zimbabwe African People’s
Union (ZAPU) and the Zimbabwe African National
Union (ZANU) should be invited to address the Coun-
cil and give it their opinion of the proposals.3B4,

At the 1604th meeting on 2 December 1971, the
Security Council, acting on the proposal made by the
representative of the USSR and supported by the repre-
sentative of Somalia,8”s decided, without objection, to
invite Mr. Joshua Nkomo and Mr. N. Sithole to appear
before the Council to state their views on the proposais
on Southern Rhodesia.300

so*  By a letter dated 1 December 1971, the representative of
the United Kingdom transmitted to the President of the Security
Council the text of a White Paper entitled “Rhodesia: proposals
for a settlement”, S/10405, OR, 26th  yr., Suppl. for Ocf.-  Dec.
1971. pp. 60-73.

86s  1602nd meeting, paras.  l-59.
~4 Ibid.,  pnms.  62-79.
3fi.J  Ibirl..  “:Ii-:Ls.  79. 177-l  18.
see 1604th meeting, paras.  44-48. For the consideration of

the invitations to Mr. Nkomo and Mr. Sithole. see chaotcr III.
Case 6.
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At the 1609th meeting on 8 December 1971, the
representative of China said that, since the illegal dccla-
ration of the so-called indcpcndcncc in Novcmbcr  1965,
the  colonialist authorities of Southern Rhodesia  had
intcnsificd  their fascist rule over the pcoplc of Zim-
babwc and their suppression of the  struggle  of the
people of Zimbabwe for national indcpcndencc. The
experience of Afro-Asian countries had proved that
without political independence economic and social
progress could not be achieved,  and therefore,  under
the  United Kingdom proposals, majority rule by the
Africans in Southern Rhodesia could never bc achieved.
The proposals were only aimed at lcgnlizing the fascist
and racist rule over the Zimbabwe people and at
enabling the colonialists to openly cancel the sanctions
against the Rhodesian colonialist authorities. The only
solution to the question of Southern Rhodesia was the
realization of national independence of the Zimbabwe
people.s07

During the debate, the representatives of Algeria,*
Burundi, Ghana,* India,* Kenya,* Nigeria,* Saudi
Arabia,* Sierra Leone, Somalia, the Syrian Arab Re-
public, Uganda, * the United Republic of Tanzania*
and Zambia* stated their objections to the  proposals
for a settlement of the Southern Rhodesian problem
on the grounds that they had been negotiated and
agreed upon without the participation of the political
leaders of the majority of the Zimbabwe people, were
contrary to the principles and objectives laid down in
the United Nations Charter and in General Assembly
resolution 1514 (XV) and disregarded the relevant
General Assembly and Security Council resolutions
concerning the question of Southern Rhodesia. The
terms of the proposals, they stressed, did not enable
the majority of the people of Southern Rhodesia to
exercise freely and equally their right to self-determi-
nation nor did they correspond to the principle of
unimpeded progress towards majority rule. They also
disputed the United Kingdom’s contention that the
proposals fulfilled the five principles set by the  British
Government and pointed out, in that connexion. that
those principles had never been accepted by the United
Nations, the Organization of African Unity or the
independent African States as a basis for a settlement.
They emphatically urged the Council to reject the pro-
posals and to strengthen sanctions against the illegal
rfgime of Southern Rhodesia and expressed their
concern  about the recent violations of sanctions re-
ported by the Committee established in pursuance of
Security Council resolution 253 ( 1968) .n”’

The  rcprcsentatives  of Belgium, F’rancc and Italy
stated that the proposals had the merit of ending the
sfonrs  (/[do and offering the pcoplc of Rhodesia the
possibility of setting in motion mnchincry that could
and should transform their institutions. It was impor-
tant therefore not to prejudge the  agrccmcnt  before

80’ 1609th meeting, paras.  74-81.
$flQ For  text  of relevant statements,  see:  1602nd meeting

(PV): Burundi. paras.  81-97. 131-132:  Somalia, paras.  133-142:
Syrian Ar:~h Republic.  paras.  125-117;  1603rd  meet ing:  United
Republic of Tanzania,*  pans. 91-141;  1604th meet ing:  Saudi
Ar;~hia.* paras.  56-96; Somalia, paras.  11-38;  1605th meeting:
Gh:mn.* paras.  3 l-63;  Kenya,* paras.  73-105;  Zambia.* paras.
6-17;  IfrOOth meeting:  Sierra Leone,  paras.  84-116;  1622nd
meet ing:  Saudi  Arabia ,* paras.  93-103;  Somal ia .  paras.  6-36;
Syrian Arab Republic, paras.  63-69; 1623rd meeting: Algeria,+
parns.  135-153;  India.*  paras.  96-119;  Nigeria ,* paras.  88-94;
IJganda.* paras.  44-85.

the results of the test of acceptability wcrc  known.300

At the  1622nd meeting on 29 Dccembcr  197 1, the
representative of Somalia explained the contents  of  a
working paper that had been drawn up by his delcga-
tion and circulated informally, which hc hoped would
form the  basis of a draft resolution.“70

At the 1623rd meeting on 30 Dcccmber  1971, the
representative of the United Kingdom said that his
delegation did not believe that any resolution by the
Security Council was called for at that juncture and
that the  Council should await the outcome of the  test of
acceptability before  contemplating any further action.371

At the same meeting, the representative of Somalia
introduced”72  a draft resolutionsi  jointly sponsored
by Burundi, Sierra Leone, Somalia and the Syrian Arab
Republic, which was based on the working paper that
had been submitted to the Council at the previous
meeting by his delegation. By the operative paragraphs
of the  draft resolution, the Security Council would (1)
decide  that the  terms of the  proposals did not fulfil
the conditions necessary to ensure that all the people
of Southern Rhodesia would be able to exercise  freely
and equally their right to self-determination; (2) rcjcct
the “proposals for a settlement” as they did not guar-
antee the inalienable rights of the majority of the People
of Southern Rhodesia; (3) consider  that the  prmciple
of universal adult suffrage for the people of Southern
Rhodesia without regard to colour or race must bc
the basis for any constitutional and political arrange-
ments for the Territory; (4) urge the United Kingdom,
pursuant to paragraph 3 above, not to accord any form
of recognition to an independent State of Southern
Rhodesia which was not based on majority rule or on
the will of the majority as determined by universal
adult suffrage; (5) call upon the United Kingdom to
ensure that, in any exercise to ascertain the  wishes of
the people of Southern Rhodesia as to their political
future, the procedure to be followed would be by
secret referendum on the basis of one vote,  without
regard to race or colour or to educational, property
or income considerations; (6) further call upon the
United Kingdom, after having ensured the cstablish-
ment of conditions under which all the people of
Southern Rhodesia would be able to exercise freely
and equally their right to self-determination on the
basis of paragraphs 3 and 5 above, to facilitate the
participation of a United Nations team of observers
during the preparation for, and in the actual conduct
of, any exercise to ascertain the wishes of the people
of Southern Rhodesia as to their political future; (7)
decide to continue political, diplomatic and economic
sanctions against Southern Rhodesia until the rebellious
rigime in that territory was brought to an end; and
(8) request the Government of the United Kingdom
not to transfer under any circumstances to its colony
of Southern Rhodesia, as at present governed, any of
the powers or attributes of sovereignty, but to promote
that country’s attainment of indcpendencc  by a demo-
cratic system of Government in accordance with the
aspirations of the majority of the  population.

300  For text of relevant statements see: 1623rd  meeting:
Belgium. paras.  155-162;  France, paras.  33-35, 189-191; Italy,
paras.  1 R-32, 184-187.

x’) 1622nd  meeting, paras.  8-9.
ai’  1633rd meeting. paras.  178-179.
372  Ihid..  paras.  23 l-233.
37.1  S/10489,  OH, 26rir y r . ,  Suppl. f o r  Oct.-Dee.  1971,  pp .

119-130.
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Following a brief suspension of the meeting, the
representative of Somalia requested separate votes on
the second and fifth preambular paragraphs and oper-
ative paragraphs 3,4,  and 5.8i4

At the same meeting the draft resolution was put to
the  vote with the following results:a7s

The second preambular paragraph, which would
have the Council note  that the proposals for a settle-
ment had not been negotiated in consultation with the
accredited political leaders of the majority of the
people of Southern Rhodesia, was adopted by 10 votes
to none, with 5 abstentions.

The fifth  preambular paragraph, which stated that
the Council was mindful of the conditions necessary
to permit the free expression of the right to self-deter-
mination, was adopted by 14 votes to none, with 1
abstention.

Operative paragraph 3 was adopted by 14 votes to
none, with 1 abstention.

Operative paragraphs 4 and 5 were each adopted
by 10 votes to none, with 5 abstentions.

The draft resolution as a whole failed of adoption,
owing to a negative vote by one of the permanent
members of the Security Council. It received 9 votes
in favour, 1 against with five abstcntions.s7e

COMPLAINT BY ZAMBIA

INITIAL PROCEEDINGS

By letter877 dated 15 July 1969 addressed to the
President of the Security Council, the Permanent
Representative of Zambia requested an early meeting
of the Council to discuss the recent Portuguese viola-
tions of the territorial integrity of Zambia, and also
the bombing of a village, destruction of property and
the wounding and killing of two innocent and unarmed
civilians at Lote village in the Katete District of
Eastern Province of Zambia on 30 June 1969. He
recalled that several unprovoked activities of the Por-
tuguese Government had been brought to the attention
of the Security Council and added that the recent
aggression was a proof of the bellicose intentions of
the Lisbon Government. Lest its application of the
inherent right of self-defence as envisaged in Article
51 of the Charter might result in a more serious situa-
tion, his Government now requested the Security Coun-
cil to take corrective measures in order to bring an
end to those acts which constitute a threat to intema-
tional peace and security.

Subsequently, in a letter”Ts dated 18 July 1969
addressed to the President of the Council, thirty-five
Member States acting on behalf of the Organization of
African Unity expressed their support for the request
for a meeting of the Security Council.

At the 1486th meeting  on 18 July 1969, the item
was included in the Council’s agcnda.“i”  The Council
considered the  question at its 1486th  to 1491st meet-
ings between 22 and 29 July 1969. The representatives

874 1613rd m e e t i n g ,  249-259.paras.
3iJ  Ibid.. pnras.  266-272.
371~  Ibid.. para.  272.
377 S/9331, O R .  24111  yr.. Suppl. f o r July-Sept. 1969, p. 127.
378 S/9340  and Add.1 -3. ibid., Q. I3 I.
379 1486th meeting. preceding para. 1.

of Portugal,880  Tanzania,as1 Somalia,:‘“? Kenya,“R” the
United Arab Republic,sy4 Liberia,  Madagascar, Sierra
Leone,  Tunisia, Gabon,SGS  and Democratic  Republic
o f  the  Congo38e were invited to participate in the
discussions.

At the 1486th meeting the representative of Zambia*
stated that since his request for a meeting  there was
yet another armed attack by Portuguese  soldiers  on
Zambian civilians in Balovale District which had
resulted  in the killing of two persons. He further  stated
that the  reason why his Government had not brought
the matter to the Council sooner was  that it thought
it preferable to resolve such matters bilaterally. How-
ever, since the Portuguese authorities had become
intransigent, his Government found it necessary to seek
now recourse before the Council. He further stated
that in the period between 18 May 1966 and 30 June
1969 there were some sixty Portuguese military incur-
sions into the Zambian territory, thirty-five  by land
and twenty-five by air. Those were aggressive acts
causing a continuous turmoil and instablhty and threat-
ening the peace and security not only in Zambia alone
but in Africa as a whole. They were in open violation
of Article 2, paragraph 4 of the Charter.

The representative of Zambia went on to recount a
few of the instances of the alleged Portuguese  armed
aggression against Zambian territory as well as tech-
nical data relating to fragments of bombs, mines and
grenades so as to substantiate the direct involvement
of the Portuguese armed forces in the incidents  com-
plained of and to indicate to the members of NATO
that such arms as they made available to Portugal were
being used not for the defence of Portugal or for the
member countries of NATO, but for the oppression of
the peoples of Mozambique and Angola and for launch-
ing attacks against Zambia. In the light of this chain
of acts of aggression, it was incumbent upon the Coun-
cil to consider whether Portugal, a Member of the
United Nations, was observing that principle. In con-
clusion, the representative of Zambia, after stating
that his Government reserved its inherent right to take
action in self-defence under Article 5 I of the Charter,
requested  the Council to condemn Portugal for its
unprovoked and premeditated aggression  against un-
armed Zambian civilians, to call on Portugal to cease
all its acts of aggression, to return Zambian nationals
kidnapped by Portuguese soldiers in Angola and Mo-
zambique and to demand that it make amends for the
destruction of Zambian homes and property.s”7

The  representative of Portugal* stated that hc found
it strange that the Zambian Government had brought
the matter to the Security Council bypassing bilateral
talks which had been adopted by agreement by the
two Governments. Moreover,  its allegations lacked any
substance. The only incident concretely  mentioned
which was alleged to have taken place on 30 June, i.e.,
the bombing of Late village in Eastern Zambia, was
also devoid of any foundation. Hc further  wondered
why the  representative  of Zambia should have sub-
mitted to the Council a list of incidents  which took
place since 1966 inasmuch ar all those  past incidents

SROIbid.,  para.  1.
881  1487th meeting. para.  12.
XY Ibid.. para.  13.
xu 1488th meeting, para. 2.
2~ Ibid., para.  44.
385  14H9th meeting, para.  2.
336  Ibid., para.  31.
237  1486th  meeting, paras.  6-9, 14-21, 51, 52, 58.



had been considered as settled through bilateral talks.
Hc went  on to say that thcrc  had hccn no incidents
prior to 1966. Howcvcr!  in 1966 the  Zambian Govcrn-
mcnt decided to open Its  territory to hostile activities
itgainst  Angola and Mozambique; it had authori~cd
III  its territory the establishment of training and supply
bases for armed attacks on the  adjoining Portugucsc:
territories.

It was therefore the Zambian Government that had
embarked on a policy of hostility to Portugal, Its
policy of permitting violence against Portugal gave
rise to attacks carried out from Zambian tcrritorq
against Portuguese territories.

The Portuguese Government, faced with that situa-
tion, had on the  one hand, tried to reason \vith  Zambia
and on the other, had issued strict instructions to its
own security forces to respect  the territorial integrity
and the sovereignty of the Republic of Zambia. Morc-
over, it could not allow its security forces in the  fron-
tier area to be harassed and tired upon by hostile
elements  stationed across the border  without those
security forces reacting in self-defencc. It was up to
the Zambian Government to take mcasurcs  to stop the
firing across the border from its territory into Portu-
gucsc territory. Thus his Government cxpccted  the
Security  Council to call upon the Government of Zam-
bia to abide by the norms of international good conduct
in this respect.

He further emphasized that not only had the  Zam-
bian Government authorized hostile elements to carry
out unlawful violent activities against the Portuguese
security  forces, but also Zambian armed forces wcrc
sometimes involved in the incidents. Portuguese air
space had also been repeatedly violated by the  Zambinn
Air Force. Thus, Portugal had patiently tried to come
to an understanding with Zambia through their bilateral
talks in New York, London and Zambia itself. Rut
Zambia did not seem to want that understanding and
instead brought unfounded charges against Portugal
before the Security Council.

In conclusion, the representative of Portugal stated
that his Government would give Zambia all assurances
of its continued desire of co-operation and good neigh-
bourlincss and he wished that Zambia would still come
to realize the advantages of mutual co-operation in the
furtherance of the well-being of the respective popula-
tions. Referring to Article 33 of the Charter. hc
exprcsscd  the belief that the  Luso-Zambian Mixed
Commission might still bc an instrument  of undcr-
ht;lnding  and co-operation bctwecn  Zambi;l  and Par-
tllpl.:‘h

Ii1 reply.  the rcprescntativc  of Zambia,* rcfcrring  to
the  Portuguese assertion  of the cxistcncc of a pcrmn-
ncnt Zambian-Portuguese commission to deal  with
frontier  incidents, stated that there had ncvcr  been  :I
permanent  Znmbian-Portuguese joint commission  to
look  into 5uch border incidents. Onlv  committees from
b~,th  bidch  had met from time to time on an (in hot
b:t>i\. 7;unbin, hc added,  had used  that channel  in the
pa41,  I-lo*.vcvcr. no sooner  had  an acrccm*:nt  been
rc;lch:c! than th: Portugucsc  attackcrl  nnnthcr  Zambiarl
villa~c. As to the  complaint of the rcpr:scntativc of
I’ortugaI  about the  activities  of the Ango!an  and MO-
7amhicluc  nationals insidc  Mozambique or inside An-
~o];L,  11~  ;i\scrtcd  that  the  Govcrnmcnt  of 7:lmbi;i  could
n o t  xccpt  rcqx)nribility  f o r  thcnl Gilcc  t+at \vas  the

.?M  1486th meeting. pnras. 63-69, 71, 73, 74, 85, X6, 92.

responsibility of the Government of Portugal as it was
the duty of cvcry Government to control the activities
of its own nationals.:C”0

At the 1488th meeting on 23 July 1Y6Y  the  repre-
scntative  of Portugal,* commenting on ttic  specific
charges  brought by Zambia to the Council, stated that
it bccamc apparent that cithcr  the Zambian Govern-
ment could not or did not wish to control its fron-
tiers.  Ncvcrthelcss, it could not cscapc  responsibility
for the  attacks made  on Portugucsc  territory.  In con-
clusion, he denied the allegations that hir,  Government
was  using NATO arms in Africa.“!“’

At the 1489th meeting on 24 July 1969 the repre-
sentative of Zambia* stated that his Government had
brought the  Lote incident to the Council because for
four years Portugal had been violating its territorial
integrity. In connexion with three series of incidents,
the Zambian Government had invited the representa-
tives of the Portuguese Government to see for them-
selves the  results of their aggression. They accepted
responsibility only for one incident. For the two other
incidents, they claimed that they had acted in the
exercise of the so-called right of pursuit. Following
that rejection, the Zambian Government had come to
the conclusion that pacific scttlcmcnt  had no meaning
for the Portuguese.
Decision of 28 July 1969 (149lst  meeting) : resolution

268 (1969)
At the 149ls.t  meeting on 28 July 1969 the repre-

sentative of Pakistan introduced a draft resolution
jointly sponsored by Algeria, Nepal, Pakistan and
Senegat.“D1 Subsequently, the President put to the vote
the four-Power draft resolution which was adoptedSoa
by 1 I votes in favour,  none against,  with 4 abstentions.
The resolution”“:’ read:

“The Security Council,
“Having heard the statements by the parties,
“Mindful of its responsibility to take effective

collective measures for the prevention and removal
of threats to international peace and security,

“Bearing in mind that all States should 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 manner incon-
sistent with the purposes  of the United Natio!is,

“Concerned about the grave situation created by
the  Portu!:ucsc bombing of Lotc  viltn;!e  in the  Katete
District of the Eastern Province of Zambia bordering
the  Territory of Mozambique,

“Gruvely  concerned that incidents of this nature
endanger international pcncc and security,

“ 1 . Srrotlg1.v  cerr.s~rre.s  the Portuguese attacks on
Lotc  village in the Katctc District of the Eastern
Province of Zambia resulting in the toss of Zambian
civilian life and property;

“3I. Culls lrporl  Portugal to desist forthwith from
violating the territorial integrity of, and from cnny-
ing out unprovoked raids against, Zambia;

“ 3 .  De~~~r~~tl.~  the  immcdiatc:  rclcnsc  and  rcpat-
rintion of all civlians  from Zambia kidnapped by

:‘4’1  fhi(f.. nar3\.  100, I II).  1 I -,
xw  1488th meeting. pams.  27, 28, 40-42.
sD1 1491st  meeting. pnras.  3. 4.
~2 Ibid., para.  26.
W’ Rcwltti!ion  25~  ( 196’)  I
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Portuguese military forces operating in the colonial
Territories of Angola and Mozambique;

“4. Further demands from Portugal the return
of all property unlawfully taken by Portuguese
military forces from Zambian territory;

“5. Declares that in the  event of failure on the
part of Portugal to comply with paragraph 2 of the
present resolution, the Security Council will meet
to consider further measures;

“6. Decides to remain seized of the matter.”
Decision of 12 October 1971 (1592nd meeting):

resolution 300
By letters*’  dated 6 October 1971 addressed to the

President of the Security  Council, the Permanent Rcpre-
sentative of Zambia requested to convene as soon as
possible a meeting of the Council to consider a series
of serious incidents and violations of the sovereignty,
air space and territorial integrity of Zambia by the
forces of the Government of South Africa. In the  letter
it was further stated that for a considerable time
numerous such incidents had taken place at the border
arca between Zambia and the international Territory
of Namibia, where South Africa illegally maintained
its military and police forces to suppress the Namibian
liberation movement. As recently as 5 October 1971
South African forces illegally crossed into Zambian
territory from the Caprivi Strip of Namibia.

In a lettetio5  dated 7 October 1971 addressed to
the President of the Council, forty-seven Member
States30e associated themselves with Zambia’s request
for the convening of the meeting. Subsequently, Lesotho
also associated itself with the request  for a meeting
of the CounciLso

At the 1590th meeting on 8 October 1971, the item
was included in the Council’s agenda. The Council con-
sidered the question at its 1590th to 1592nd  meetings
held between 8 and 12 October 1971,  The repre-
sentatives of Zambia, Tanzania, Nigeria, South Africa,
Kenya, a*s Guinea,aDo Yugoslavia,40u  India and Pakis-
tan401  were invited to participate in the discussions.

At the 1590th meeting on 8 October 1971, the
representative of Zambia* stated that there had been
a series of systematic and premeditated violations of
the sovereignty, air space and territorial integrity of
Zambia by the armed forces of South Africa. On 5
October 1971, at 19:30 hours Zambian time, units
of the South African Army entered Zambia illegally
at Katime Mulilo in speed-boats and helicopters,
allegedly  pursuing freedom-fi.qhters  who they assumed
had entered the Caprivi Strip  in the United Nations
Territory of Namibm,  through Zambia. After having

SD4  S/10352,  OR, 26th yr., Suppl.  for Oct.-Dec. 1971, p.  20.
aoJW10364,  Ibid., p. 24.
a~ Ibid., Forty-seven hfcmbcr  States: Algeria. Barbados,
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Chad. Congo (Democratic  Republic of). Dahomey. Egypt,
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spent some time searching vainly inside Zambia,.  the
South African armed forces retreated to their mlhtary
base at the Caprivi Strip. He further enumerated 24
incidents which had occurred between 26 October  1968
and 5 October 1971. Those serious incidents were
conducted against Zambia because it happened to
border the international territory of Namibia which
was under an illegal minority regime;  it believed in a
policy of non-racialism; it was opposed to a dialogue
with South Africa and the so-called outward looking
policy; it belicvcd  that the peoples of southern Africa
and Guinea-Bissau had the right to self-determination
and independence in accordance with General Assembly
resolution 1514 (XV); it was opposed to white
supremacy; and it adhered to its obligations under
Article 25 of the Charter. The Zambian Government,
he stressed, had no res onsibility for the activities of
the Namibian freedom-Rghters inside Namibia in their
just struggle to resist South Africa’s occupation and
oppression.

Furthermore, South Africa had interfered in the
domestic affairs of Zambia by financing opposition
parties inside Zambia. While Zambia desired peace
and stability on its borders, it was unrealistic to talk
about peace with South Africa until the major problems
of apartheid and race were resolved. Although he had
certain reservations regarding the sending of fact-finding
missions, his Government would welcome the despatch
of such a mission by the Council provided it would
also bc given uninhibited access to Namiba.‘O”

At the same meeting the representative of South
Africa* stated that on 4 and 5 October incidents had
indeed occurred in the Caprivi Strip. On 4 October
members of the South African police force were patrol-
ling near the border between the Eastern Caprivi and
Zambia when their vehicle was hit by a land mine. As
a result, four of the occupants were seriously injured.
On the following day, when other members of the
police force were dispatched to investigate the incident,
another land mine exploded, killing one of the police
officers. The trail of four persons was found leading
from the direction of the Zambian border to the location
of the  land mine and back again in the direction of the
Zambian border. The Prime Minister of South Africa
had repeatedly warned that his country would not
tolerate attacks upon its people or the people of “South
West Africa” from across the borders of the Republic
or of the Territory. Steps were being taken to pursue
the culprits and the pursuers would defend themselves
if they were attacked. The South African police force,
however, had not crossed the Znmbian border. They
had followed the trail left by the four persons to where
it had disappeared within the area of the Caprivi
Strip and had returned to their stations. He admitted
that unauthorized border  crossings and trespassing in
air-space had previously occurred in the area of the
Zambian Eastern Caprivi border, but both sides had
been rcsponsiblc. not only South Africa. They were
unintcntiona1  and were caused  by  the twisting river
houn:lary  between Zambia and the  Caprivi Strir, and the
fact that the border was not always in the mid-stream.

In the period between 23 October 1969 and 5 Mav
1970, Znmbin complained of eight viofnt;ons  of acr
space by South Africa. On the other hand, Zambia had
between November 1969 and Julv 1971 violated South
West African air space on twelve occa5innq. Hc stressed
that the  charges of the Zambian Government were

402  1590th meeting,  parns.  7-23.
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entirely unfounded. However, there were incidents of a
far more serious nature which involved the  infiltration
of armed bands across the border from Zambia into
the Caprivi Strip causing death and destruction. Five
mine explosions had occurred in 1971. Those armed
bands operated from camps situated in Zambia, they
were given shelter on Zambian soil and received the
support of the Znmbian Government. The South African
Government had asked Zambia to prevent armed incur-
sions from Zambia into South West Africa, but there
had been no response. While it was the policy of his
Government to avoid border incidents and violations
of the air space of neighbouring countries, in the case
of incursions of terrorists, it had a duty to protect the
inhabitants of South Africa and “South West Africa”
against the acts of terrorism and such acts would not
be tolernted.403

At the same meeting the representative of the Syrian
Arab Republic introduced”” a draft resolution jointly
sponsored by Burundi, Sierra Leone, Somalia and the
Syrian Arab Republic.

At the 1592nd meeting on 12 October 1971, the
representative of Somalia stated that as a result of
extensive consultations among the members of the
Council. the three African sponsoring countries had
decided”Os to revise the draft resolution to take into
account the various positions of members and to bring
forward a resolution which would ensure a unanimous
vote,

The President then put to the vote the revised draft
resolution which was adopted40e  unanimously. The
text407 read as follows:

“The Security Council,
“Having received the Ietter of the Permanent

Representative of Zambia contained in document
S/10352 and also the letter from 47 Member States
contained in document S/10364,

“Taking nofe  of the statements made by the Per-
manent Representative of Zambia at its 1590th
meeting, conccmine violations of the sovercisnty,  air
space and territorial integritjl of Zambia by South
Africa,

“Taking note of the statement made by the
Minister of Foreign Affairs of the  Republic of South
Africa,

“Bearing in mind that all Member States must
refrain in their relations from resorting to threat or
the use of force against the territorial integrity or
political independence of any State,

“Consciotrs  that it has the  responsibility to take
efficient collective measures to prevent and eliminate
threats to peace and security,

“Co,lcernerl  bv the situation on the bor;lcrs  of
Zambia and Namibia, in the vicinity of the Caprivi
Strip,

“1. Reiterntes  that any violation of the sover-
eigntv  and territoria1  integrity of a Mcmhcr State
is co&nrq  to the  Charter of the United N:ttions;

t-9-. Ctrllr  ~rpon  South Africa to fully respect the
sovereignty and territorial integrity of Zambia;

403  1590th meeting. paras.  59-72.
404  /hid..  para5.  175-177.
40s 1592nd  meeting, paras.  3-18.
4”G  /hill..  p;1r3. 21).
407  Krsolution  300 (1971).

“3. Fhter declares that in the event of South
Africa violating the  sovereignty or the territorial
integrity of Zambia, the Security Council will meet
again to examine the situation further in accordance
with the  rclcvant  provisions of the Charter.”

SITUATION IN NORTHERN IRELAND

INITIAL PROCEEDINGS

In a lctter408 dated 17 August 1969, the represen-
tative of Ireland requested, in accordance with Article
35 of the Charter, an urgent meeting of the Security
Council. It was stated in the letter that the preceding
week had witnessed the development of a situation
in the six counties of Northern Ireland, resulting from
the continuous suppression of the people of these
counties. The Ro al
unable to control i:

Ulster Constabulary had been
t at situation and that had led to the

intervention of British military forces. Proposals by his
Government that the United Kingdom ask for the dis-
patch of a United Nations peace-keeping force and,
subsequently, that a joint British-Irish peace-keeping
force be established had been rejected by the British
Government. The Government of Ireland therefore felt
obliged to appeal to the Security Council for the dis-
patch of a United Nations peace-keeping force,  since it
could not stand by and see the people  in the six counties
of Northern Ireland suffer injury; nor could it tolerate
the tensions created along the border between the  two
areas which might give rise to serious disturbances in
its own State. The letter requested that the Irish delega-
tion be permitted to be heard at all stages of the consi-
deration by the  Council in order to present its case.

The Security Council met to consider the situation
in Northern Ireland at its 1503rd  meeting held on 20
August 1969.

In connexion with the adoption of the agenda, the
representative of the United Kingdom stated that the
prmciple of domestic jurisdiction set out in Article 2,
paragraph 7 of the Charter was fundamental. If this
principle were breached or eroded, the consequences
would be most serious for the United Nations.‘OD

The representative of Finland proposed that the
Security Council, before taking a decision on its agenda,
invite the Minister for External Affairs of Ireland to
make a statement to the Council in explanation of his
Government’s request for the  meeting of the Security
Council.4*o
Decision of 20 August 1969 ( 1503rd  meeting) :

Sratentent  by the  President

At the  1503rd meeting on 20 August 1969, the
President (Spain) stated that the Security Council,
before  taking a decision on the provisional agenda,
agreed to invite the Minister for External Affairs of
Ireland to make a statcmcnt  to the  Council in cxplana-
tion of his Government’s request for an urgent  meeting
of the Security Council.411

At the same meeting, the Minister for Extcmal
Affairs of lr~land.* after  taking  exception  t o  the argu-
mcnt  that the situation in Northern Ireland fell cxcIu-

409  S/9394,  OR, 24th yr., Suppl.  for July-Sept. 1969. p. 159.
4’~)  1503rd meeting, paras.  2-14.  For considerntion of Article

2(7).  see in chapter XII. Case 12.
410 1503rd  meeting, pnras.  15-17.
411 Ibid., para.  20.
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sively within the domestic jurisdiction of the United
Kingdom,412 stated that the present situation in the
Six Counties of Northern Ireland had its origins in the
partition of Ireland, a unilateral act on the part of the
United Kingdom Government which had never been
conceded  to by the Government of Ireland whose
declared policy was to bring about reunification by
peaceful  means. The persistent denial by the United
Kingdom Government  of their civil rights to a large
part of the population of Northern Ireland had culmi-
nated in the present crisis. It was the position of the
delegation of Ireland* that while that aspect of the
matter alone would be sufficient to justify the request
for a Council meeting,  another consideration as to why
the Council should deal with this question was that the
grave situation in Northern Ireland could become
aggravated to a degree which would affect relations
between Great Britain and Ireland. There was no doubt
that the situation in Northern Ireland was grave and
could affect relations between Great Britain and Ireland.
The current crisis had been brought about by the deci-
sion of the Government of the six counties to allow the
holding of a provocative parade by a Protestant sectarian
organization at Derry, despite the warnings of his Gov-
ernment about the dangers involved. The disturbances
at Derry had quickly spread to other towns in the area
and had led to the loss of life, the destruction of prop-
erty and the virtual collapse of law and order. The
calling of British troops had been a confession of the
inability of the Government of the six counties to
maintain law and order impartially through its police
force. There was need, he stressed, for an impartial
peace-keeping force, inasmuch as the use of British
troops constituted a basic factor in the perpetuation of
partition. The Council must consider also that the
tension created bv these events might spread beyond
the area itself and lead to friction between two neigh-
bouring Member States.‘ls
Decision of 20 August 1969 ( 1503rd  meeting) :

Adjournment

At the 1503rd meetin
representative of Zambia s f

on 20 August 1969, the
ated that the question before

the Council was whether or not to adopt the agenda
In the light of the statements so far made it might be
wise for the Council to adjourn a decision on that
matter. Consequently hc proposed that in accordance
with the rules of procedure, and particularly rule 33,
paragraph 2, the meeting be adjourned.4*4

The  proposal for adjournment was unanimously
adopted.

Decision of 9 December 1969 (1520th meeting):
resolution 273 (1969)
By letter41s dated 27 November 1969 addressed to

the  President of the Security Council, the  representative
of Senegal informed the Council that on 25 November
1969 the rccular  Portuguese Army, based at B&gene
in Guinea (bissau), had shelled the village of Samine
in southern Senegal, leaving one person  dead and eight
seriouslv wounded and causing property damage. It
was noi  the first time that the  Portuguese forces  had

41z For consideration of Article Z(7), see in chapter XII,
Case 13.

‘I.7  IS03rd meeting, paras.  23-43.
‘14 Ihid., para.  68.
“5S/9513,  OR. 24111  yr.,  Slrppl.  for Ocf.-Dec.  1969, p. 117.

attacked Senegal’s nationals and violated its territory.
In view of the growing loss of life and destruction  of
property, the Government of Senegal was obliged to
denounce Portugal’s policy of systematic provocation
and to request the convening of the Security Council
as soon as possible to consider the question.

By lctterql”  dated 2 December 1969 to the President
of the Security Council, the representatives of Algeria,
Burundi, Cameroon, Central African Republic, Chad,
Congo (Brazzaville) , Congo (Democratic Republic of),
Dahomey, Ethiopia, Gabon, Ghana, Guinea, Ivory
Coast, Kenya, Lesotho,  Liberia, Libya, Madagascar,
Mali, Mauritania, Mauritius, Morocco, Niger, Nigeria,
Rwanda, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Somalia, Sudan, Togo,
Tunisia, Uganda, United Arab Republic, United
Republic of Tanzania, Upper Volta and Zambia sup
ported Senegal’s request. Recalling that other African
States bordering on the Territories under Portuguese
domination had also been the object of Portugal’s acts
of aggression, the signatories to the letter expressed
Africa’s concern at the constant threat and acts of
aggression committed by Portugal and expressed the
hope that the Security Council would be able to take
the necessary measures to put an end to those acts of
aggression in accordance with Chapter VII of the
United Nations Charter.

At the 1516th meeting on 4 December 1969, the
Security Council adopted”’ the agenda and considered
the question at the 1516th to 1520th  meetings between
4 and 9 December 1969. At the 15 16th meeting on 4
December, the representatives of Portugal, Guinea and
Morocco were invited41s to take part in the discussion.
Subsequently, at the 1517th  meeting: on 5 December
the representatives of Liberia, Madagascar, Sierra
Leone, Tunisia, Mali, Saudi Arabia, Syria, Yemen and
the United Arab Republic,41e  and at the 1518th meeting
on 8 December the representative of Mauritania420
were also invited to participate.

At the 1516th meeting on 4 December 1969, the
representative of Senegal recounted the incident des-
cribed in his letter of 27 November, which his Gov-
ernment considered sufficiently grave to constitute a
threat to international peace and security. He then
referred to numerous earlier violations of Senegal’s
sovereignty and territorial integrity committed by Por-
tuguese forces since April 1963 and recalled previous
Council resolutions421 in which those actions were
deplored and Portugal was requested to take all effec-
tive and necessary action to prevent such violations.
Notwithstanding those resolutions Portugal had com-
mitted further acts of provocation and since January
1969 incidents had become more frequent and more
serious as Portuguese forces violated Senegalese air
spncc and shelled Senegalese villages, killing, wounding
and kidnappinE villagers. If Portugal  were to persist
in its policy of systematic provocatlons  and violations
of the  territorial integrity of African countries. in which
it was being supported by its allies, particularly South
Africa. Senegal would have no alternative but to resort
to force in order to impose respect of its territorial
sovcrciptv. Howcvcr.  Senegal was convinced that the
Security Council would make such an action unneces-

4llrS/9524  and Add.1,  ibid., p. 144.
41: lSl6th  meeting, preceding para.  40.
41s  Ilki.,  paras.  40-4 I.
41” 1517th  meeting, paras.  4, 59, 92.
4x1  1518th meeting. para.  3.
43 Resolution 178 (1963) and resolution 204 (1965).
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sary by passing an effective resolution to condemn
severely the Portugucsc  authorities and their acts of
aggrcssion.42’

At the same meeting,  the representative of Portugal*
stated in reply that the attacks had come in every case
from Sencgnl and that Portugal had limited itsc]f  to
actions strictly in conformity with the needs of sclf-
defence.  It was a matter of common knowledge that for
several years anti-Portuguese organizations had oper-
ated against Portuguese Guinea from bases in Senegal,
of which Samine was one. After cnumcrating the
incidents of violations of the territory of Portuguese
Guinea, including artillery attacks, raids and violations
of air space, the  representative of Portugal stated that
no one could contest Portugal’s right of self-defence,
which it had exercised  within its own territory and to
the indispensable minimum. In the  particular incident
under consideration,  Portugal did not exclude the pos-
sibility a priori that, following artillery attacks and
raids coming from Senegal, Portugal’s return fire might
have  produced results alleged by Scncgal.  If  it had,
it was incumbent on Senegal to contact Portugal
to settle the question through investigation and con-
ciliation under the terms of Article 33 of the Charter.
On its part, Portugal was prepared to discuss the case
with Senegal and, after a proper bilateral investigation,
to compensate Senegal for any damage which might
have occurred.423

At the 1518th meeting on 8 December 1969, the
President (Zambia) informed424 the Council that, by
a letter’lJ  dated 7 December, the representative of
Senegal had requested an urgent meeting of the Council
to consider a further complaint concerning the renewed
shelling of Samine on that day which had resulted in
further casualties and property damage.  The letter was
included42e  in the agenda along with the previous com-
plaint.

At the same meeting, the representative of Senegal
stated that Portugal had committed the new act of
aggression, as mentioned in his delegation’s letter, at
the time that the Council was considering the previous
complaint bv Senegal and thus had defied the authority
of the Secuiity Council. He also recalled the four-point
peace plan for Guinea (Bissau) publicly proposed by
the President of Senegal, according to which there
would be a cease-fire followed immediately by nego-
tiations between Portugal and the nationalist move-
ments leading to a period of internal autonomy to be
followed by independence within the framework of a
Lusitanian-African  community. ‘fhc shellings of Scne-
galese villages were the only Portuguese response to
that peace plan. He therefore asked the Security Council
to condemn Portugal severely and without delay for
its repeated acts of aggression.427

In the course of the  discussion, a number of rcpre-
sentatives expressed  the view that Portugal’s claim of
the right of self-defence was unacceptable because Por-
tu~al’s  continued colonial prcsencc  in /Africa  \v;I< illcsj-
timatc  and in contravention of the  Unitetl  Nations
Charter and Security Council and General Asscmbl)
rcs01utions.42q

,JX 1516th meeting, pnras.  47-69.
43 Ibid.  palx4.  I I) I -I  35.
43 I5 18th meetinrt.  tx~ra. 4.
43 S/9541. OR, F414rit  yr.,  S~cppl.  for  Oct.-Dec. 1969, p.  151.
424  1518th meeting. preceding para.  1.
421  Ibid., paras.  5-13.
4~ For texts of relevant statements, see 1518th meeting:

hladagxcnr.*  paras.  18-19;  hlauritania.* paras  131-132; Nepal,

At the 1519th meeting on 8 December  1969, the
Council had before it a draft resolution429  jointly
sponsored by Algeria, Nepal, Pakistan and Zambia
that was subsequentty rcvised’“O by the sponsors as a
result of consultations.

At the 1520th meeting on 9 December  1969, the
rcprcscntativc of Portugal* stated that, contrary to what
hnd been asserted during the debate: his delegation had
not admitted the charges contained m Scncgal’s original
complaint. He had emphasized Portugal’s inalienable
right of self-defence against armed attacks against its
territory, attacks which were contrary to the Charter
and could not be legitimized by any resolutions of the
General Assembly, which were no more than recom-
mendations, or even of the  Security Council. There
was nothing in the Charter to justify a “double stand-
ard” in the interpretation of Article 51 so as to deny
the right of self-defence  to Portugal. He emphasized
that Portugal had been admitted as a Member State
with all its territories as defined in the Portuguese  Con-
stitution and it was not within the competence of the
United Nations to question the territorial integrity of
the Portuguese State. Referring  to the iqcirlent  allcgcd  in
Senegal’s complaint of 7 December, the representative
of Portugal stated that information obtained by his
delegation did not indicate that Portuguese security
forces had been involved. However, a clash appeared
to have taken place at Samine involving the local
population and rival armed groups organized there to
attack Portuguese Guinea. He reiterated his call for
investigation in loco in order to discover  the truth
of the situation.‘“’

At the  same meeting, the revised draft resolution
was adopted4n2  by 13 votes to none, with 2 abstentions.
The resolution4”3  read:

“The Security Council,
“Taking nofe  of the complaints by Senegal against

Portugal contained in documents S/951 3 and S/9541,
“Conscious of its responsibility for taking effective

collective measures to forestall and eliminate threats
to international peace and security,

“Bearing in mind that all States must refrain in
their international relations from recourse to the
threat or use of force against the territorial integrity
or political indcpcndcnce of any State  or in any
manner  incompatible with the purposes  of the United
Nations,

“Concerned nbout the serious situation created by
the shelling of the village of Samine in the southern
region of Senegal from the Bt?g&nc  base,

“Deeply concerned at the fact that incidents of this
nature jeopardize international peace and security,

“Bearing in mind its resolution 178 (1963) of 24
April 1963 and 204 (1965) of 19 May 1965,

“I. Strongly condemns the Portuguese  authorities
for the shelling of the village of Samine, which (1)
on 25 November  1969 caused one death and seriously
wounded eight persons, struck a building of the
Scncgnlesc ~vndurmeric  and completely dectroycd  two-

paws.  116-121;  Tunisia ,*  parns.  37 ,  42-44:  USSR,  paras.
104-105;  United Arah Republic,* paras.  57-61:  1519th meeting:
Pakistan, para.  17; Syria,’ para.  46.

4~) S/9542, I5 19th meeting. para.  3.
43”  S/9541.  Rev.1,  ibid.. paw.  28-29.
4~11  1520th meeting, paras.  9-19.
4~ Ibid., para.  56.
433 Resolution 273 ( I969  1.
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houses in the village of Saminc, and (2) on 7 Decem-
bcr 1969 caused five deaths and seriously wounded
one woman;

“2. Again  calls upon Portugal to desist forthwith
from violating the sovereignty and tcrritorinl integrity
of Senegal;

“3. Declares that in the event of failure by Por-
tugal to comply with paragraph 2 of the  present reso-
lution, the Security Council will meet to consider
other measures;

“4. Decides to remain seized of the question.”
Decision of 15 July 1971 (1572nd meeting} : resolution

294 (1971)
By letter’“’  dated 6 July 1971 addressed to the

President of the Security Council, the representative
of Senegal informed the Securit
obvious and flagrant violation or

Council of “fufther
Senegal’s sovereignty

and territorial integrity”, including laymg of anti-tank
and anti-personnel mines, which had been committed
by the regular Portuguese forces since May 1971 and
which had resulted in death, injury and destruction. In
view of those incidents as well as those related in his
earlier letters dated 27 April43s  and 16 June 197 1,4ao
he requested that a meeting of the Security Council
should be convened as a matter of urgency.

In a 1etteF” dated 10 July addressed to the
President of the Security Council, the representative
of Portugal expressed regret that Senegal had requested
a meeting of the Council without first seeking to clarify
the truth of the facts through direct contacts with
Portugal as provided for in the Charter. Moreover,
Senegal had systematically attributed responsibility for
incidents on the Luso-Senegalese frontier to Portugal
without presenting evidence to substantiate those
charges. Portugal had continued to suffer from aggres-
sions committed by the Partido Africano da Indepen-
d&ncia da GuinC e Cabo Verde (PAIGC), a subversive
group which organized and prepared, in Senegalese
territory, armed attacks against Portuguese Guinea
and which bore responsibility for all the problems
that had arisen in their respective  frontier areas.
Referring to the incidents related in Senegal’s com-
plaint, the Portuguese representative stated  that circum-
stances appeared to indicate that PAIGC had been
responsible for them. His Government therefore repu-
diated Senegal’s charges and categorically rejected any
responsibility for the incidents.

In a 1etteF dated 12 July 1971 addressed to the
President of the Security Council, the representatives
of Algeria, Botswana, Burundi, Cameroon, Central
African Republic, Chad, Congo (Brauaville), Congo
(Democratic Republic of), Equatorial Guinea, Ethiopia,
Gabon, Ghana, Guinea, Ivory Coast, Kenya, Lesotho,
Liberia, Libya, Madagascar, Mali, Mauritania, Mau-
ritius, Niger, Nigeria, Rwanda, Senegal, Sierra Leone,
Somalia, Sudan, Swaziland, Togo, Tunisia, Uganda,
United Arab Re ublic, United Republic of Tanzania,
Upper Volta an1 Zambia supported Senegal’s request
for a Council meeting and requested the Security
Council to take such measures as were necessary  to

43’ S/ 1025 1, OR, 26th yr., Srrppl.  for July-Sept. 1971.  p.  28.
4~5  S/10182,  OR, 26th yr., Suppl.  fur April-June 1971, pp.

?-I-‘14
--43’i’S/10227,  ibid., p.  81.

437  S/10255, OR, 26th yr., Suppl.  for July-Sept. 1971, pp.
29-30.
-- 4G  S/10259 and Add.1 and 2, ibid., pp. 32-33.

ensure that Portugal conformed to the relevant Security
Council and General Assembly resolutions by putting
an end to its flagrant acts of aggression  and by granting
self-determination and independence to its colonies in
accordance with General Assembly resolution 1514
(XV).

At the 1569th meeting on 12 July 1971, the Security
Council includedd”* the item in the agenda and con-
sidered it at its 1569th to 1572nd  meetings  between
12 and 15 July 1971. At the 1569th meeting on 12
July, the representatives of Senegal and Guinea were
invited’“O to participate in the discussion. Subsequently,
at the 1570th meeting on 13 July the representatives of
Mali, Sudan and Mauritania,“’ and at the 1571s.t
meeting on 14 July the representatives of Mauritius,
Togo and Zambia”* were also invited to participate.

At the 1569th meeting on 12 July 1971, the  repre-
sentative of Senegal* stated that the latest acts of
aggression by Portuguese forces added to a long list
of violations of the territorial integrity of Senegal and
were closely linked with Portuguese repression of the
nationalist movements in Guinea (Bissau). After recal-
ling the Security Council’s consideration of earlier Senc-
galese complaints against Portugal, he added that Por-
tuguese violence had escalated since the  Council last
considered the question in December 1969, resulting
in mounting casualties and material damage, and now
included the laying of anti-tank and anti-personnel
mines on Senegalese territory. The representative of
Senegal then recounted the incidents related in the
latest Senegalese complaint and stated that the African
States were convinced that Portugal could carry the
burden of its policy of repression only because it
received support from its NATO allies. He recalled that
his Government had proposed a peace plan that would
end the armed struggle in Guinea (Bissau) between
Portugal and the nationalists and would lead to inde-
pendence through negotiation. The plan had been
approved by the liberation movement but Portugal had
not made any response. Recalling Security Council
resolution 273 ( 1969),  whereby the Council had
declared that “in the event of failure by Portugal to
comply with paragraph 2 of the present resolution, the
Security Council will meet to consider other meas-
LIP.3 “,‘d3  the representatives of Senegal said that his Gov-
ernment, having exhausted all the procedures provided
for under the Charter, was requesting the Security
Council to take effective measures to implement its
decisions and to fulfil its responsibility under the
Charter to repress any acts of aggression.“’

At the 1570th meeting on 13 July 1971, the repre-
sentative of the USSR recalled the resolution44J  adopted
by the  Security Council in April 1963, which con-
demned Portuguese incursion into the territory of Sene-
gal and demanded that Portugal take all necessary
measures to prevent any violations of the sovereignty
and territorial inviolability of Senegal. and asserted  that
Portugal had ignored this decision which was obligatory
under the United Nations Charter and had continued
its policy of aggression against Senegal and other

439  1569th meeting. preceding pxa. 7.
440 Ibid.. paras.  7-9.
441 1570th  meeting, paras.  2, 3, 45.
442  157lst  meclinn. oaras.  4-5.
449  Resolution 2?j ‘( 1969),  para.  3. In its para. 2, the

Security Council Ci\lled upon Portugal to desist forthwith from
violating the sovereignty and territorial integrity of Senegal.

444  3569th  meeting, paras.  14-72.
445 Resolution I78  (1963).



African States. These  aggressive actions were a direct
continuation of Portugal’s colonial policy and could
bc halted only if the  provisions of the General Assembly
resolution 1514 (XV) on the  Declaration on the Grant-
ing of lndcpcndence to Colonial Countries and Peoples
were  implemented. Colonialism, racism and apcrrthcid
wcrc  by no mcnns internal matters of Portugal, South
Africa and Southern Rhodesia, but wcrc pcrmancnt  and
dangerous sources of acute  conflicts, wars and intcrna-
tional tension. In its resolution 290 (1970) the Security
Council already had solemnly warned Portugal that,
should its armed attacks agamst  independent African
States bc repeated, the  Council would immediately con-
sider appropriate effective steps in accordance with
the  relevant provisions of the  Chartcr.440  It was, therc-
fort, incumbent upon the Security Council to take
immediate effective  measures against Portugal to halt its
aggrcssivc  acts.‘*’

At the 1572nd meeting on 15 July 1971, the repre-
sentative of Somalia noted that Senegal had sought
solutions to the dispute by negotiation and other pcace-
ful means in accordance with the provisions of Article
33 of the United Nations Charter. The Security  Council
was now faced with the responsibility, which it could
not shirk. of dealing with acts of aggression. Referring
to the report”” of the Ad Hoc Working Group of
Experts of the Commission on Human Rights. which
had toured extensively the Casamance region in Senegal
in 1970 and had obtained at first-hand some revealing
evidence about the situation on the border between
Senegal and Guinea (Bissau), he said that his delega-
tion believed that the Security Council should use to
the full its investigative powers under Article 34 of the
Charter so that effective measures to preserve peace in
the region might be undertaken on a sound and informed
basis.“O  He then introduced a draft resolution4s0  jointly
sponsored by Burundi, Japan, Sierra Leone, Somalia
and Syria.45i

At the same meeting, at the request of the repre-
sentative of the United States, operative paragraph 4
of the  draft resolution was put to a separate vote and
adoptedas unanimously. The draft resolution as a whole
was then adopted ‘sB by 13 votes to none, with 2 absten-
tions.

The resolution454  read:
“The Secwify Council,
“Taking note of the complaints by Senesal  against

Portugal contained in documents S/l0182  and
s/10251,

“Takin.~~  n~re of the letter of the Charge d’affaires
an interirfl  of Portugal,

“Having heard the statement of the Minister for
Foreign Affairs of Senegal,

“Bearing in mind that all States Members of the
United Nations must refrain in their international
relations from the  threat or use of force against the
territorial integrity or political independence of any
State, or in anv other manner inconsistent with the
purpose of the United Nations,

Jafl Recolution  290 (1970),  para. 8.
44; 1570th meeting, paras.  23-44.
44q E/CN.4/1050.
449 For consideration of Article 34, see in chapter X, Case 2.
450 S/ 10266,  1572nd  meeting, para. 37.
451 1572nd  meeting, paras.  26-37.
452 Ibid., 12-84.paras.
453 Ibid., 85.para.
454 Resolution 294 (1971).

“Conscious of its duty to take effective collective
measures for the prcvcntion  and removal of threats
to international peace and security and for the  sup-
pression of acts of aggression,

“Distrrrhed  by the  increasingly  serious situation
crcntcd by acts of violence  perpctratcd  by the Portu-
guest armed forces against Senegal since the adoption
of Security Council resolution 273 (1969) of 9
December 1969,

“DeepIy  disrressed  by the repeated laying of mines
in Scnegnlesc territory,

“Gmvelv  concerned that incidents of this nature,
by threatening the sovereignty and territorial integrity
of Senegal, might endanger international peace and
security,

“Bearing in mind its resolutions 178 (1963) of
24 April 1963,204 (1965) of 19 May 1965 and 273
(1969) of 9 Deccmbcr  1969,

“Having taken nofe of the report of the Ad Hoc
Working Group of Experts of the Commission on
Human Rights concerning Portuguese acts of violence
in Senegalese territory,

“Noring  that Portugal has not complied with the
provisions of paragraph 2 of resolution 273 (1969),

“1. Demnnds  that the Government of Portugal
should stop immediately any acts of violence and
destruction in Senepalese territory and respect the
sovereignty, territorial integrity and security of
Senegal;

“2. Condemns the acts of violence and destruc-
tion perpetrated since 1963 by the Portuguese armed
forces of Guinea (Bissau) against the population
and villages of Senegal;

“3.  Condemns the unlawful laying of anti-tank
and anti-personnel mines in Senegalese territory;

“4. Requests the President of the Security
Council and the Secretary-General to send to the
spot, as a matter of urgency, a special mission of
members of the Council assisted by their military
experts to carry out an inquiry into the facts of
which the Council has been informed, to examine
the situation along the border between Guinea
(Bissau) and Senegal and to report to the Council,
making any recommendations aimed at guaranteeing
peace and security in this region.”

Decision of 24 November 1971 (1601st meeting) :
resolution 302 ( 1971)
On 16 September 1971 the Special Mission estab-

lished in accordance with Security Council resolution
294 (1971) submitted its report45s  to the Security
Council. In its conclusions the Special Mission stated
that, from the statements made to it, as well as from
its own observations, it was clear that it was a strict
principle of the foreign policy of the  Republic  of Senegal
to avoid any engagement with Portuguese forces other
than for the actual defence of its territory and that the
recurrent armed attacks against Senegal caused con-
siderable loss of human life and material damage and
created a climate of insecurity and instabilitv which was
fraught with a threat to peace and security in the region.
All the evidence of acts of violence and destruction
found by the Mission itself was along the frontier

4~ S/10308 and Corr.1,  OR, 26th yr.. Special Supplement
No. 3.



1 4 4 Chapter VIII. Maintenance of international peace and oecurit~

between Senegal and Guinea (Bissau), an area. in
which, according to the observations of the MIssron,
PAIGC was not engaged in any military activity. The
Special Mission found the indications such asJo desig-
nate the Portuguese authorities in Guinea (Blssau) as
responsible and it further concluded that the above-
mentioned acts of violence and destruction appeared
to be the consequence of the special situation prevailing
in Guinea (Bissau), which was in contradiction to the
General Assembly resolution 1514 (XV) on the Dec-
laration on the Granting of Independence to Colonial
Countries and Peoples. The Mission recommended that
the Security Council should take all appropriate steps
and initiatives in order to induce Portugal, on the one
hand, to respect the sovereignty and territorial integrity
of Senegal and to cease immediately acts of violence
and destruction against its territory and people and, on
the other, to respect  the inalienable right to self-deter-
mination and independence of the people of Guinea
(Bissau) and to enable that right to be exercised
without further delay.

In a letter4J” dated 29 September 1971 addressed to
the President of the  Security Council, the Minister for
Foreign Affairs of Portugal said that his Government
categorically rejected the conclusions of the Special
Mission, which were also wholly in contradiction to the
facts verified by the Mission in Senegal. While PAIGC
itself admitted to the Special Mission that its members
were engaged in acts of violence in Portuguese Guinea,
the Special Mission assigned the responsibility for those
acts to the authorities in Portuguese Guinea, who were
only exercising their right of legitimate self-defence
under Article 51 of the Charter. He recalled that the
Ministers for Foreign Affairs of Portugal and Senegal
had agreed to set up a permanent mixed commission
to investigate the situation along the frontier between
Senegal and Portuguese Guinea and asserted that, while
Portugal had offered forthwith to implement the agree-
ment, the Government of Senegal had failed to carry
it out. Notwithstanding this, his Government, in a con-
structive spirit to find a practicable system of co-opera-
tion, would reiterate its proposal to establish a per-
manent commission for control of the frontier.

At the 1586th meeting on 29 September 1971, the
Security Council adopted 46*  its agenda and considered
the question at the 1586th and 1599th to 1601st
meetings held between 29 September and 24 November
197 1. At the  1586th meetmg on 29 September the
representative of Senegal, lsB and at the 1599th meeting
on 23 November the representatives of Guinea, Mali,
Mauritania, Mauritius, Sudan, Togo and Zambia46g
were invited to participate in the discussion.

At the 1586th meeting on 29 September 1971, the
representative of Nicaragua, in his capacity as Chair-
man of the Special Missron,  introduced the report and
stressed that that Mission was the first to which the
Council had granted authority to make recommenda-
tions necessary to guarantee peace and security in the
region.‘OO

The representative of Senegal* said that his Govem-
ment was pleased with the report and hoped that its

4saS/10343,  OR, 26th yr., Suppl.  for July-Sepr. 1971, pp.
67-69.

dn7  1586th meeting, preceding para.  1.
468 Ibid., para.  2.
~0  1599th meeting, paras.  99-100.
4m 1586th meetin paras.  S-8. For consideration of Article

34, see in chapter &asc  2.

recommendations would be satisfactorily applied. His
Government demanded the immediate and final cessa-
tion of acts of aggression committed against its people
and believed, as did the members of the Special Mission,
that the problem could be solved only if the right of
self-determination was restored to the people of Guinea
(Bissau) .‘O1

The representative of the USSR noted with satisfac-
tion that the Security Council had reinstated the prac-
tice of sending missions composed of Council members
to carry out direct and immediate tasks such as on-the-
spot investigations in the maintenance of international
peace and was thus returning to the ractical  working
methods envisaged for it in the Unite Nations Chartera
and in the Council’s rules of procedure. He hoped that
the Council would continue the practice and reiterated
his Government’s belief that the Security Council, as the
main organ responsible for the maintenance of intema-
tional peace and security, should be the organ that
organized and executed peace-keeping operations.4ea

At the 1599th meeting on 23 November 1971, the
representative of Senegal+ referred to Portugal’s letter
of 29 September and explained that there had been
a meeting in May 1971 between the Foreign Ministers
of Senegal and Portugal at the latter’s request, but that
no positive decision had been reached and Senegal had
never accepted the establishment of a joint commission.
Referring to further incidents, cited in his lette+ dated
15 November 197 1, which had occurred since the
investigation by the Special Mission on the frontier
between Senegal and Guinea (Bissau) on 30 October
and on the night of 3/4  November, and recalling that
the Security Council had already condemned Portugal’s
acts of aggression and had warned that, should they
continue, it would consider other measures, he asserted
that the Council could not consider what additional
measures to take against Portugal without taking into
account the causes underlying the chronic insecurity
in the region and that it could not take measures any
less firm and decisive than those provided in its earlier
resolutions.4w

At the same meeting, the representative of Burundi
introduced a draft resolution’ s jointly submitted by
Burundi, Sierra Leone and Somalia, which was sub-
sequently revised‘13~ by the sponsors as a result  of
consultations with other members of the Council.

At the 1601st  meeting on 24 November 1971, the
revised draft resolution was adopted4e7 by 14 votes to
none, with 1 abstention. The resolution4eR read:

‘The Securify  Council,
“Considering the complaints by Senegal against

Portugal contained in documents S/1  0182 and S/
10251,

“Recalling its resolutions 178 ( 1963) of 24 April
1963,204 (1965) of 19 May 1965 and 273 (1969)
of 9 December 1969,

“Having considered the report of the Special Mis-
sion of the Security Council established in accord-
ance with resolution 294 (1971) of 15 July 1971,

4131  1586th meeting, paras.  28-30.
401  Ibid., paras.  79-86.
46s  S/10388, OR, 26th yr., Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1971, p. 34.
484  1599th meeting, paras.  114-126.
4133 S/  10395. 1599th meetinn.  oaras.  143-152.
4136 16Olst  meeting, paras. 5114.
487 Ibid., para.  38.
468 Resolution 302 (1971).
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“Deeply concerned at the  climate of insecurity
and instability, fraught with a threat to peace and
security in the region,

“Afliirming  the need to ensure the  prerequisites
for eliminating the causes of tension in the region
and creating  an atmosphere of trust, pcacc and secu-
rity, as recommended by the Special Mission in its
report,

“I. Expresses its appreciafion  for the work ac-
complished by the Special Mission of the  Security
Council established under resolution 294 ( 197 1) ;

“2. Takes nofe wih safisfnctbl  of the rccom-
mendations of the Special Mission contained in para-
graph 128 of its report;

“3. Reafirms  the provisions of its resolution
294 (1971) condemning the  acts of violence and
destruction perpetrated since 1963 by the Portuguese
armed forces  of Guinea (Bissau) against the popula-
tion and villages of Senegal;

“4. Strongly deplores the  lack of co-operation
with the Special Mission on the part of the Portu-
guese Government, which prevented the Special Mis-
sion from implementing fully the mandate given to
it under paragraph 4 of resolution 294 (1971) ;

“5. Culls upon the Government of Portugal to
take immediate effective measures:

“(a) So that the sovereignty and territorial in-
tegrity of Senegal shall be fully respected;

“(b) To prevent acts of violence and destruc-
tion against the territory and the people of Senegal,
in order to contribute to the safeguarding of peace
and security in the region;

“6. Culls upon the Goverment of Portugal to
respect fully the inalienable right to self-determina-
tion and independence of the people of Guinea
(Bissau);

“7. Calls upon the Goverment of Portugal to
take without further delay the necessary measures,
so that this inalienable right of the people of Guinea
(Bissau) shall be exercised;

“8. Requests the President of the Security  Coun-
cil and the Secretary-General to keep this question
under review and report on the implementation of
the present resolution to the Council within an
appropriate period and at the latest within six
months;

“9. Declares that, in the event of failure by
Portugal to comply with the provisions of the present
resolution, the Security Council will meet to consider
the initiatives and steps that the situation requires;

“10. Decides to remain seized of the question.”

COMPLAINT BY CI:INEA

INITIAL  PROCEEDINGS

By letter4eD dated 4 December 1969 addressed to the
President of the Security Council, the representative of
Guinea requested that a meeting of the Security Council
be convened to consider the “aggression recently com-
mitted by the Portuguese colonial army against the
territorial integrity of the Republic of Guinea”. In the
letter the representative of Guinea referred to his pre-

4”sS/95?R.  O R .  2 4 t h  or.. Suppl. fnr Ocr.-Dec.  1969,  p .  1 4 7 .

vious letter”O  dated 2 December in which he had in-
formed the Council of the shelling of two Guincan
frontier villages a few days previously by Portuguese
forces. The representatives of Algeria, Botswana, Bu-
rundi, Cameroon, Central African Republic, Chad,
Congo (Brazzaville), Congo (Democratic Republic of),
Dahomey, Equatorial Guinea, Ethiopia, Gabon, Gam-
bia, Ghana, Guinea, Ivory Coast, Kenya, Lesotho,
Liberia, Libya, Madagascar, Mali, Mauritania, Mauri-
tius, Morocco, Niger, Nigeria, Rwanda, Senegal, Sicrrn
Leone, Somalia, Sudan, Swaziland, Togo, Tunisia,
Uganda, United Arab Republic, United Republic of
Tanzama, Upper Volta and Zambia subsequently asso-
ciated themselves with Guinea’s request in a letter”’
dated 5 December I969 in which they hoped that the
Council would take necessary steps under Chapter VII
of the Charter to end Portuguese acts of aggression.

In a further letter”* dated 12 December 1969, the
representative of Guinea informed the Security Council
of several incidents of bombing and other acts of “prov-
ocation and violations . . . of Guinean national terri-
tory” which were said to have been committed by
Portuguese forces between 13 April and 13 November
1969. These incidents had resulted in a number of
deaths and injuries as well as considerable property
damage and the  Guinean motor barge Pafrice  Lwnumha
and twenty-one of its passengers were still being de-
tained by Portuguese authorities.

At the 1522nd  meeting on 15 December 1969, the
Security Council included478  the item in its agenda and
invited the representatives of Guinea and Portugal to
participate in the discussion .‘?’  At subsequent meetings,
invitations were extended also to the representatives of
Congo (Brazzaville), Liberia, Madagascar, Mali, Sierra
Leone, Syria, Tunisia, ‘I5
Libya, Yemen,“’

Lesotho, Saudi Arabia 476
India,

The Council considered
478  Bulgaria and Mauritiusy47s

the question at the 1522nd
to 1526th meetings held between 15 and 22 December
1969.
Decision of 22 Dcccmbcr 1969 ( 1526th meeting) :

resolution 275 (1970)

At the 1522nd  meeting on 15 December 1969, tbe
representative of Guinea* stated that provocations by
Portugal against his country and against other  African
States had persisted and posed a serious threat to the
peace and security of the African continent. After
reiterating the account of the incidents listed in his
letter of 12 Decembeflso  and also referrine to the con-
tinued detention by Portuguese authoritiestsince  March
1968 of a Guinean aircraft and its two crew members,
he expressed his confidence that the Security Council
would unanimously condemn Portugal for its occupa-
tion of Mozambique, Angola and Guinea (Bissau) and
its acts of aggression against the Republic of Guinea.
It would also ask Portugal to free immediately the
Guinenn nationals being detained, return the Guinean
aircraft and motor barge, compensate the victims of its

470
471

S/9525. ibid., p. 145.
S/9549.  ibid.,  D.  1 5 4 .

412
473

S/9554, ibid.; pp.  155-157.
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aggression and cease all acts of provocation on the
frontiers of the Republic of Guinea.‘s’

At the same meeting, the representative of Portugal*
stated that it was Portuguese Guinea that had been
subjected to constant attacks coming from the Republic
of Guinea. After citing a number of such incidents, he
proposed that the Security Council investigate the
charges made by both sides in order to determine the
facts and to place the responsibility where it belonged.
With regard to the Guinean motor barge and its pas-
sengers and the aircraft and its crew detained in Por-
tuguese Guinea, Portugal was prepared to consider
their release only when twenty-four Portuguese military
personnel, unlawfully kidnapped and detained in the
Republic of Guinea, had been set free.482

At the 1524th meeting on 18 December 1969, the
representative of Portugal* further stated that, on the
basis of the investigation conducted since the matter
had been brought to the Council, his Government re-
jected as unfounded in fact the shelling incidents and
air raids which had been alleged by the Government
of Guinea. He emphasized that, whatever the allega-
tions, any action taken by Portugal was always taken
within its own territory and in the exercise of its right
of sclf-defence.4Bj

At the 1525th meeting on 19 December 196?,  the
representative of NepaI introduced a draft resolutlon4E4
jointly sponsored by Algeria, Nepal, Pakistan, Senegal
and Zambia.

At the 1526th meeting on 22 December 1969, the
draft resolution was put to the vote and was adopted4ss
by 9 votes in favour, none against with 6 abstentions.
The resolution48a  read as follows:

“The Secrtrity Council,
“Having nofed  the contents of the letters of the

representative of Guinea in document S/9525, S/
9528 and S/9554,

“Observing that incidents of this nature jeopardize
international peace and security,

“Mindfrd  that no S&e should act in any manner
inconsistent with the principles and purposes of the
Charter of the United Nations,

“Gravely concerned with any and all such attacks
by Portugal directed against independent African
States,

“Grieved at the extensive damage caused by the
Portuguese shelling of Guinean villages from posi-
tions in the Territory of Guinea (Bissau),

“1. Deeply deplores the loss of life and heavy
damage to several Guinea,  villages inflicted by the
Portuguese military authorities operating from bases
in Guinea (B&au);

“2. Culls upon  Portugal to desist forthwith from
violating the sovereignty and territorial integrity of
the Republic of Guinea;

“3 Cn1f.r  lrporr Ihe Portuguese authorities in
Gui& (Bissau) to immediately release the Guinean
civilian plane which was captured on 26 March
1968 to:ethcr with the  pilots thereon;

4$I  1522nd  meeting, pnrns.  7-39.
‘89 Ibid.,  pxas. 43-90.
4~3  1524th meeting, paras.  71-73.
4fi4  S/9574,  1525th meeting, para.  9.
Ins 1526th meeting, para.  48.
IRa Resolution 275 (1969).

“4. Further calls upon the Portuguese authorities
in Guinea (Bissau) to immediate1 release the Guin-
can motor barge, Patrice Lumlcm Ka, which was cap-
tured  on 27 August 1969 together with the passengers
thereon;

“5. Solemnly warn.r Portugal that if such acts
were to be repeated in future, the Council would
have to seriously consider further steps to give effect
to this decision.”

Decision of 23 November 1970 (1558th meeting):
resolution 289 (1970)
By lettefi8’  dated 22 November 1970 addressed to

the President of the Security Council, the representative
of Guinea requested the convening of the Security
Council as a matter of extreme urgency. It was stated
in the letter further that that morning the territory of
Guinea had been the object of an armed attack by
Portuguese forces who had landed at several points in
the capital and that mercenary commando troops had
shelled the town, and contained a request for immediate
intervention by airborne United Nations troops to assist
the National Army of the Republic of Guinea.

In a telegram488 of the same date addressed to the
Secretary-General, the President of the Republic of
Guinea reiterated the charge of Portuguese aggression
and the request for United Nations intervention.

In a 1etteF also dated 22 November 1970 addressed
to the President of the Security Council, the represen-
tative of Portugal denied the accusations of the Gov-
ernment of Guinea. Stating that Portugal had no con-
nexion with the matter to which the Guinean letter had
referred, he expressed the hope that the Security Council
would reject as groundless the charges made by Guinea.

At the 1558th meeting on 22/23  November 1970,
the Securit  Council included the item in the agenda490
and consi Lyered it at that meeting. The representatives
of Guinea, Mali, Mauritania, Saudi Arabia and Senegal
were invited4D1 to participate in the discussion.

The Secretary-General informed the Council of the
message402 he had received from the President of the
Republic of Guinea as well as of the message from the
resident representative of the United Nations Develop-
ment Programme in Conakry, sent at the request of the
Government of Guinea, which confirmed that disem-
barkmcnt of external forces described by the Govem-
mcnt  as Portuguese  had taken place that morning in
Conakry and that the representative had personnaly
seen four ships disembark and fighters fly over the
city.4”3

After calling the Council’s attention to earlier com-
plaints brought before it by his Government and by
a number of other African States against Portugal, the
reprcscntative  of Guinea* informed the Council that
the Republic of Guinea had that morning been the
object of premeditated armed aggression by Portuguese
colonial forces. Mercenaries had Iqft  Guinea (Bissau)
on ten Portuguese ships and had landed at several
points in Conakry and fighting was continuing. In view
of the  serious situation, he requested that the Security
Council should demand the immediate cessation of the
aggression and the immediate withdrawal of all Portu-

‘R?S/9987. O R .  25111  yr., Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1970, p. 51.
488  S/9988, 1558th meeting, para. 7.
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guese and mercenary troops and all military e uipment.
The Council should also unequivocally %con emn the
Government of Portugal for the premeditated attack
against the sovereignty and territorial integrity of the
Republic of Guinea and should decide to send the
troops necessary to restore peace and security in the
area.*O*

After a suspension of the meeting for purposes of
consultation, the President (Syria) called the Council’s
attention to the draft resolution4Ds which had been
submitted jointly by Burundi, Nepal, Sierra Leone,
Syria and Zambia and which had been revised by the
c*sponsors.40e

The representative of Nepal, in introducing on behalf
of its co-sponsors the revised five-power draft reso-
lution,‘“’ whereby the Security Counctl  would, inter alia,
send a special mission to Guinea to report on the situa-
tion, stated that it was interim in nature and expressed
confidence that the Council would take appropriate
decisions upon receipt of all available evidence. He
requested that the draft resolution be put immediately
to the vote.4o*

The representative of the United States, referring to
paragraph 4 of the draft resolution which provided
that the special mission would be formed after consul-
tation between the President of the Security Council
and the Secretary-General, said that the Security  Coun-
cil might request the Secretary-General to send a
representative to the area, a procedure which had often
been used in the past. If, on the other hand, the
sponsors preferred  that the mission bc composed of
representatives of Governments, his delegation con-
sidered it important that all members of the Council
be consulted. Accordingly, he proposed an amendment
whereby the special mission would be formed after
consultation among members of the Security Council.400

The United States amendment was put to the vote
and was not adopted. Ooo The vote was 3 in favour,
none against, with 12 abstentions. The draft resolution
was then put to the vote and was adoptedJo unan-
imously. The resolution read:“*

“The Security Council,

“Having heard the statement made  by the Per-
mancnt Representative of the Republic of Guinea,

“Having token  note of the  request  made by the
President of the Republic of Guinea,

‘1 1 . Demands the immediate cessation of the
armed attack against the Republic of Guinea;

“2. Demands the  immediate withdrawal of all
external armed forces and mercenaricq,  together with
the  military equipment used in the  armed attack
against the territory of the Republic of Guinea;

“3. Decides to send a special mission to the
Republic of Guinea to report on the  situation im-
mediately;

494 1  SSXth meeting, 15, 17, 18. 20, 25.
495 S/9990.  OR, 251  paras. Suppl.  for Oct.-Dec. xr.. 1970, p . 52.
405 1558fh  m e e t i n g ,  7 9 .parn.
497 S/9990/Kev.l,  lS5Hth  m e e t i n g ,  81.para.
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“4. Decides that this special mission bc formed
after consultation between the  President of the Sccu-
rity Council and the Secretary-General;

“5. Decides to maintain the matter  on its
agenda.”

Decision of 8 December 1970 (1563rd  meeting) : rcso-
lution 290 (1970)
On 3 December 1970, the Special Mission to the

Republic of Guinea, established under resolution 289
(1970),  submitted its reports”3 to the Security Council.
In its conclusions, the report stated that, in the best
judgement of the Special Mission, the force of 350-
400 men that invaded the Republic of Guinea in several
ships on 22/23  November had been assembled in
Guinea (Bissau) and was composed of naval and
military units of the Portuguese armed forces acting
in conjunction with Guinean dissident elements from
outside Guinea.

In a letter504 dated 4 December 1970 addressed to
the President of the Security Council, the representative
of Portugal, referring to the report of the Special
Mission, dcclnrcd  that his Government had not
ordered, authorized or consented to any military oper-
ations against the Republic of Guinea. Reiterating his
Government’s desire for peace and co-operation, par-
ticularly with those States contiguous to its territories,
he said he considered it lacking in elementary justice
for the  Special Mission to have reached its conclusions
or for the Security Council to pronounce itself without
first informing the Portuguese Government of the find-
ings. In view of this, his Government would reject any
resolution seeking to establish the culpability of Por-
tuguese entities or individuals in the situation.

At its 1559th meeting on 4 December 1970, the
Security Council includedsos the report of the Special
Mission in its agenda and considered it at the 1559th
to 1563rd meetings held between 4 and 8 December.
At the  1559th meeting, the Council dccidcd  to invite
the representatives of Guinea, Algeria, Liberia, Mali,
Mauritania, Mauritius, People’s Republic  of the  Congo,
Saudi Arabia, SenCgal, Sudan, United Republic of
Tanzania, Yugoslavia,  Ethiopia and United Arab Re-
publi@’ to participate in the discussion. Subscqucntly,
at the 1560th meeting on 5 December the represcnta-
tivcs  of Cuba and Southern Yemcn,nnT at the  1561st
meeting on 7 December the represcntativcs  of Uganda,
India and Somalia,KoH and at the 1562nd mcetinr on 7
December  the representatives of Haiti and Pak&annoo
were  also invited to participate.

At the 1559th meeting  on 4 December 1970, the
rcprcscntative of Nepal, in his capacity as Chairman
of the  Special  Mission, introduced the  report and
cxprcsscd the hope that it would serve  the  purpose of
fully clarifying the situation in order that the Security
Council might take any further action considered
ncccssary.510

The representative of Guinea* recalled the series of
violations of Guinea’s sovereignty and territorial integ-

~3  S/10009 and Add.1,  OR, 25fh  yr.. Suppl.  for Ocr.-Dec.
1970, pp. 73-77.
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At the 1563rd  meeting on 8 December 1970, the
five-Power draft resolution was put to the vote and was
adopteds2*  by 11 votes to none, with 4 abstentions.
The  resolution5?2  read:

rity by Portugal since 1961, which his Government
had brought to the attention of the Council, and stated
that thus the latest act of aggression was not an isolated
incident but was rooted in the  determination of impc-
rialism to reestablish its hegemony and to deny African
peoples their sovereignty and indcpendcnce. The grave
situation resulting from the persistence of the Portu-
guese colonial regimes in Guinea (Rissau), Mozam-
bique and Angola constituted a constant threat to
international peace and security and therefore  the
United Nations faced the issue not only of Portugal’s
aggressive policy against Africa but of what steps it
should take to ensure respect for the principles in
whose name the Organization had been founded.51*

The representative of Algeria* stated that the com-
plaint before the Council was not just a complaint of
Guinea but of all Africa and that Algeria considered
itself as being directly concerned by the aggression
against Guinea. He deplored the fact that, two weeks
after that aggression, the Security Council had not yet
taken any positive action to assist the victims of the
aggression and to condemn the aggressors.512

The representative of Tanzania* stated that the
situation in Guinea, as determined by the Special Mis-
sion of the Security Council, constituted a threat to
the peace and act of aggression within the meaning of
Article 39 of the Charter. It was now incumbent upon
the Security Council not only to condemn Portugal
but also to take effective measures in accordance with
the provisions of Articles 39 and 41 .510

In the course of the discussion, calls for effective
action by the Security Council under Articles 39,“”
41 51s  and, if necessary, 42s10  or under Chapter VIIs*7
of ‘the Charter were also made by a number of other
representatives.

“The Security Council,
“Having considered with  appreciation the report

of the Security Council Special Mission to the
Republic of Guinea established under resolution 289
( 1970) of 23 November 1970,

“Having heard further statements by the Perma-
nent Representative of the Republic of Guinea,

“Gravely concerned that the invasion of the tcrri-
tory of the Republic of Guinea on 22 and 23 Novem-
ber 1970 from Guinea (Bissau) was carried out by
naval and military units of the Portuguese armed
forces, and by the armed attack against the Republic
of Guinea on 27 and 28 November 1970,

“Gravely concerned that such armed attacks
directed against independent African States pose a
serious threat to the peace and security of indepen-
dent African States,

“Mindful of its responsibility to take effective
collective measures for the prevention and removal
of threats to international peace and security,

“Recalling its resolutions 218 (1965) of 23 No-
vember 1965 and 275 (1969) of 22 December 1969
which condemned Portugal and affirmed that the
situation resulting from the policies of Portugal both
as regards the African population of its colonies and
the neighbouring States adversely affects the peace
and stability of the African continent,

“Reafirming  the inalienable right of the people
of Angola, Mozambique and Guinea (Bissau) to
freedom and independence in accordance with the
Charter of the United Nations and the provisions of
General Assembly resolution 1514 (XV) of 14
December 1960,

At the 1562nd meeting on 7 December 1970, the
President (USSR) informedsl”  the members of the
Council of a letter5r0 of that date addressed to him by
the representative of Portugal transmitting the text
of an official communique issued that day by the
Minister for Foreign Affairs of Portugal. In it, the
Portuguese Government had stated that the sources
of information available to the Security Council’s
Special Mission had all been under the control of the
Government of Guinea and that, in view of this
disregard of the most elementary procedural principles,
the  conclusions of the Special Mission’s report could
not be acceptable.

At the same meeting, following a brief suspension,
the representative of Burundi introduced a draft reso-
lution5?0 jointly submitted by Burundi, Nepal, Sierra
Leone, Syria and Zambia.
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614 For text of relevant statement, see: 1560th meeting (pv):

Yugoslavia,* para.  73.
515  For text of relevant statements, see: 156001  meeting:

Fau;y  Yemen,l paras.  9, 13; USSR, paras.  139-140; Yugo-
para. 74.

srs’For  text of relevant statements, see: lS6Otb  meeting:
Southern Yemen,* para. 9: USSR, para.  140; Yugoslavia,*
para.  74 .

517  For text of relevant statements, see: 1560th  meeting:
UAR,*  para. 60; 1561st  meeting: Poland,
para. 137; Syria, para.  50; Uganda,* para. 8 1

ara. 69.; Somalia,*
; Zambra, para. 20.

ars  1562nd  meeting, para. 4.
519  S/10024,  OR, 25th yr., Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1970, pp.

78-79 .
62oS/10030, 1562nd  meeting, paras.  49, SO.

“Grieved at the loss of life and extensive  damage
caused by the armed attack and invasion of the
Republic of Guinea,

“1. Endorses the conclusions of the report of
the Special Mission to the Republic of Guinea;

“2. Strongly condemns the Government of Portu-
gal for its invasion of the Republic of Guinea;

“3. Demands that full compensation by the Gov-
ernment of Portugal be paid to the Republic of
Guinea for the extensive damage to life and property
caused by the armed attack and invasion and re-
quests the Secretary-General to assist the Govern-
ment of the Republic of Guinea in the assessment of
the extent of the damage involved;

“4. Appeals to all States to rcndcr  moral and
material assistance to the Republic of Guinea to
strengthen and defend its independence and terri-
torial integrity;

“5. Declares that the presence of Portuguese
colonialism on the African continent is a serious
threat to the peace and security of independent
African States;

“6. Urges all States to refrain from providing the

521  1563rd  meeting, para. 155.
~522  Resolution 290 (1970).
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Government of Portugal with any military and mate-
rial assistance enabling it to continue its repressive
actions against the peoples  of the  Tcrritorics under
its domination and against independent  African
States;

“7. Culls upon the Government of Portugal to
apply without further delay to the peoples of the
Territories under its domination the principles of
self-determination and independence in accordance
with the  relevant resolutions of the  Security Council
and General Assembly resolution IS 14 (XV) ;

“8. Solemnly warn3  the Govcrnmcnt of Portugal
that in the event of any repetition of armed attacks
against independent African States, the  Security
Council shall immediately consider appropriate cffcc-
tive steps or measures in accordance with  the relevant
provisions of the Charter of the United Nations;

“9. Culls upon the Government of Portugal to
comply fully with all the resolutions of the  Security
Council, in particular the present resolution, in
accordance with its obligations under Article 25 of
the Charter;

“10. Requests all States, in particular Portugal’s
allies, to exert their influence on the  Government
of Portugal to ensure compliance with the provisions
of the present resolution;

“11. Requests the President of the Security
Council and the Secretary-General to follow closely
the implementation of the present resolution;

“12. Decides to remain actively seized of the
matter.”

Decision of 3 August 1971 (1573rd meeting) : resolu-
tion 295 (1971)

Decision of 26 August 1971 (1576th meeting):
Statement by the President
By letter 523  dated 3 August 1971 addressed to the

President of the Security Council, the representative
of Guinea stated that the intelligence service of his
Government had intercepted conversations between
units of Portuguese colonial .forces discussing an im-
minent military aggression by Portugal against the
Republic of Guinea, in particular against the main
points along the frontier with Guinea (Bissau) and
against Conakry, with the aim, presumably, of liberat-
ing those taken prisoner in the course of the aggression
of 22 November 1970 against Guinea. In view of the
imminent threat to international peace and security,
he requested an immediate meeting of the Security
Council.

At the 1573rd  meeting on 3 August 1971, the Secu-
rity Council included52a the item In the agenda and
considered the question at the 1573rd  and 1576th
meetings on 3 and 26 August 1971. At the 1573rd
meeting the representative of Guinea was inviteds25
to participate in the discussion.

At the 1573rd meeting on 3 August 1971, the repre-
sentative of Guinea* recalled that his country had been
the victim of aggression by Portugal for twclvc  years,
including the most recent incident on 22 November
1970. At that time the Special Mission sent to Guinea
by the Security Council had found incontrovertible
evidence of Portuguese acts of aggression and, on the

~3 S/10280,  OR, 26th  yr., Suppl. for My-Sepf.  1971, pp.
4142.

KC 1573rd  meeting. preceding pm.  5.
~25  Ibid., para. 5.

basis of its re ort
290 (1970),

the Security Council, in resolution
f: d’ ta s rongly condemned Portugal for its

invasion of Guinea and had decided  to remain  actively
seized of the matter. Notwithstanding that resolution,
Portuguese violations of Guinea’s  territory had con-
tinued. In view of the new  serious acts of aggression
being  prcparcd  +!ainst  it, the Govcrnmcnt of Guinea
had decided  to take prevcntivc  action and to draw the
Council’s attention to the situation in time so that it
might take appropriate and effective stcps.fi20

At the same meeting, the representative of Somalia
introduced a draft resoIution,“27  jointly submitted by
Burundi, Sierra Leone, Somalia and Syria, whereby  the
Security Council would, inter uliu,  dccidc  to send a
“special  representative of the Security Council” to
Guinea to consult with the authorities and to report on
the  situation immediately.

Following a brief suspension of the  meeting, the
representative of Somalia stated that the  draft resolu-
tion had been revised as a result of consultations so
that the Security Council would decide to send a
“special mission of three members of the Securit
Council” rather than a “reprcsentative”.fi2s  The Ydra t
resolution was then put to the vote  and was adoptedJ2*
unanimously. The rcsolutions”0  read:

“The Security Council,

“Taking noie of the letter addressed to the Presi-
dent of the Security Council by the Permanent Rep
resentative of Guinea,

“Having heard the statement of the Permanent
Representative of Guinea,

“Bearing in mind that all States Members of the
United Nations must 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,

“I. Afirms  that the territorial integrity and
political independence of the Republic of Guinea
must be respected;

“2. Decides to send a special mission of three
members of the Security Council to Guinea to con-
sult with the authorities and to report on the situa-
tion immediately;

“3. Decides that this special mission be appointed
after consultation between the President of the Secu-
rity Council and the Secretary-General;

“4. Decides to maintain the matter on its
agenda.”
In a lette+*  dated 4 August 1971 to the President

of the Security Council, the representative of Guinea
requested that the dispatch of the Special Mission estab-
lished under resolution 295 ( 197 1) bc postponed. Sub-
scquently, in a letters32 dated 12 August 1971, he
informed the President of the Council that his Govem-
merit was prepared to receive the Special Mission as
soon as possible.

5~3  Ibid.. paras.  9-23.
1~27 S/1028 1, 1573rd  meeting. 40-41.paras.
628 1573rd meeting, 68-70.paras.
629 Ibid.. 80.para:
630 Resolution 295 (1971).
681 S/10283, OR, 26rh  Supp l .  f o r  July-Sept.yr., 1971, p. 42 .
t’=S/10287,  ibid.,  p. 44,
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At the 1576th meeting on 26 August 1971, the
President (Italy) read out the  following statement
expressing the consensus of the Council, which was
approved without objection:6””

“It is the consensus of the Security Council that
the  Special Mission called for in resolution 295
(1971) should be composed of two members of
the  Council instead of three. The Special Mission
will proceed to Conakry to consult the Government
of the Republic of Guinea on its complaint and will
report back to the Council as soon as possible.”

Decision of 30 November 1971 (1603rd meeting) :
Statement by the President
On 14 September 1971, the Security Council Special

Mission to the Republic of Guinea established under
resolution 295 (1971) submitted its report.o3*  The
report described the meetings at which Guinean officials
had given detailed accounts of Guinea’s complaint and
had responded to questions by the members of the
Special Mission as well as documentary and other
material relating to that complaint submitted to the
Special Mission by the Government of Guinea.

In a letter535 dated 29 September 197 1 addressed
to the President of the Security Council, the represen-
tative of Portugal stated that a perusal of the report
of the Special Mission had made it clear that the
Mission had found no evidence to support Guinea’s
charges concerning imminent military aggression by
Portugal but showed that the alleged intercepted con-
versations on which Guinea had based its complaint
had taken place between two Guinean nationals. He
expressed regret that the Security Council should have
been asked to convene on such vague and misleading
information.

At the 1586th meetin  on 29 September 1971, the
Security Council inclu edss6 the Special Mission’scf
report in the agenda and considered it at that meeting
and at the 1603rd meeting on 30 November 1971. At
the 1586th meeting the representative of Guinea was
invited=7 to participate in the discussion.

At the 1586th meeting dn 29 September 197 1, the
representative of Syria, one of the two members of the
Special Mission, introduced5**  the report.

The representative of Guinea* stated that the report
was a faithful record of observed facts which clearly
indicated the continuing threat posed by Portugal to
the security of his country. He appealed to the Security
Council to ensure the security of Guinea by enforcing
General Assembly resolution 1514 (XV) which guar-
anteed the right of self-determination to all peoples
and by applying the necessary sanctions to Portugal in
order to ensure its compliance with the relevant resolu-
tions of the Coun~il.~~~

At the 1603rd meeting on 30 November 1971, the
President (Poland), with the authorization of the mem-
bers of the Council,B4o made the following statement
of consensus on behalf of the Council:J41

639  1576th meeting, paras.  4-5. See OR, 2&h  yr., ResoluGons
and Decisions of the Security Council 1971, p. 4.

634  S/10309/Rcv.l.  OR, 26rh yr., Special Supplemenl  No. 4.
1~35 S/10344. OR, 26111 y r . , Suppl. for July-Sepf. 1971, p . 69 .
JJM 1586th meeting. prekding‘para.  92.
1x37  Ibid., para.  92.
631)  Ibid., paras.  94-101.
~130  Ibid., paras.  109-I 12.
a~ 1603rd  meeting, para. 5.
641 Decision of 30 November 1971, OR, 26rh yr., Rrsolurions

and Decisions of Ihe Security Council 1971,  p, 5.

“It will be recalled that on 3 August the Security
Council decided to dispatch a Special Mission to the
Republic of Guinea. The Special Mission, consisting
of the representative of Syria, Ambassador George
J. Tomeh and the  deputy representative of Argen-
tina, Minister Julio C&.ar Carasales, visited Guinea
from 30 August to 2 September 1971 and heId exten-
sive consultations with officials  of the Government
of Guinea.

“In those consultations, the Guinean authorities
co-operated fully with the Special Mission and
extended to it all the facilities ncccssary  for the  suc-
cessful achievement of its task.

“Upon its return to New York and in accordance
with its terms of reference, the Special Mission sub-
mitted its report to the Security Council, circulated
as document S/10309.  The Council began its first
examination of the report of the Special Mission at
its 1586th meeting  on 29 September 1971.

“It is evident from this report that there is con-
tinuing concern in Guinea regarding the possibility
of renewed acts against that country’s territorial
integrity and political independence similar to those
which led to the events of November 1970. In this
respect, the view has been expressed by the Gov-
ernment of Guinea that action should be taken by
the Security Council to prevent Portugal from violat-
ing the territorial integrity and political independence
of Guinea.

“It is also clear that the failure by Portugal to
apply the principle of self-determination, including
the right to independence, in Guinea (Bissau) is
having an unsettling effect on conditions in the area.

“The Security Council, having taken note with
appreciation of the report of the Special Mission and
of the representations made by the Government of
Guinea, reiterates paragraph 1 of resolution 295
(1971) which ‘affirms that the territorial integrity
and political independence of the Republic of Guinea
must be respected’.”

QUESTION OF BAHRAIN

INITIAL PROCEEDINGS

In a report542 dated 28 March 1970, the Secretary-
General informed the members of the Security Council
that, in response to requests by the Governments of
Iran and the United Kingdom and following extended
consultations with the two parties, he had agreed to
exercise his good offices in a matter pertaining to
Bahrain. In agreeing to that, he had in mind that such
action by the Secretary-General, at the request of
Member States, had become customary in United
Nations practice and in certain situations had proved
to be a valuable means of relieving and preventing
tension which could otherwise be prolonged or aggra-
vated by premature disclosure and public debate.

The report contained the text of an announcement
issued by the Secretary-General, after consultation with
the parties, in which the Secretary-General outlined
the events leading to his decision to exercise his good
offices and quoted the terms of reference agreed upon
by the  Governments of Iran and the United Kingdom
as follows: “Having regard to the problem created by
the differing views of the parties concerned about the

542 S/9726,  OR, 25th  yr., Suppl. for Jan.-March 1970. pp.
175-176.



“Noting the statements made by the  rcprcsenta-
tives  of  Iran and the United  Kingdom of Great
13ritain  and Northern Ireland  in their  lcttcrs  to  the
Sccrctary-Gcncral  of 9 March 1970 and  20 March
1970,

I’nrt  II.

status of Bahrain and the  need to find a solution to
this problem in order to create an atmospbcrc of tran-
quillity,  stability and fricndlincss  throughout the  area,
the  Secretary-General  o f  the  Unit4  N a t i o n s  i s
requested by the  partics  conccrncd  to send  a personal
reprcscntativc to ascertain the wishes of the  people  of
Bahrain”. The announcement went  on to state  that,
following consultations with the partics, the Sccretary-
General  had dcsignatcd Mr. Vittorio Winspcarc  Guic-
ciardi, Under-Sccrctary-Gcncral and Director-General
of the United  Nations Office at Geneva,  as his personal
representative.  The Secretary-General had been  assured
that the people  of Bahrain would bc  enabled to express
their  wishes to him freely  and privately. The  personal
representative was to submit his findings in a report  to
the Secretary-General, who would, in turn, as agreed
by the partics  concerned, transmit them to the  Security
Council for its consideration and cndorscment.

“ 1 .  Encforses  the  r e p o r t  o f  the  Persona1  Rcpre-
scntative of the Secretary-General which has been
circulated  to the Security Council, untlcr cover of a
note  from the  Secretary-Gcncral,  on  30 April 1070;

“2. Welcomes the conclusions and findings of
t h e  report, in particular that ‘the  overwhelming
majority of the people of Bahrain wish to gain rccog-
nition of their identity in a fully indcpcndcnt  and
sovcrcign State free to decide for itself its relations
with other States’.”

151--

In a notesa  dated 30 April 1970, transmitting to the
Security Council the report  of his personal represcn-
tative, the Secretary-General recalled that the  Govcrn-
ments of Iran and the  United Kingdom had undertaken
to accept the  results of his findings after, and subject
to, their endorsement by the Security Council. The
Secretary-General indicated that with the submission of
his personal reprcsentntive’s report, his responsibilities
in the exercise of his good offices with regard  to
Bahrain had been fully discharged. In his report, the
personal representative stated that his consultations had
convinced him that the overwhelming majority of the
people of Bahrain wished to gain recognition of their
identity in a fully independent and sovereign State, free
to decide for itself its relations with other States.

By letters”  dated 4 May 1970, the representative of
Iran requested a meeting of the Security Council to
consider a report of the Secretary-General on the ques-
tion of Bahrain.

The representative of Iran* stated  that with the deci-
sion taken by the Council the long-standing dispute
between Iran and the  United Kingdom had come  to
an end, both sides having agreed to dcfcr to the wishes
of the inhabitants of Bahrain as ascertained by the
Secretary-General, if his findings were endorsed by the
Security Council. The reduction  of tension and the
peaceful adjustment of an international difference
would be welcomed by all who cherished the principles
of the Charter. The Security Council had endorsed
the Secretary-General’s report, and Iran was abiding
by that outcome and was certain that the basic human
rights of persons of Iranian origin would be fully
respected and safeguarded.5J3

By letter54s  dated 5 May 1970, the representative of
the United Kingdom submitted a similar request.

The item was included in the agendasJo  and was con-
sidered by the Council at its. 1536th meeting on 11
May 1970. The representatives of Iran,4Ji  Southern
Yemens4* and Pakistan54Q  were invited to participate
in the discussion.

The representative of the United Kingdom referred
to the agreement reached on Bahrain as a classic
example of how disputes could be settled peacefully.
A  d e e p l y  rooted dispute, which could have led to
suspicion, mistrust and perhaps disruption, to the dctri-
ment of the people directly concerned, had been peace-
fully settled, thanks to a number of convergent favour-
able factors.864

Decision of 11 May 1970 (1536th meeting) : resolution
2 7 8  (1970)
At the beginning of the 1536th meeting, the Presi-

dent (France) drew attention to a draft resolution,6JO
formulated as a result of consultation by the  members
of the Security Council prior to the meeting.

At the 1536th meeting on 11 May 1970 the draft
resolution was unanimously adopted.8s1  The resolu-
tionss2  read as follows:

“The  Security Council,

The representatives of China, Colombia, Finland,
France, Nepal, Pakistan,* Sierra Leone, the  United
States and Zambia referred to the agreement reached
on Bahrain as an example of how disputes  could be
settled peacefully. By submitting the problem to the
good offices of the Secretary-General and by accepting
the results of his findings, the Governments of Iran
and the United Kingdom had shown their faith in the
principle of peaceful settlement. By agreeing to exercise
his good offices the Secretary-General had acted in the
best tradition of the United Nations. The results accom-
plishcd, said the representative of France, were within
the  spirit of the United Nations Charter,  which under
Article 33(  1) provided that Member States  could use
any peaceful means they chose.fi””

“Noting the communication from the Secretary-
General to the Security Council of 28 March 1970,

The representative of the USSR stated that, regard-
ing the procedure followed in the action undertaken by
the Secretary-General, his Government adhered to the
position set forth in its letter of 2 April 1970 to the
Secretary-General. 85u  With regard to the  substance of

543 S/9772,  OK,  25th  yr., SuppI.,  f o r  Apr i l -June
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s47  Ibid.. para.  4.
54H Ibid., para.  5.
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In the letter addressed 10 the President of the Securitv Council.
the USSR Permanent Mission to the United Nations drew
attention to the fact that the Secretary-General had considered
it possible to communicate information to the members of the
Security Council on an ex post facro basis, without consulting
fhc  members of the Council beforehand, concerning the adop-
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the question under discussion, hc stressed  that the
USSR had always favoured the implcmcntation  of the
principles of self-determination, freedom and national
independence of countries and nations under colonial
domination, or in  colonial or semi-colonial dcpcndcnce
on  imperialism.Gs7

QUESTION OF RACE COSFLIC’T
IN SOU’ITI  AFRICA

Decision of 23 July 1970 ( 1549th meeting) : resolution
282 ( 1970)
I3y  letter558  dated 15 July 1970, the representatives

of Algeria, Burundi, Cameroon, Central  African
Republic,  Congo (Democratic Republic of), Dahomcy,
Equatorial Guinea, Ethiopia, Gabon, Ghana, Guinea,
India, Ivory Coast, Kenya, Liberia, Libya, Madagascar,
Mali, Mauritania, Mauritius, Morocco, Niger, Nlgcria,
Pakistan, People’s Republic of the  Congo,. Rwanda,
Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Somalla,  Sudan,
Togo, Tunisia, Uganda, United Arab Republic, United
Republic  of Tanzania, Upper Volta, Yugoslavia and
Zambia requested an urgent meeting of the  Security
Council to resume consideration of the  question of race
conflict in South Africa resulting from the policies of
uprrr[fwid  of the Government of the  Republic of South
Africa with a view to examining in particular the situa-
tion arising from violations of the arms embarco  called
for in Security Council resolutions 18 I ( 1963),  182
( 1963) and 191 (1964). Despite these resolutions, the
letter added, a number of Member  States continued to
furnish South Africa with all types of aircraft, helicop-
ters, heavy arms and other equipment which were
being used for the imposition of its racist policies and
for military aggression against freedom-loving peoples.
The information on the extent of these  violations had
been  provided over the years in the  reports of the
Special Committee on the Policies of Aparrheiri  of the
Government of the Republic of South Africa, including
the most recent communicationJJD  from the Chairman
of the Committee to the President of the  Security Coun-
-
tion  of measures in connexion with the problem of Bahrain,
which related to n type of situ&n that  could lead to complica-
tions in international relations. It emphasized that under the
United Nations Charter. decisions on matters connected with
action by the United Nations relating to the maintenance of
internat ional  peace and security should be taken by the Secu-
rity Council. In his reply (S/9738,  OR, 25th yr.. SlippI.  /or
April-lrrrw  1970,  pp. 143-144), the Secretary-General stated
that his poo\ition on the exercise of his good ofTices had been
set  forth in his letter of 7 March 1969 (S/9055,  OR, 24th yr.,
S~cppl. for /rrn.-.lfarch 1969, p. 1 IO). However, the Sccretary-
General felt that it might be useful to call attention to one
aspect of the  question. From time to time, States Members
approached the Secretary-General directly, asking for the
exercise of his good offices, because they considered that a
difference between them  might be capable of an amicable
solution if dealt with at an early stage quietly and diplomat-
ically. If the pro osals  were fully consisfent  with the purposes
and principles oP the Charter and in no way impinged upon
the authority of the Security Council or any other Umted
Nations organ, he felt obligated to assist Member States in
the manner requested. To do otherwise would be to thwart a
commend;tble effort  by hiemher States to abide by the principle
of peaceful  settlement of disputes. The good offices  in Bahrain
entailed only a fact-finding mission, and a report thereon would
be presented to the Council, so that any substantive action
would bc  taken only by that organ.

~7 1536th meeting. paras.  73-86. For texts of other relevant
statements, see: ibid.: China, paras.  125-126; Colombia, para.
89; Finland. paraq.  131-132: France, pnras.  154-158;  Nepal.
paraz.  120-122; Pakistan, paras.  143-150; Sierra Leone, paras.
94-97; Spain, parns.  63-66; United States, paras.  53-56; Zambia,
paras. 1 It -1 16.

CAS  S/9867,  OR, 25th yr., Suppl.  for July-Sept. 1970, p. 106.
m’J  S ‘9859  2nd C‘tlrr. I, illfc/., pp. 75-76,

cil. The failure of the Security Council to denounce
the  violations had encouraged other States to rccon-
sider their commitment to the  observance of  the
embargo. The violations of the  embargo had cnablcd
the Government of South Africa to amass considcrablc
military power,  which it used not only to impose its
racist policies but also to flout the decisions of the
United Nations with regard to Namibia, Southern
Rhodesia  and the Portugucsc-occupied Tcrritorics of
Angola and Mozambique. In addition, its military power
was being employed to threaten the  sovereignty of
ncighbouring independent African States.  Any further
weakening of the arms embargo would have  grave  con-
sequences both for the United  Nations and for the
peoples of southern Africa and would seriously preju-
dice relations between African States and those States
who were contravening the embargo. Subsequently, the
representative of Chad associated  himself with the
above request for a Council mecting.5u0

At the 1545th meeting on 17 July 1970, the Security
Council included the item in its agendano and con-
sidered the question at the 1545th to 1549th meetings
between 17 and 23 July 1970. The representatives of
India Mauritius, Somalia,b02  Ghana and Pakistans6”
were ‘invited to participate in the discussion.

At the 1545th meeting on 17 July 1970, the reprcsen-
tative of Mauritius,* speaking as Chairman of the
African group at that time, stated that, in spite of the
arms embargo imposed by the Council? the South
African Government had continued to receive arms and
military equipment as well as spare parts from a num-
ber of countries and had been able to receive licences,
technical assistance and foreign capital for an expanded
manufacture of arms, ammunition, military vehicles
and other equipment. The views of these States that
the embargo covered only arms which could bc used
for internal repression and for imposing aparrheitf  and
that, consequently, they could provide South Africa
with the arms and equipment it needed for its external
defence was no longer valid, inasmuch as South Africa
had committed itself not only to a policy of rcprcssion
of the organized opposition to its own racial policies
but also to a policy of military and economic support
of the  white minority rkgimes  elsewhere in southern
Africa. South Africa and Southern Rhodesia  had been
conducting against the combined forces of the libera-
tion movements of South Africa and Zimbabwe a gucr-
rills  warfare in which South Africa had been using
arms and equipment  supposedly supplied for its cxtcr-
nal dcfence. Furthermore, South Africa had repeatedly
threatened the inde
for their support oP

endent States of southern Africa
the opponents of uparfl~eid.  The

African States therefore called for a complete and
mandatory embargo on arms, ammunition, military
equipment and vehicles to South Africa, not only
because  the  military build-up of South Africa enabled
her to defy the  United  Nations but also because it con-
stituted a serious threat to international pcacc  and
security.““.’

At the s;lmc  nicetiny,  the  r-prcscntativc  of Somalia.‘~’
who was Chairman of the Special Committee on Aporf-
I~eitl,  stated that, contrary to the  hopes that had been
raised by establishment of the arms embargo and by

~1) 1545th  meeting, President (Nicaragua), paras.  11-13.
~11 /hid.,  preceding para.  10.
w2 Ibid.,  para.  10.
WI 1546th meeting, para. 13.
084  1545th meeting, paras.  17-38.
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the renewed commitment of the pcrmancnt  mcmbcrs
of the Security Council to take appropriate action to
persuade South Africa to abandon its racist policies,
the political situation in that country and the ncighbour-
ing Territories had dcterioratcd  since the Council last
considered it in 1963 and 1964. At that time, the
Council had described the  situation as “seriously dis-
turbing international  peace and security:‘;”  and scvcral
Council members, including the  African and Asian
members, had considered  the situation dangerous
enough  to warrant action under Chapter VII of the
Charter. Subsequent developments had made the situa-
tion a clear threat to international peace and security,
as evidenced by the intensification of racist and reprcs-
sive measures, the deployment of South African military
units in Southern Rhodesia and by further collabora-
tion between South Africa and the Portugucsc  colonial
rGgimes in Angola and Mozambique. Correspondingly
there  had been an increase in rcsistancc  to those mcas-
urcs by the liberation movements in southern  Africa.
With these developments in mind, the Security Council
should specifically inquire how the South African Gov-
ernment had been able to acquire the military and
economic power to carry out its internal and external
aggressions with impunity while  it was subject to an
arms embargo. It was necessary that the  arms embargo
bc stren@ncd  by eliminating  the loop-holes to which
some States had resorted in justifying their continued
supply of arms and equipment to the South African
authorities and that universal adherence to the embargo
be secured.60*

A number of representatives also expressed their
concern at the reported intention of the Government
of the United Kingdom to resume sale of arms to the
Pretoria Government.607

At the  1548th meeting on 22 July 1970, the Presi-
dent (Nicaragua) called the Council’s attentions6*  to
the draft resolutionEeo  which had been submitted jointly
on 21 July by Burundi, Nepal, Sierra Leone, Syria and
Zambia.

The representative of Zambia, in introducing the
draft resolution, stated that it ias intended to reaffirm
previous Security Council resolutions on the arms
embargo and to strengthen it by incorporating measures
contained in operative paragraph 4.“‘”

At the 1549th meeting on 23 July 1970, the draft
resolution, in its revised forrn,s’l  was put to the vote
and was adopted57% by 12 votes to none,  with 3 absten-
tions. The resolution”‘3  read as follows:

665  Resolution 181 (1963),  eighth preambular para.; rcsolu-
t ion 182 (1963). ninth preambular  para.; resolution 191
(1964). fifth prcambular para.

MM  1545th meeting, paras.  59-61, 66-74, 103-111.
687  For text  of relevant statements, see: 1545th meeting:

Mauritius,* paras.  33-38; Somalia,* paras.  77-81; India,*
paras.  94-95; Zambia, paras.  128-129; 1546th meeting: Ghana,*
paras.  31-32; Sierra Leone, paras.  99-105;  Pakistan,* paras.
155-156; 1547th meeting: USSR, paras.  18-20;  Poland, paras.
69-75: Burundi, uaras. 83-111:  1548th meeting: China, paras.
23-24.  Zambia,. tiaras.  27-28.

50s  1548th meeting, pan 4.
film  S/98(11. OR. 2S1h yr.,  Suppl.  for July-Sept. 1970, pp.

113-114.
6x1 1548th meeting, paras.  31-33.
~1 S/9882/Rev.  2. The revision included replacing the words

“constitutes a serious threat to international peace and SCCU-
rity”  in the seventh preambular paragraph with the words
“constitutes a potential threat to international peace  and secu-
rity”. Set 1549th meeting, para. 6.

~2’ lS49th meeting, para. 29.
srs  Resolution 282 (1970).

“The Securify  Council,
“Having  considered the question of race conflict

in South Africa resulting from the policies of upnrf-
heid of the Goverment of the Republic  of South
Africa, as submitted  by forty Member States,

“Reifcrufing  its condemnation of the  evil and
abhorrent policies of npnrrheiri and the Incasurcs
being taken by the Government of South Africa to
enforce and extend  those  policies beyond  its borders,

“Recognizing the legitimacy of the  struggle of the
oppressed people of South Africa in pursuance of
their human and political rights as set forth in the
Charter of the United Nations and thu Universal
Declaration of Human Rights,

“Gravely concerned by the persistent  refusal of
the Government of South Africa to abandon its
racist policies and to abide by the resolutions of the
Security Council and the General Assembly on this
question and others relating to southern  Africa,

“Gravely concerned by the situation arising from
violations of the arms embargo called for in its reso-
lutions 181 (1963) of 7 August 1963, IX2  (1963)
of 4 December 1963 and 191 (1964) of 18 June
1964,

“Convinced of the need to strengthen the  arms
embargo  called for in the above resolutions,

“Convinced further that the situation resulting
from the  continued application of the politics of
aparfheid  and the constant build-up of the  South
African military and police forces, made  possible
by the continued acquisition of arms, military
vehicles and other equipment and of spare parts for
military equipment from a number of Member States
and by local manufacture of arms and ammunition
under licences  granted by some Member States, con-
stitutcs a potential threat to international peace and
security,

“Recognizing that the extensive arms build-up of
the military forces of South Africa poses a real threat
to the  security and sovereignty  of independent
African States opposed to the racial policies of the
Government of South Africa, in particular the  neiph-
bouring States,

“1. Reiferufes  its total opposition to the  policies
of apartheid of the Government of the Republic of
South Africa;

“2. Reufirms  its resolutions 181 ( 1963))  182
(1963) and 191 (1964);

“3. Condemns  the violations of the arms em-
bargo called for in resolutions t 81 (1963),  182
(1963) and 191 (1964);

“4. Culls rtpon  all States to strengthen the arms
embargo

“(01)  By implementing fully the arms embargo
against  South Africa unconditionally and without
reservations whatsoever;

“(h)  By withholdinp the supply of all vehicles
and equipment for use of the armed forces and para-
military organizations of South Africa:

“(c) By ceasing the supply of spare parts for all
vchiclcs  and military equipment used by the  armed
forces and paramilitary organizations of South
Africa;
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“(d) By revoking all licences and military
patents granted to the South African Government
or to South African companies for the manufacture
of arms and ammunition, aircraft and naval craft or
other military vehicles and by refraining from further
granting such licences and patents;

“(e) By prohibiting investment in, or technical
assistance for, the manufacture of arms and ammuni-
tion, aircraft, naval craft, or other military vehicles;

“ (f> By ceasing provision of military training
for members of the South African armed forces and
all other forms of military co-operation with South
Africa;

“(8) By undertaking the appropriate action to
give effect to the above measures;

“5. Requests the Secretary-General to follow
closely the implementation of the present resolution
and report to the Security Council from time to time;

“6. CaIls  upon all States to observe strictly the
arms embargo against South Africa and to assist
effectively in the implementation of the present
resolution.”

REVIEW OF THE INTERNATIONAL SITUATION

CommuniquC of 21 October 1970 (1555th meeting):
In a notes7*  dated 19 October 1970, the Secretary-

General, in accordance with the final paragraph of the
consensus575 expressed and approved by the Security
Council on 12 June 1970, issued the following provi-
sional agenda of the first periodic meeting of the
Security Council which he had drawn up, in consulta-
tion with the members of the Council, and which had
been approved by the Council’s President:

“1. Adoption of the agenda
“2. Review of the international situation.”

The fkst  periodic meeting of the Security Council,
its 1555th meeting, was held in private on 21 October
1970. In accordance with rule 55 of the provisional
rules of procedure of the Security Council,5T6  the fol-
lowing communique577 was issued by the Secretary-
General at the close of that meeting in place of a
verbatim record:

“ 1. The first periodic meeting of the Security
Council envisaged in Article 28, paragraph 2, of
the Charter was held on 21 October 1970 at the
Headquarters of the United Nations in New York.
The meeting was presided over by the Foreign Min-
ister of Spain and attended by the Foreign Ministers
of China, Colombia, Finland, France, Nepal, Nica-
ragua, Poland, the Union of Soviet Socialist Repub-
lics, the United Kingdom of Great Britain and North-
em Ireland and the United States of America, by
the Deputy Foreign Minister of Syria, and the Per-
manent Representatives to the United Nations of
Burundi, Sierra Leone and Zambia.

“2. At the meeting the Secretary-General deliv-
ered a statement on the international situation. The
representatives of the member States of the Security
Council had a general exchange of views on current

574  S/9965, OR, 25th yr., Suppl.  for Oct.-Dee.  1970,  p. 28.
575 1543th meeting, paras.  2 and 3. See a!so  chapter I, Case 2.
576  W96IRev.5  (1969).
577  1555th meeting, para. 1. See also Decision of 21 October

1970, OR, 25th yr., Resolutions and Decisions of the Security
Council 1970, p. Il.

issues affecting  international peace and security. They
pledged their full support for seeking peaceful solu-
tions to outstanding international disputes and con-
flicts in accordance with the principles and purposes
of the Charter of the United Nations.

“3. In reviewing issues currently before the Secu-
rity Council, members of the Council also consulted
on how to contribute to a peaceful political settle-
ment in the Middle East. They reaffirmed their con-
viction that Security Council resolution 242 (1967)
of 22 November 1967 should be supported and
carried out in all its parts, and that to this end all
concerned should fully co-operate in a concerted
effort to promote the establishment of a just and
lasting peace in the Middle East.
“4. With regard to the problems of southern Africa
which have been considered by the Security Council,
members of the Council reaffirmed their determina-
tion to continue their search for practicable means
in conformity with the Charter, which would enable
the peoples of that area to exercise their inalienable
right to self-determination and to enjoy their funda-
mental human rights in freedom and dignity.

“5. Members of the Security Council declared
that the capability of the Council to act effectively
for the maintenance of international peace and secu-
rity should be further strengthened. They agreed that
the holding of periodic meetings in accordance with
Article 28, paragraph 2, of the Charter was an
important step in that direction. They also agreed
to examine possibilities for further improvements in
the methods of work of the Security Council in pro-
moting the peaceful settlement of disputes in accord-
ance with the Charter.

“6. .In  view of the primary responsibility of the
Security Council for the maintenance of international
peace and security, members of the Council empha-
sized the importance of reaching early agreement
on guidelines for future peace-keeping operations
in conformity with the Charter.

“7, It was agreed that the date of the next
periodic meeting of the Security Council will be
determined through consultations between the mem-
bers of the Council.

“8. The representatives of Burundi, Sierra Leone
and Zambia reserved their position on paragraph 4.
The representative of Syria stated that his Govem-
ment’s position was reflected in his delegation’s state-
ment made at the meeting.”

SITUATION IN THJ2  IXDIA/PAKISTAN  SUBCONTINENT

INITLAL  PROCEEDINGS

By a report378  dated 3 December 1971, the Secre-
tary-General brought to the attention of the Security
Council the efforts he had so far made in regard to the
further grave deterioration in the situation along the
borders-of East Pakistan and elsewhere in the subcon-
tinent which, in his view, constituted a threat to inter-
national peace and security. The Secretary-General
noted that while he had kept the President of the Secu-
rity Council informed of these efforts under the broad
terms  of Article 99 of the United Nations Charter, he
felt that the initiative on this matter in the Security

578  S/10410 and Add& OR, 26th yr., Suppl. for Oct.-Dec.
1 9 7 1 ,  pp.  80-85.



Part II. 1 5 5

Council could best be taken by the parties themselves
or by the members of the Council.

By letter57g dated 4 December 1971, the represen-
tatives of Argentina, Belgium, Burundi, Italy, Japan,
Nicaragua, Somalia, the United Kingdom and the
United States requested an urgent meeting of the Secu-
rity Council to consider the recent deteriorating situa-
tion that had led to armed clashes between India and
Pakistan. By letter5so da ted  4 December 1971, the
representative of Tunisia supported the request that
the Council be convened.

At the 1606th meeting on 4 December 197 1, the
Security Council decided,5s1  without vote, to include
in its agenda the following items: “(a) Letter dated
4 December 1971 from the representatives of Argen-
tina, Belgium, Burundi, Italy, Japan, Nicaragua, Soma-
lia, the United Kingdom and the United States of
America to the President of the Security Council
(S/ 10411) ,” and “( 6) Report of the Secretary-General
(S/10410)“.

The question was considered by the Council at its
1606th to 1608th meetings on 4 to 6 December 1971.

At the 1606th meeting on 4 December 1971, in view
of an announcement made by the President (Sierra
Leone) that he had received a request for participation
from the representative of Tunisia,6s2  the representative
of Italy stated that, owing to the urgency of the crisis
that the Council was facing, the discussion should be
restricted, for the first meeting of the Council on the
item under consideration, to the members of the Coun-
cil and the main parties concerned, i.e., India and
Pakistan, if they wished to take part in the debate. He
requested the President to convey invitations to the
representatives of India and Pakistan to present their
views to the Coun~il.~~

The representative of the USSR, having drawn the
attention of the members of the Council to a lettees
from the delegation of Bangladesh which had been
distributed to them, proposed that in so far as the said
let ter  concerning current  events in East Pakistan
showed the emergence of the  situation before the
Council, it be issued in the form in which documents
were customarily published in the United Nations, and
that, as requested therein, a representative of Ban-
gladesh be invited to participate in the meetings of the
Security CounciLss5

The President (Sierra Leone) informed the Council
that he had received a letter from the representative
of India in which the latter had requested that his
letter, together with a communication attached thereto
and also addressed to the President of the Security
Council by the delegation of Bangladesh, be circulated
as a document of the Security Council. Noting that he
had given instructions to that effect, the President ruled

~~9S/10-!11,  OR. 26th yr., Suppl.  for Oct.-Dee. 1971, p.  86.
580  S/10413,  Ibid., p. 89.
581  1606th meeting, para. 1.
Mfl  Ibid., para. 2.
5s  Ib id . ,  paras.  3, 10-15,  53-55.
3SJ S/10315,  OR, 26th yr., Suppl.  for Oct.-Dee. 1971, pp.

89-90.  By a letter dated 4 December 1971 the representative
of India transmitted to the President of the Security Council
a copy of a letter also dated 4 December 1971 and addressed
to the President of the Security Council by Justice Abu Sayud
Chowdhury requesting to be allowed to make a statement
before the Security Council on behalf of the peopIe  and
Government of Bangladesh and signing himself “Leader,
Bangladesh delegation to the United Nations.”

583  1606th meeting, paras. 5-9,  33.

that the Council defer consideration of the question
of inviting Bangladesh until the document containing
the application was before the CounciP3

After a procedural discussion on the question of
invitationQs7 and on the circulation of documents in
the Council, the representatives of India and Pakistan
were invited to take part in the debate.5ss  Invitations
were also extended to the representatives of Tunisiass9
and Saudi ArabiaSgo at the 1607th meeting of the
Council after a procedural discussion.
Decision of 4 December 1971 (1606th meeting) :

Suspension of the meeting
Decision of 4 December 1971 (1606th meeting) :

Rejection of the United States draft resolution
Decision of 5 December 197 1 ( 1607th meeting) :

Rejection of the USSR draft resolution
Decision of 5 December 197 1 ( 1607th meeting) :

Rejection of the  eight-Power draft resolution
Decision of 6 December 1971 (1608th meeting) :

resolution 303 ( 197 1)
In his opening statement, the representative of Pakis-

tan* stated that the situation which had occasioned the
request by nine delegations for the present meeting of
the Security Council was the outbreak of full-scale
hostilities between India and Pakistan on 3 December
1971. Having recalled that certain aspects of the situa-
tion in Pakistan, i.e., developments in East Pakistan
and the adjacent Indian states, and their actual and
possible consequences, had, on two previous occasions,
already been brought to the attention of the members
of the Security Council by the Secretary-General acting
in fact, though not explicitly, in the exercise of his
functions under Article 99, he held that in so far as the
Security Council had not thought it fit to meet to con-
sider the situation on the basis of the information pro-
vided by the Secretary-General, it should now inter-
pret the letter from the nine delegations strictly and
not with retrospective effect, that is, confine its con-
sideration to the outbreak, on 3 December 1971, of
full-scale hostilities between India and Pakistan. Noting
that Pakistan’s eastern province had been under massive
attack by India’s regular troops, tanks and aircraft since
2 1 November 197 1, the representative of Pakistan
stated that this unprovoked, pre-planned. large-scale
and co-ordinated attack had culminated in full-scale
war on 3 December 1971. India had not only launched
an aggression against the territory of Pakistan but had
openly demanded that Pakistan dismember itself, and
in pursuance of that demand, had escalated its aggres-
sive activities to bring about the disintegration of
Pakistan. In his view, these two facts had to be the
basis for the Security Council consideration of the
question for the situation before the Council devolved
on the Charter principle of territorial inte*tity of States,
constituted a breach of the peace and involved not only
Pakistan but all States in danger of being overrun by
larger, more powerful, predatory neighbours. Having

5s6  Ibid., paras. 25, 56. For a procedural discussion on defer-
merx,  the ruling of the President and the challenge thereto,
see chapter  I, part V under rules 30 and 35.

587  For the procedural discussion on the question of par-
ticipation in the proceedings of the Security Council, set
chapter III, part I, Case 1.

553  1606th meetinn.  Daras.  43-sj.
5sg 1607th meeting; ‘para.  18.
x30  Ibid., paras.  20, 22.



recalled that India had first denied the involvement of
its forces in the fighting which had begun in Pakistan
territory on 21 December 1971, the representative of
Pakistan noted that India had subsequently cited the
right of self-defence thereby admitting its direct par-
ticipation in the fighting. He observed that under the
Charter of the United Nations it was not permissible
for a Member State which had not been attacked to
enter the territory of another Member State in the name
of self-defence. Noting that India had alleged intrusion
by Pakistan forces into Indian territory as an excuse
for launching an armed attack on his country, the
representative of Pakistan stated that prior to 3 Decem-
ber 1971, Pakistan had been the victim of acts of
sabotage, subversion and terrorism committed by armed
bands organized by India and that these acts had
involved armed incursions into Pakistan from bases
in Indian territory. He maintained that even the most
elementary considerations of internal security had
demanded the capture and expulsion of these bands
from the territory of Pakistan but that at no time and
place had the armed forces of Pakistan stationed in the
East taken any steps beyond those which were adequate
to safeguard the borders of the State and maintained
its internal security. Invoking the principle that a
State which is the victim in its own territory of sub-
versive and/or terrorist acts by irregular, volunteer
or armed bands organized by another State, was entitled
to take all reasonable and adequate steps to safeguard
its existence and its institutions, the representative of
Pakistan emphasized that his country had not exceeded
this right in suppressing armed and terrorist bands
which aimed to bring about a dismemberment of the
State. Having maintained, on the basis of statements by
the Prime Minister of India, that India considered the
preservation of Pakistan’s territorial inte.grity,  i.e.,
presence of Pakistan troops in East  Pakistan  a s  a
threat to India’s security, he held that whatever the
nature of the internal crisis in Pakistan, it had posed
no military threat to India. He held further that India’s
belligerence had given a dimension to Pakistan’s
internal crisis which it would not have had othenvise.
He charged that the present situation, which gravely
threatened international peace and security, was in fact
an outcome of India’s intervention in Pakistan’s internal
affairs and cited a number of acts of this intervention.
Noting that his country acknowledged the international
character of only one result of its internal crisis, i.e.,
the migration from East Pakistan of a large number
of people into India, the representative of Pakistan
pointed out that this was not a political problem but
rather a humanitarian one, and that it would have been
political if Pakistan were to deny their right  to return
to their homes. Such, however, was not cthe  case. In
closing, the representative of Pakistan requested the
Security Council to find the means to make India desist
from its act of aggression and stated that onlv  means
devised by the S&u&y  Council, consistent wi<h  Pakis-
tan’s independence, sovereignty and territorial inte,ority
and with the principle of non-intervention in the domes-
tic affairs of Member States, would command Pakis-
tan’s support and co-operation?

The representative of India? after pointing out that
he was participating in the debate not und& ,4rticle
3 1 of the Charter but under rules 37 and ?S  of the
Rules of Procedure, stated that the problem before the
Council could not properly be considered as from anv
particular date: it had a long history behind it which

591 1606th meeting, paras.  69439.

was essentially a history between the West Pakistan
regime and the people of Bangladesh, and that there-
fore it would be impossible for the Council to obtain
a proper perspective of the problem without the par-
ticipation of the elected representatives of the people
of Bangladesh. He maintained that by attempting to
suppress militarily the wishes of the people as expressed
in the outcome of the elections as to what kind of gov-
ernment they wanted, Pakistan itself, not India, was
breaking up Pakistan, and, in the process, creating
aggression against India. He charged that in view of
its failure to suppress the rebellion in East Bengal, and
its failure to obtain India’s co-operation for the repres-
sion of the East Bengalis, Pakistan had attempted to
internationalize the problem, that is, to turn it into an
Indo-Pakistan dispute, by involving India first through
refugee aggression, i.e., disruption of India’s social and
economic structure through an influx of refugees, and
then through military aggression. After citing numerous
complaints of border violations and stating that the
Pakistan army had shelled civilian villages, the repre-
sentative of India maintained that Indian troops had
gone into Pakistan territory after 21 November 1971
only in the exercise of the right of self-defence. Having
stated that India would not permit its national security
to be jeopardized and that it would continue to help
the people of Bangladesh in any way it could, short
of fighting their battles, he warned the Security Coun-
cil that India would not be a party to any solution
that would mean continuation of the oppression of
East Pakistani people. In closing, he emphasized that
the question of a cease-fire was not one between India
and Pakistan but between the Pakistan Army and the
people of Bangladesh and that, therefore, the latter
had to be heard before the Council.sg2

At the same meeting, the representative of the United
States, having noted that civil strife in East Pakistan
had created a new refugee community in India of
unparalleled dimensions and had brought India and
Pakistan into a state of open hostilities which could
escalate into an all-out conflict, held that the situation
constituted a grave threat to the peace and stability
of Asia. He pointed out that the proposal by the
United States Government that both sides should with-
draw their military forces from their borders had been
accepted by Pakistan but not by India. He also recalled
that India had not joined Pakistan in heeding the
Secretary-General’s offer of his good offices to assist
in the reconciliation of their differences. Referring to
admitted incursions of Indian troops across the border
of East Pakistan, the representative of the United
States declared as unacceptable a situation in which a
government intervened across its borders in the affairs
of another with military force in violation of the Char-
ter. He expressed the willingness of his government to
support effective measures by the Security Council to
bring about a cessation of hostilities and a withdrawal
of forces so that progress couId  be made in building
the political, economic and social conditions in East
Pakistan in which the refugees would return from India
and in which peace could be ensured.5g3  To this end,
he submitted a draft resolutior??”  under the terms of
which the Security Council, convinced that hostilities
along the India-Pakistan border constituted an im-
mediate threat to international peace and security,
would: (1) call upon the Governments of India and

592 IM.,  paras.  150-l 85.
593  paras.  186200.
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Pakistan to take all steps required for an immediate
cessation of hostilities; (2) call for an immediate with-
drawal of armed personnel present on the territory
of the other to their own sides of the India-Pakistan
borders; (3) authorize the Secretary-General, at  the
request of the Government of India or Pakistan, to
place observers along the borders to report on the
implementation of the cease-fire and troops with-
drawal, drawing as necessary on UNMOGIP  personnel;
(4) call upon the Governments of India and Pakistan
and others concerned to exert their best efforts towards
the creation of a climate conducive to the voluntary
return of refugees  to East  Pakistan; (5 )  call  upon
all States to refrain from any action that would endan-
ger the peace in the area; (6) invite the Governments
of India and Pakistan to respond affirmatively to the
proposal of the Secretary-General offering his good
office-s to secure and maintain peace in the subcontin-
ent; and (7) request the Secretary-General to report
to the Security Council as soon as possible on the
implementation of the resolution.

The representative of France observed that the situa-
tion in the Indo-Pakistan  subcontinent had two aspects:
the first was political in nature and affected the rela-
tions between the Government of Pakistan and the
population of East Pakistan; the second was derived
from the first, by reason of the influx of refugees
to India, and affected relations between India and
Pakistan. He felt that consideration by the Security
Council of the first aspect of the situation only could
be regarded as interference in internal affairs of Pak-
istan; consideration of the second aspect only could
be regarded as partial and superfkial in view of the
millions of refugees under India’s care. The represen-
tative of France held that it was the duty of the mem-
bers of the Council to put an end to the hostilities,
to alleviate the suffering of the people, and to deal
with the causes of the crisis, with the consent of the
parties, by negotiation, to reach a just and peaceful
settlement.5g5

The representative of China stated that India, using
the question of East Pakistan, #had  committed armed
aggression against Pakistan. He asked the Security
Council to condemn this act of aggression and to
demand the immediate and unconditional withdrawal
of all armed forces of India from Pakistan.396

The representative of the USSR stated that as a
result of the political crisis in East Pakistan, the inter-
ruption of talks between the military administration of
Pakistan and the lawful representatives of the Pak-
istan people, and the application of force and terror
by the military authorities against the people of East
Pakistan, ten million people had been compelled to
flee their homeland and take refuge in India. Having
recalled that the representative of Pakistan had, in
his statement before the Council, acknowledged that
there was a serious domestic crisis in his countrv  which
had acquired an international character, he referred to
the question of whether the Security Council should
deal with the root causes of that crisis, inasmuch as
that might constitute interference in Pakistan’s internal
affairs. He held that under Articles 39, 40 and 41 of
the Charter, the Council unquestionably had the right
to examine the causes of the emergence of dangerous
situations which threatened international peace and
security. The representative of the USSR maintained

395  1606th meeting, paras.  220-227.
696  Ibid., paras.  235-240.

that the dangerous course of events in the Indo-Pak-
istan subcontinent called for a speedy attainment of
a political settlement in East Pakistan which would
take into account the inalienable rights and lawful
interests of its population and permit the refugees to
return to their homes peacefully and in an atmosphere
of security. Commenting on the draft resolution sub-
mitted by the United States, he expressed the position
of his delegation that it was one-sided and unacceptable
because it tried to shift responsibility from the guilty
to the innocentP7

The representative of the United States requested a
suspension of the meeting for twenty minutes to give
the members of the Council time to hold consulta-
tions on his delegation’s draft resolution?

The representative of the USSR made an amend-
ment to the United States proposal to the effect that
the meeting should be adjourned for twenty-four hours
instead of twenty minutesJgg

After a brief procedural discussion, the United States
proposal to suspend the meeting for twenty minutes
was put to the vote. It was adoptedSO  by 10 votes in
favour, none against, with 4 abstentions and one mem-
ber of the Council not participating in the vote.

After a brief suspension of the meeting, the repre-
sentative of the USSR, introduced a draft resolutionsOl
by which the Security Council would call for a political
settlement in East Pakistan which would inevitably
result in a cessation of hostilities; and call upon the
Government of Pakistan to take measures to cease all
acts of violence by Pakistani forces in East Pakistan
which had led to the deterioration of the situation.

The President (Sierra Leone), having noted thzt
there were now two draft resolut ions before the
Council, one submitted by the United States and the
other by the USSR, proposed that in the absence of
further speakers, the Council should proceed to the
vote?02

Thereafter, the representative of Somalia introduced
a draft resolution,s03 jointly sponsored by the delega-
tions of Argentina, Burundi, Nicaragua and Sierra
Leone, under the terms of which the Security Council,
convinced that hostilities along the India-Pakistan bor-
der constituted an immediate threat to international
peace and security, would recognize the need to deal
appropriately at a subsequent stage, within the frame-
work of the Charter of the United Nations, with the
issues which had given rise to the hostilities; call upon
the Governments of India and Pakistan to take forth-
with all measures for an immediate cease-fire and with-
drawal of their armed forces on the territory of the
other to their own side of the India-Pakistan border;
and request the Secretary-General to keep the Council
promptlv and currently informed on the situation.

Subsequently, the representative of Italy announced
that his delegation, together with two other delegations,
had prepared a draft resolution and proposed to intro-
duce it after the first vote, that is, the vote on the
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United States draft resolution, in order that the Council
might have all the different proposals before itTo

The Council then proceeded to vote on the United
States draft resolution which failed of adoption. The
vote was 11 in favour, 2 against with 2 abstentions,
one of the negative votes being that of a permanent
member of the Council.go5

After a brief procedural discussion on a point of
order raised by the representative of the USSR,GoG  the
representative of Italy introduced a joint draft resolu-
tion60i sponsored by the representatives of Belgium,
Japan and Italy, which provided that the Security
Council would: ( 1) call upon the Governments con-
cerned forthwith as a first step, for an immediate cease-
fie  and for a cessation of all military activities; (2)
urge the Governments concerned to intensify their
efforts to bring about conditions necessary for the
speedy and voluntary repatriation of the millions of
refugees to their  homes;  (3) call for the full co-
operation of all States with the Secretary-General for
rendering assistance to and relieving the distress of
those refugees; (4) request the Secretary-General to
keep the Council promptly and currently informed on
the situation; and (5) decide to follow closely the situ-
ation and to meet again as soon as necessary.

In introducing the draft resolution, the representative
of Italy stated that its sponsors felt that the Council
should not adjourn without making a further attempt
to adopt a decision in order to stop the fighting and
to take a first step towards the final political solution
of the question under consideration. He pointed out
that its operative paragraphs 2 and 3 contained the
provisions of a resolution that had already been adopted
by the Third Committee of the General Assembly.608
He added that the sponsors of the draft resolution were
ready to consider any suggestions and amendments
leading to a Security Council consensus.gog

After a procedural debate about another suspension
of the meeting and the order in which the draft reso-
lutions should be voted upon, the meeting was ad-I
joumed ,610

At its 1607th meeting on 5 December 19’71, the
Security Council includedsll  on its agenda an additional
report612 from the Secretary-General transmitting the
texts of two messages he had received from the Prime
Minister of India and the President of Pakistan respect-
ively in which the latter had charged and the former
had denied that India had launched an attack on West
Pakistan. Also included on the agenda was the reporP3
of the Secretary-General on the situation along the

604  1606th meeting, para. 370.
605  Ibid., para. 371.
606 Zbid  para

this SU~~!~W~.’
378 . See also chapter I, part V, Case 37 of

607  S/10417,  OR, 26th yr., Suppl. for Oct.-Dee.  1971, pp.
90-9  1. This draft resolution was superseded by draft resolution
S/10423. See foot-note 617.

605  Later adopted as General Assembly resolution 2790A
(XXVI). See GA, OR, 26th session, Srdppl.  No. 29 (A/8429),
pp. 84-85.

609  1606th meeting, paras.  384-387.
~0  Ibid., para.  439. For the question of precede=  in the

voting  of draft resolutions, see chapter I, Case 37.
611 1607th meeting, para. 1.
612  S/10410/Add  1

l 9
OR

?
26th yr., Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1971,

DD. 85-86.
s A 613  S/ 10412, Ibid., pp. 87-88. Note that at the 1608th meet-
ing, the Council also included in its agenda an additional
report on the situation along the cease-fire  line in Kashmir
(S!lW2./Add.l, Ibid., pp. 88-89).

cease-fire line in Kashmir. In view of the question
before the Security Council, the Secretary-General had
considered it appropriate to make available to the
Council members information regarding violations and
admitted systematic non-observance of the Karachi
Agreement along the cease-fire line in the State of
Jammu  and Kashmir.

After an initial procedural discussion on participa-
tion, the Security Council decided614  to adjourn the
consideration of the qucjtion of extending an invitation
to a representative of Bangladesh to a later date
for further consultations.

At the same meeting, the representative of China
introduced a draft resolutiorF  by which the Security
Council, after strongly condemning the Indian Govem-
ment’s acts of creating a so-called “Baygladesh” and
of subverting, dismembering and committmg  aggression
against Pakistan, would call upon the Government of
India to withdraw its armed forces and personnel from
Pakistan territory immediately and unconditionally and
call upon the Government of Pakistan to withdraw the
armed forces it  had sent  into Indian territory for
counter-attacks; call upon India and Pakistan to cease
hostilities and to withdraw respectively from the inter-
national border between India and Pakistan and to dis-
engage from each other so as to create conditions for
a peaceful settlement of their disputes; call upon all
States to support the Pakistan people in their just
struggle to resist Indian aggression; and request the
Secretary-General to submit as earlv as possible a
report on the implementation of this r&olution.

Introducing his draft resolution, the representative
of China expressed his objection to the argument that
a request could first be made for a cease-fire by both
India and Pakistan and the cessation of all military
actions while the question of withdrawal of military
forces could be deferred to a later date. He held that
in so far as India had carried out subversion and mm-
mitted aggression by sending troops to invade Pakistan
territory, the demand for immediate, unconditional and
complete withdrawal of Indian troops, would be tant-
amount to encouraging aggression and recognizing the
presence of Indian troops on Pakistan territory as legal.
He called upon the.  Member States sponsoring draft
resolutions before the Council to give serious considera-
tion to such consequencesF

At the same meeting, the representative of Argentina
introduced a draft resolutions17  jointly sponsored with
the representatives of Belgium, Burundi, Italy, Japan,
Nicaragua, Sierra Leone and Somalia, by which the
Security Council would: (1) call upon the Govem-
ments of India and Pakistan to take forthwith all meas-
ures for an immediate cease-fire and withdrawal for

614  1607th meeting, para.  72. For a discussion of the appli-
cability of rule 39 of the provisional rules of procedure, see
chapter HI,  part I, Case 7 of this Supplement.

615  S/10421, OR, 26th yr.,  Suppl.  for Oct.-Dec. 1971,  p. 92.
At the 1607th meeting the representative of China stat& that
he did not ask to have this draft resolution put to a vote
because his delegation was hoIding  consultations in connexion
with it (1607th meeting, para.  239). At the 1608th meeting,
the President (Sierra Leone), stated that the Chinese draft
resolution was not  pressed to the vote ( 1608th meeting,
para.  277).

616  1607th meeting, pams.  74-76.
617  S/10423, OR, 26th VT.,  Srrppl.  for Oct.-Dec. 1971,  p. 93,

This draft resolution supeiseded  draft resolutions contained in
documents S/10419 and S/l0417  (see foot-notes 603 and 607
above) as stated by the President df  the Council at the 1607th
meeting. (1607th meeting, para.  215.)
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their armed forces on the territory of the other to their 
own side of the India-Pakistan borders; (2) urge that 
efforts be intensified in order to bring about, speedily 
and in accordance with the Charter, conditions neces- 
sary for the voluntary return of the East Pakistan 
refugees to their homes; (3) call for the full co- 
operation of all States with the Secretary-General for 
rendering assistance to and relieving the distress of 
those refugees; (4) request the Secretary-General to 
keep the Council promptly and currently informed on 
the implementation of this resolution; and (5) decide 
to follow the situation closely and to meet again as 
soon as necessary. 

Introducing the joint draft resolution, the represen- 
tative of Argentina stated that the sponsors’ primary 
concern was to seek a way to find a solution that 
would be satisfactory to the parties to the conflict. 
The draft resolution had taken cognizance of the need 
to deal adequately, at a later stage and within the 
framework of the Charter, with the questions which 
had given rise to the hostilities. However, at present 
the most urgent task was to restore peace in the 
region. The draft resolution was the result of consul- 
tations among the sponsors of the two draft resolutions 
previously submitted to the Council (S/ 10417 and 
S/ 10419)) who were able to overcome their differ- 
ences.sls 

At the same meeting, the Security Council voted 
upon the draft resolution submitted by the USSR 
which was not adopted. It received 2 votes in favour, 
1 against and 12 abstentions? 

Then the Council voted upon the joint draft res- 
olution submitted by Argentina, Belgium, Burundi, 
Italy, Japan, Nicaragua, Sierra Leone and Somalia, 
which received 11 votes in favour, 2 against with 
2 abstentions and failed of adoption owing to the 
negative vote of one of the permanent members of 
the Council.830 

The representative of Italy then introducede21 a joint 
draft resolution,s2Z sponsored by the representatives of 
Belgium, Italy, Japan, Nicaragua, Sierra Leone and 
Tunisia, * which, in the view of its sponsors, did not 
prejudge any of the issues raised during the debate 

a nor any of the measures which the Council would 
have to take in the future. Under the terms of this 
draft resolution, the Security Council would: (1) call 
upon the Governments concerned forthwith, as a first 
step for an immediate cease-fire; (2) request the 
Secretary-General to keep the Council promptly and 
currently informed of the implementation of this reso- 
lution; and (3) decide to continue to discuss further 
measures to be taken in order to restore peace in the 
area. 

At the 1608th meeting on 6 December 1971, the 
representative of the USSR pointed out that one of 
the co-sponsors of the draft resolution contained in 
document S/10425, Tunisia, was not a member of 
the Security Council. He pointed out that it was not 
customary in the practice of the Council for a non- 
member State to co-sponsor a draft resolution, without 
its co-sponsorship being endorsed or taken over by a 
member of the Council? 

61s 1607th meetine, paras. 199-202. 
619 Ibid., para. 217. 
620 Ibid., para. 240. 
621 Ibid., para. 260. 
622 S/l 0425, OR, 26th yr., Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1971, p. 94. 
623 1608th meeting, para. 15. 

After a procedural debate regarding rule 38 of the 
rules of procedure, 62a the representative of Tunisia* 
stated, that, in order to facilitate the work of the 
Council, Tunisia would withdraw as a co-sponsor of 
the draft resolution? 

Subsequently, the representative of France stated 
that his delegation, together with the delegation of 
the United Kingdom, had drawn up a draft resolu- 
tion largely based upon previous texts because it had 
seemed to them that such a draft resolution could 
marshal the greatest support without bringing about 
any irreducible opposition. However, the draft resolu- 
tion would not be submitted because the consultations 
that they had undertaken had convinced them that it 
would be faced with exceptions and objections. He 
wished none the less to rea-d it out because it was im- 
portant to have it set down in the archives of the 
Council. By the operative paragraphs of that draft 
resolution the Security Council would have: called 
upon the Governments concerned to order forthwith, 
as a first step, an immediate cease-fire, the cessation 
of all military activities and mutual disengagement; 
urged that efforts be deployed to create the necessary 
conditions for the voluntary return of refugees from 
East Pakistan in accordance with the Charter; asked 
all States to co-operate fully with the Secretary-General 
with a view to lending assistance to these refugees and 
alleviating their plight; requested the Secretary-General 
to keep the Council promptly and regularly informed 
of the implementation of this resolution; and decided 
to follow the situation closely and to meet again as 
soon as necessary.62s 

At the same meeting the representative of the USSR, 
commenting on the draft resolution submitted by the 
representatives of Belgium, Italy, Japan, Nicaragua, 
and Sierra Leone (S/10425), maintained that the 
five-Power draft resolution was inadequate in meeting 
the situation created by the policy of repression pur- 
sued by the Government of Pakistan against the people 
of East Pakistan. Under the circumstances, the only 
correct course for the Council to follow would be the 
adoption of a decision in which both the question of 
the cease-fiire and the question of the political settle- 
ment of the crisis in East Pakistan were organically 
and inseparably bound together. Accordinely, he sub- 
mitted the following ametidments*27 to th< five-Power 
draft resolution: in operative paragraph 1, to replace 
the words “all Governments concerned” by the words 
“all parties concerned”, and at the end of the same 
paragraph, to add the words “and cessation of all 
military operations”; between operative paragraps 1 
and 2, to insert two new operative paragraphs, by 
which the Security Council would call upon the GQV- 
ernment of Pakistan simultaneously to take effective 
action towards a political settlement in East Pakistan. 
giving immediate recognition to the will of the East 
Pakistan population as expressed in the elections of 
December 1970, and would declare that the provisions 
of ooerative paragraphs 1 and 2 of this resolution 
constituted a single whole.62S 

The representative of Italy announced that the 
sponsors of the five-Power draft resolution (S/ 10425) 

62-L For consideration of question concerning the submission 
of proposals or draft resolutions by invited representatives, 
see in chapter III, Case 9 of this Supplement. 

625 1608th meeting, paras. 23 and 24. 
6zf; %d.. nm-as. C-43. I 16. 279. 
627 S/l 0426 and Rev. 1, OR, 26th yr., Suppl. for Oct.-Dee. 

1971, p. 94. 
625 1608th meeting, paras. 46-63. 
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had decided to withdraw it because in the last twenty- 
four hours the situation had radically changed whereby 
the draft resolution was no longer up to date.s29 

The representative of Somalia introduced a draft 
resolutions3* jointly sponsored with the representatives 
of Argentina, Burundi, Japan, Nicaragua and Sierra 
Leone. He observed that in spite of the proliferation 
of draft resolutions submitted to the Council, it was 
not possible to reach a formula acceptable to all its 
members despite the fact that there was no aspect of 
the problem which could not be related to one provision 
or another of the Charter and which could not be settled 
within its scope. He noted that in the course of the 
debate, his delegation, together with other delegations, 
had attempted to formulate a resolution which would 
not only reflect the concern of the United Nations with 
the situation under consideration but also be predicated 
upon the principles and purposes of the Charter. As a 
result of that attempt the Council had had before it 
the draft resolution S/10423, which had received the 
negative vote of a permanent member of the Council. 
He held that the time had come for the Council to 
transfer the question to the General Assembly under 
section A of the “Uniting for peace” resolution, so 
that it might receive the consideration of all the Mem- 
ber States of the United NationsFl 

The representative of the USSR also introduced632 
a draft resolutionBS3 which contained the provisions of 
the five-Power draft resolution (S/ 10425) together 
with the amendments to it, previously submitted by his 
own delegation (S/ 10426). 

Subsequently, the six-Power draft resolution intro- 
duced by Somalia (S/10429) was voted upon and 
adopteds3’ by 11 votes in favour, none against and 4 
abstentions. It read as follows:635 

“The Security Council, 
“Having considered the item on the agenda of 

its 1606th meeting, as contained in document S/ 
Agenda/ 1606, 

“Taking into account that the lack of unanimity 
of its permanent members at the 1606th and 1607th 
meetings of the Security Council has prevented it 
from exercising its primary responsibility for the 
maintenance of international peace and security, 

“Decides to refer the question contained in doc- 
ument S/Agenda/l606 to the General Assembly at 
its twenty-sixth session, as provided for in General 
Assembly resolution 377 A (V) of 3 November 
1950.” 

Decision of 13 December 1971 (1613th meeting): 
Rejection of the United States draft resolution 

Decision of 14 December 1971 (1614th meeting): 
Adjournment of the meeting 

639 1608th meeting, paras. 65-68. 
630 S/10429, adopted without change as resolution 303 

(1971). 
831 1608th meeting, paras. 128-138. For consideration of 

the question of transferring the consideration of the item in 
the agenda under General Assembly resolution 377 A (V) of 
3 November 1950 and practices and proceedings in relation 
to Article 12 of the Charter, see chapter VI, part I. 

632 1608th meeting, paras. 160-162. 
6s S/10428, OR, 26th yr., Suppl. for Oct.-Dee. 1971, p. 95. 

This draft resolution was not pressed to the vote. In this 
connexion see the statement made by the President (Sierra 
Leone), 1608th meeting, para. 277. 

~4 1608th meeting, para. 322. 
835 Resolution 303 (1971). 

Decision of 21 December 1971 (1621st meeting): res- 
olution 307 (1971) 
By letter 636 dated 12 December 197 1, the represen- 

tative of the United States stated that the war on the 
India-Pakistan subcontinent continued to rage un- 
abated. Urgent efforts by the Security Council to effect 
a cease-fire and withdrawal at its 1606th, 1607th and 
1608th meetings had failed, thus necessitating im- 
mediate referral of the crisis to the General Assembly 
under the “Uniting for peace” procedure.e37 The 
Assembly had considered this grave situation and had 
adopted resolution 2793 (XXVI)63s which inter alia 
called on India and Pakistan to institute a cease-fire 
and to withdraw troops from each other’s territories. 
One of the parties, Pakistan, had accepted the reso- 
lution. The other party, India, had not yet done so. 
The United States believed that the Security Council 
had an obligation to end this threat to world peace 
on a most urgent basis and it had therefore requested 
the convening of an immediate meeting of the Security 
Council. 

At the 161 lth meeting on 12 December 1971, the 
Security Council had before it a provisional agenda 
which read as follows: 

“Letter dated 12 December 1971 from the per- 
manent representative of the United States of Amer- 
ica to the United Nations addressed to the President 
of the Security Council S/l 0444.“63g 
The agenda was adopteds4* without any objection. 
The question was considered by the Security Council 

at its 16llth, 1613th to 1617th and 1621st meetings 
between 12 and 21 December 197 1. In accordance 
with previous decisions w  the representatives of India, 
Pakistan, Saudi Arabia and Tunisia were invited to 
participate in the discussion. At the 1615th meeting, 
the representative of CeylonM2 was also invited to 
participate in the discussion. 

At the request of the representative of the United 
States, the Under-Secretary-General for Political and 
Security Council Affairs, on behalf of the Secretary- 
General, reported that immediately after the adoption 
by the General Assembly on 17 December 1971 of 
resolution 2793 (XVI), the Secretary-General had 
communicated the text of that resolution to the Gov- 
ernments of India and Pakistan. The replies were to 
be distributed later that date.s*3 

The representative of the United States stated that 
in view of India’s defiance of world opinion, expressed 
in the adoption of GA resolution 2793 (XXVI) by 
such an overwhelming majority, the United States was 
referring the issue back to the Security Council. Pak- 
istan had accepted the General Assembly resolution, 

636 S/10444, OR, 26th yr., Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1971, 
pp. 104 and 105. 

837 In accordance with General Assembly resolution 377 (V). 
638 GA, OR, 26th sess., pfen. m., 2003rd meeting, para. 490. 
639 At the 1614th meeting, at the suggestion of the repre- 

sentative of Somalia, the agenda was amended to read as 
follows: “The situation in the India/Pakistan subcontinent”. 
For the adoption of the agenda, see chapter II, Case 8. 

640 161 I th meeting, paras. l-2. 
641 See foot-notes 588, 589 and 590 above. 
642 1615th meeting, para. 3. 
64s 1611 th meeting. para. 8. The reply from the Government 

of Pakistan is contained in document S/10440, OR, 26th yr., 
Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1971, p. 103. The reply from the Gov- 
ernmcnr,t of India is contained in document S/10445. ibid.. 
pp. 105-106. For the statement of the Under-Secretary-General 
see in chapter I, Case 20. 
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and the Council had the responsibility to demand im-
mediate compliance by India. The Council should also
insist that India give a clear and unequivocal assurance
that it did not intend to annex Pakistan territory or
change the statrrs  qz!o in Kashmir, contrary to United
Nations resolutions. 644  The representative of the United
States concluded his statement by submitting a draft
reso1utionsd5 under the terms of the revised text of
which, the Security Council would inter din:  call upon
the Governments of India and Pakistan to take forth-
with all measures for an immediate cease-fire and with-
drawal of their armed forces on the territory of the
other to their own side of the India-Pakistan borders;
urge that efforts be intensified in order to bring about,
speedily and in accordance with the purposes and
principles of the Charter of the United Nations, con-
ditions necessary for the voluntary return of the East
Pakistan refugees to their homes; call for the full co-
operation of all States with the Secretary-General for
rendering assistance to and relieving the distress of
those refugees; call upon the parties concerned to take
all possible measures and precautions to safeguard the
lives and well-be,ing  of the civilian population in the
area; and request the Secretary-General to keep the
Security Council promptly and currently informed on
the implementation of this resolution.

The representative of India outlined in detail the
views of his Government on the events that had led
to the crisis and stated that it was essential for the
Council to take note of them in seeking a constructive
solution to the conflict. He noted that his Government
had endeavoured, since the beginning of the crisis in
East Pakistan on 25 March 1971, to put the problem
in perspective and though the genesis of the problem
had been explained and the prognosis of its implications
outlined repeatedly, the international community had
failed to understand fundamental causation and had
thus found itself unable to remedy it at its roots. He
stated that it was after Pakistan’s massive attacks and
military provocations against his country that India had
decided to move into Bangladesh and to repel the Pak-
istan aggression in the west. In face of unprovoked
aggression India had been compelled to take the
necessary steps to defend its territorial integrity and
security. The people of Bangladesh, battling for their
very existence, and the people of India, fighting to
defeat aggression, had found themselves partisans in
the same cause, and therefore the Government of India
had accorded recognition to the People’s Republic of
Bangladesh on 6 December 1971. That recognition had
been delayed to avoid any precipitation of the crisis,
but the emergence of Bangladesh had been based on
the manifest will of the people of East Bengal. The
entry of Indian armed forces into Bangladesh had not
been motivated by any intention of territorial aggran-
dizement. India had recognized Bangladesh to provide
a proper juridical and political basis for the presence
of the Indian army in support of the Bangladesh Gov-
ernment in that country, and Indian armed forces would
remain in Bangladesh territory only as long as Bangla-
desh required their presence. India earnestly hoped
that the United Nations would consider once again the
realities of the situation, so that the basic causes of

464  1611 th meeting, paras.  15-3 1.
645 WlWWRev.1,  OR, 26th yr., Suppl.  for Oct.-Dec. 1971,

p. 107.  The original draft resolution S/10446 contained a
paragraph calling upon the Government of India forthwith to
accept a cease-tie and withdrawal of armed forces as set forth
in General Assembly resolution 2793 (XXVI) (S/  10446, ibid.,
pp. 106407). This paragraph was deleted in the revised text.

the contict could be removed and peace restored.
However any resolution of the Council would be in-
effective, if it did not take full note of the successful
struggle of the people of Bangladesh and of the fact
that the Government of Bangladesh was in effective
control of its territory.646

The representative of Pakistan said that his country’s
fight was for principles that affected all States. The
first principle concerned in this struggle was that a
sovereign, independent State, brought into being by
its own will, should not be dismembered by force; the
second principle was that the United Nations, and
particularly the Security Council upon which the
Charter had placed the primary responsibility for the
maintenance of international peace and security, must
discharge its responsibilities towards collective security.
Another basic unalterable principle of international law
was non-interference in the internal affairs of other
countries, but all that the Indian Foreign Minister had
spoken about was the internal affairs of Pakistan. The
basic issue was not, as India had claimed, a question
of self-determination. Had India believed in self-deter-
mination, the people of the state of Jammu  and Kash-
mir, would have been allowed a long time ago to decide
whether they were going to be a part of India or Pak-
istan; but the people of Kashmir had never been allowed
to exercise their right to self-determination. On 7
December, the General Assembly had decided, by an
overwhelming and massive vote of 104 in favour on an
international referendum, that Pakistan was one and
must remain one. Pakistan had no diplomatic relations
with some of the countries that had voted for maintain-
ing the integrity of Pakistan as a matter of principle. If
Pakistan were dismembered, the germs of dismember-
ment would spread. Concluding his statement the repre-
sentative of Pakistan. said that his country should be
given the chance to decide on its own affairs, its own
social system and its own evolution without interference
from outside??

The President (Sierra Leone) stated that since there
was a need for further consultations to be held both
among the representatives and their respective Gov-
ernments and among the representatives themselves
with regard to the matter under consideration, he would,
in the absence of an objection, consider suspended the
discussion on the item on the agenda?*  After a pro-
cedural debate64g in which the representatives of China,
France, Somalia, the USSR and the United States
participated, the meeting was adjourned.

At the 1613th meeting on 13 December 1971, the
representative of the USSR raised a point of order and
proposed again 650  that representatives of Bangladesh be
heard by the Council in accordance with rule 39 of the
provisional rules of procedure. After a procedural
discussion on participationB51  in which the President
of the Council (Sierra Leone) and the representatives
of Argentina, China, India,* Pakistan,* Poland and
the USSR participated, the President (Sierra Leone),
invoking rule 30 of the Council’s provisional rules of
procedure, gave the ruling652  that, he could not admit
to the presence in the Security Council of any represen-
tatives from a State which, in his view, had not yet

846  161 lth meeting, paras.  33435.
647 Ibid., paras.  141-243.
648  Ibid. ,  paras.  244 -246 .
649  For the discussion of this question see chapter I, Case 42.
650  For the earlier proposal, see foot-note 585 above.
651  For discussion of this question see chapter III, part 1.

See also foot-note 587 above.
652  1613th meeting, paras.  90-94.
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satisfied the necessary criteria for recognition. He noted, 
at the same time, that his ruling did not mean that, 
if individuals who were concerned in the matter before 
the Council wished to be heard, they could not be 
heard in accordance with the provisions of rule 39. 

The representative of the USSR raised the question 
of inviting Justice Abu Sayud Chowdbury, mentioned 
by the representative of India in his letter to the 
President of the Security Council,653 as a person corn- 
petent to assist the Council in coming to a decision on 
the matter before it?* 

The President (Sierra Leone), having noted that he 
considered the USSR proposal as a point of order, 
proposed to put it to the vote.6”5 The representative of 
the USSR stated that he did not insist on a vote,636 
and the President considered the proposal withdrawn? 

Subsequently, the representative of the United States 
pointed out that a suggestion by the Government of 
Japan for a changes58 in the United States draft reso- 
lution before the Council (S/10446) had been accepted 
and the text was revised accordingly.6s9 

At the same meeting the United States’ revised draft 
resolution was put to the vote. It received 11 votes in 
favour, 2 against with 2 abstentions and it was not 
adopted owing to the negative vote of one of the per- 
manent members of the Council.66o 

Thereafter, the representative of Italy introducedSsl 
a draft resolution,gs2 co-sponsored by Italy and Japan, 
under the terms of which the Security Council would, 
inter alia: call upon all Member States to refrain from 
any action or threat of action likely to worsen the 
situation in the Indo-Pakistan subcontinent or to 
endanger international peace; call upon all parties 
concerned, to take forthwith, as a first step, all measures 
to bring about an immediate cease-fire and cessation 
of all hostilities; urge India and Pakistan both to carry 
on operations of disengagement and withdrawal; call 
for immediate steps aimed at achieving a comprehensive 
political settlement; call for the full co-operation of 
all States with the Secretary-General in rendering 
assistance to and relieving the distress of the East Pak- 
istan refugees; call upon all parties concerned to take 
all possible measures and precautions to safeguard 
the lives and well-being of the civilian population in 
the area and to ensure the full observation of all the 
Geneva Conventions; decide to appoint, with the con- 
sent of India and Pakistan, a committee composed of 
three members of the Security Council to assist them 
in their efforts to bring about normalcy in the area of 
conflict and to achieve reconciliation; request the Sec- 
retary-General to keep the Security Council currently 
informed on the implementation of this resolution; and, 
decide to remain seized of the matter. 

At the 1614th meeting on 14 December 1971, the 
representative of Somalia suggested that the question 
under discussion should be entitled as follows on the 

653 See foot-note 584 above. 
634 1613th meeting, paras. 113-l 14. 
635 Ibid., para. 122. 
636 Ibid., paras. 123, 125, 137. 
657 Ibid., para. 138. 
65s See foot-note 645 above. 
639 1613th meeting, paras. 142-143. 
660 Ibid., para. 23 1. 
661 Ibid., paras. 298-301, 305-307. 
662 S/10451, OR, 26th yr., Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1971, p. 108. 

Subsequently, the representative of Italy stated that the co- 
sponsors would not insist upon their draft resolution being 
considered (1617th meeting, para. 34). 

agenda of the Security Council: “The situation in the 
India/Pakistan sub-continent”.6a In the absence of 
further suggestions or comments, the President (Sierra 
Leone) considered the suggestion by Somalia as ac- 
cepted? 

At the same meeting, the representative of the United 
Kingdom made a formal motion under rule 33, that 
the meeting be suspended for the purpose of consulta- 
tions ?‘65 After a procedural debate, the United Kingdom 
proposal was voted upon and adopted by 11 votes in 
favour, none against, with 4 abstentions?6 

At its 1615th meeting on 15 December 1971, the 
Security Council had before it a draft resolution66’ 
submitted by the representative of Poland,668 under 
the terms of the revised text66g of which the Security 
Council would have decided that: (a) in the eastern 
theatre of conflict, the power would be peacefully 
transferred to the representatives of the people law- 
fully elected in December 1970; (b) immediately after 
the beginning of the process of power transfer, the 
military actions would be ceased and an initial cease- 
fire would start for a period of 72 hours; (c) after the 
immediate commencement of the initial period of cease- 
fire, the Pakistan armed forces would start withdrawal 
to the pre-set locations in the eastern theatre of conflict 
with a view to evacuation from the eastern theatre of 
confict; (d) similarly, the entire West Pakistan, as 
well as the entire East Pakistan civilian personnel and 
other persons in West Pakistan willing to return home, 
would be given an opportunity to do so under the 
supervision of the United Nations, with the guarantee 
that nobody would be subjected to repressions; (e) as 
soon as within the period of seventy-two hours the 
withdrawal of the Pakistan troops and their concen- 
tration for that purpose would have started, the cease- 
fire would have become permanent. The Indian armed 
forces would be withdrawn from East Pakistan upon 
consultations with the newly established authorities 
organized as a result of the transfer of power; and, (f) 
recognizing the principle according to which territorial 
acquisitions made through the use of force would not 
be retained by either party to the conflict, the Gov- 
ernments of India and Pakistan would immediately 
begin negotiations with a view to the speediest imple- 
mentation of this principle in the western theatre of 
military operations. 

In view of the continuing consultations, the represen- 
tative of Somalia made a motion, under rule 33 of the 
provisional rules of procedure, for a brief suspension.6’o 
In the absence of objections, the meeting was SUS- 

pended? 
Upon resumption of the meeting, the representative 

of the Syrian Arab Republic read oute7* the text of a 
draft resolution 673 by which the Security Council would 
have urged the Government of Pakistan to immediately 
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release all political prisoners to enable the elected
representatives of East Pakistan to resume their man-
date; decided an immediate cease-tie on all fronts and
a disengagement of all those engaged in hostilities,
including the withdrawal of the armed forces under the
respective command of India and Pakistan to their
own side of the border and the cease-fire line in Jammu
and Kashmir; requested the Secretary-General to ap-
point a special representative with a view to supervising
the above-mentioned operations, assisting the elected
representatives of East Pakistan and the Government
of Pakistan to reach a comprehensive settlement, estab-
lishing the conditions for the voluntary return of the
refugees and normalizing the relations between India
and Pakistan; and requested the Secretary-General to
keep the Council informed of the implementation of
this resolution.

Subsequently, the representative of the United King-
dom introduced074  a draft resolution675  jointly spon-
sored with the representative of France. Under its
provisions, the Security Council would call upon the
Governments of India and Pakistan to institute an
immediate and durable cease-fire and cessation of all
hostilities in all areas of conflict in the western theatre
and in East Pakistan, to remain in effect until opera-
tions of disengagement leading to withdrawal had taken
place in both theatres; call for the urgent conclusion of
a comprehensive political settlement in accordance with
the wishes of the people concerned; call upon all Mem-
ber States to refrain from any action which might ag-
gravate the situation; call upon all those concerned to
take all measures necessary to preserve human life and
for the observance of the Geneva Conventions of 1949;
call for full international assistance in the relief of
suffering and the rehabilitation of refugees and their
return to their homes; invite the Secretary-General to
appoint a special representative to lend his good offices
in particular for the solution of humanitarian problems;
and request the Secretary-General to report to the
Security Council on the implementation of this reso-
lution.

Introducing the draft resolution, the representative
of the United Kingdom stated ‘that his delegation to-
gether with the delegation of France had been engaged
in intensive negotiations in an effort to achieve a text
of a resolution which could be agreed by the parties
concerned, or, at least, which would not raise insuper-
able difficulties. Although there was not full agreement
on the text that he had just introduced, he felt that the
time had come to put before the Council the result of
the efforts made and the position reached by the
sponsors of the draft resolution. He hoped that further
progress would be possible and noted that in so far as
delegations might need time to reflect and ask for
instructions, he was not asking the Council to take
action on the draft resolution at the present time?

The representative of the USSR also submittedsY7 a
draft resolution6c*  by which the Security Council would
call upon all countries concerned to take steps for
bringing about immediate cease-fire and cessation of
all hosiilities  on the eastern and western fronts; call
for the simultaneous conclusion of a political settlement
in accordance with the wishes of the people of East
Pakistan; call upon all those concerned to take all

674  1615th meeting, para. 114.
6~ S/10455,  yr.,  Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1971, p. 110.
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measures necessary to preserve human life and to
observe the Geneva Conventions of 1949; request the
Secretary-General to keep the Council informed of the
implementation of this resolution; and decide to discuss
the further measures to be taken in order to restore
peace in the whole area.

At the 1616th meeting on 16 December 197 1, the
representative of India quoted a statement made by
the Prime Minister of his country in which it was said
that India had no territorial ambitions and that in
view of the surrender of the Pakistani armed forces in
Bangladesh, it was pointless to continue the existing
conflict. Therefore Indian armed forces had been or-
dered to cease fire everywhere on the western front
with effect from 17 December 1971. It was the Indian
hope, the statement said, that there would be a cor-
responding immediate response from the Government
of Pakistan.670

At the 1617th meeting on 16 December 197 1, the
representative of the USSR observed that in view of
the statement made by the Government of India that
it had taken the decision to cease-fire, the draft reso-
lutions before the Council had no further sense. In the
light of the new situation, he withdrewBso his delega-
tion’s draft resolution (S/10457) then before the
Council and submittedssl instead a new draft reso-
lutionss2  by the terms of which the Security Council
would welcome the cessation of hostilities in East Pak-
istan and express the hope that the state of cease-fire
would be observed by both sides which would guarantee
unimpeded transfer of power to the lawful represen-
tatives of the people elected in December 1970, and
appropriate settlement of problems related to the con-
flict in the area; call for immediate cease-fire and cessa-
tion of all other military actions along the entire border
between India and West Pakistan and along the cease-
fire line of 1965 in Jammu  and Kashmir; welcome the
statement of the Government of India to cease fire
unilaterally and cease all military action in the area,
and urgently call upon the Government of Pakistan to
take identical decisions without delay; and call upon
all Member States of the United Nations to render
comprehensive assistance for the speediest cessation
of military actions and to refrain from any steps which
could impede normalization of the situation on the
In&Pakistan subcontinent.

Upon resumption of the meeting after a brief sus-
pension for further consultations,6a the representative
of the United States submittedGS4 a draft resolutionSsS
jointly sponsored with Japan, Under the terms of that
draft resolution, the Security Council would have
demanded that an immediate and durable cease-fire and
cessation of all hostilities in all areas of conflict be
strictly observed and remain in effect until operations
of d&engagement took place, leading to withdrawal of
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the armed forces from all the occupied territories; called
upon all Member States to refrain from any action
which might aggravate the situation in the subcontinent
or endanger international peace; called upon all those
concerned to take all measures necessary to preserve
human life and for the observance of the Geneva Con-
ventions of 1949; called for international assistance in
the relief of suffering and the rehabilitation of refugees
and their return to their homes and for full co-operation
with the Secretary-General to that effect; invited the
Secretary-General to appoint a special representative
to lend his good offices in particular for the solution
of humanitarian problems; requested the Secretary-
General to keep the Council informed on the implemen-
tation of this resolution; and decided to continue to
discuss the further measures to be taken in order to
restore peace in the whole area.

At the 1621st  meeting on 2 1 December 1971, the
President (Sierra Leone) stated that whereas there had
been a number of draft resolutions pending before the
Council when it had adjourned for consultations, it
had been possible, after intensive consultations with
India and Pakistan, to reach agreement on a draft reso-
lutionsss sponsored by the representatives of Argentina,
Burundi, Japan, Nicaragua, Sierra Leone and Somalia.
The draft resolution, he noted, was factual and capable
of commanding the support of all members of the
Council. It was non-partisan and to a considerable
extent represented a compromise of the multiplicity of
draft resolutions that had been presented to the Council
or discussed by the Council members during the last
two weeks. It had been voided of all controversial
aspects and took account of the realities of the existing
situation.687

At the same meeting, the six-Power draft resolution
was put to the vote and adoptedsss  by 13 votes in
favour, none against and 2 abstentions. It read as
follows: 68Q

“The Security Council,

“Having discussed the grave situation in the sub-
continent, which remairis  a threat to international
peace and security,

“Noting General Assembly resolution 2793
(XXVI) of 7 December 1971,

“Noting the reply of the Government of Pakistan
on 9 December 1971,

“Noting the reply of the Government of India on
12 December 197 1,

“Having heard the statements of the Deputy Prime
Minister of Pakistan and the Foreign Minister of
India,

“Noting further the statement made at the 1616th
meeting of the Security Council by the Foreign
Minister of India containing a unilateral declaration
of a cease-fire in the western theatre,

“Noting Pakistan’s agreement to the cease-fire in

686  S/l 0465, adopted without change as Security Council
resolution 307 (1971).
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the western theatre with effect from 17 December
1971,

“Noting that consequently a cease-fire and a ces-
sation of hostilities prevail,

“1. Demands that a durable cease-fire and ces-
sation of all hostilities in all areas of conflict be
strictly observed and remain in effect until with-
drawals take place, as soon as practicable, of all
armed forces to their respective territories and to
positions which fully respect the cease-fire line in
Jammu  and Kashmir supervised by the United
Nations Military Observer Group in India and Pak-
istan;

“2. Calls upon all Member States to refrain from
any action which may aggravate the situation in the
subcontinent or endanger international peace;

“3. Calls  upon all those concerned to take all
measures necessary to preserve human life and for
the observance of the Geneva Conventions of 1949
and to apply in full their provisions as regards the
protection of the wounded and sick, prisoners of
war and civilian population;

“4. Calls for international assistance in the relief
of suffering and the rehabilitation of refugees and
their return in safety and dignity to their homes, and
for full co-operation with the Secretary-General to
that effect;

“5.  Authorizes the Secretary-General to appoint
if necessary a special representative to lend his good
offices for the solution of humanitarian problems;

“6. Requests the Secretary-General to keep the
Council informed without delay on developments
relating to the implementation of the present reso-
lution;

“7. Decides to remain seized of the matter and
to keep it under active consideration.”
After the vote, the representative of Somalia made

a brief statement on behalf of the co-sponsors in expla-
nation of certain aspects of the resolution. He pointed
out that the context in which the co-sponsors wished
the terms, i.e., withdrawals of all armed forces, con-
tained in paragraph 1 to be interpreted were the follow-
ing: In the eastern theatre, the resolution called for
complete withdrawal of foreign armed forces as soon
as practicable; in the western theatre, it called for the
commencement of the process of disengagement leading
without delay to withdrawal of the armed forces of
both parties. In so far as the Government of India had
declared that it had no territorial ambitions, it tias the
view of the co-sponsors that, in the implementation of
the resolution, the parties involved could make any
mutually  acceptable arrangement or adjustment that
they deemed necessary?O

In connexion with the interpretative statement made
by the representative of Somalia on behalf of the co-
sponsors, the representative of Pakistan held that the
word “territories” in paragraph 1 of resolution 307
(1971) could not mean anything but the national
territories as constituted when the State of Pakistan
came into existence in 1947. The United Nations could
not, in any situation involving two or more organized
States, distinguish between territories except in the
national sense. In no circumstances could the Organiza-

690  1621st meeting, paras.  15-20.
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tion violate the principle of the territorial integrity of 
Member States; consequently, it was precluded from 
according even implicit recognition to the result of any 
attempt, by aggression, subversion, or other use of 
force, to dismember Pakistan. Paragraph 1 could there- 
fore mean nothing other than that the armed forces of 
India must withdraw from Pakistan to Indian territory, 
in both the East and West, and that the armed forces 
of Pakistan must withdraw from Indian territory. He 
emphasized that no legal distinction could be drawn 
between the withdrawals of Indian and Pakistan armed 
forces in the eastern theatre and those in the western 
threatre. If the wording of the interpretative statement 
with respect to the two theatres conveyed a sense of 
difference, it was only because in the eastern theatre 
there were no Pakistan forces on Indian territory but 
there were Indian forces on Pakistan territory, while 
in the western theatre forces of both sides were on 
each other’s territory. In the eastern theatre with- 
drawals had to be one-sided and that meant that with- 
drawals would apply only to the Indian occupation 
forces while in the western theatre they had to be 
mutuaLegl 

The representative of India, on the other hand, 
contended, with reference to the eastern theatre, that 
Pakistan no longer had any right to keep any troops 
in Bangladesh, and any attempt by Pakistan to enter 
Bangladesh by force would create a threat to peace and 
security and could endanger peace and stability once 
again. As regards the western theatre, he stated that 
the international frontier between India and Pakistan 
was well defined. However, as a result of hostilities, 
certain areas of Pakistan were now under the control 
of Indian troops, and a much smalIer area of India was 
under the control of Pakistani troop: India accepted 
the principle of withdrawals. He also noted that al- 
though the State of Jammu and Kashmir was an integral 
part of India, in order to avoid bloodshed and for 
preserving peace, India had respected the cease-fire 
line supervised by UNMOGIP. In the course of the 
present conflict, it had been crossed by troops of both 
sides. In order to avoid the repetition of such incidents, 
India proposed to discuss and settle with Pakistan cer- 
tain necessary adjustments in the cease-fire line so that 
it would become more stable, rational and viable.6g2 

Responding to the statement by the representative of 
India, the representative of Pakistan rejected the con- 
tention that Pakistan had no right to keep troops in 
so-called Bangladesh. He maintained that East Pakistan 
was an integral part of the territory of Pakistan, and 
the juridical status and the inalienable rights of the 
people of Pakistan could not be altered in a’ny manner 
bv an act of aggression and military occupation. The 
p;oclamation of the independence of a territorv which 
was part of Pakistan in the capital of India had not 
been an act of self-determination of the people of East 
Pakistan but an act of dismemberment of a sovereirrn 
countrv bv military aggession. He also maintained thLat 
the withdiawal of occupvins armed forces could not be 
conditional upon neeotiations. It was only after with- 
drawal that negotiations could take place which would 
lead to a settlement of a conflict. These negotiations 
did not. he added. require any recognition of anv 
entity not accepted by the Government of Pakistan.653 
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QUESTION CONCERNING THE ISLANDS OF ABU MUSA, 
THE GREATER TUNB AND THE LESSER TUNB 

INITIAL PROCEEDINGS 

By letter6g* dated 3 December 19’71 addressed to the 
President of the Security Council, the representatives 
of Algeria, Iraq, the Libyan Arab Republic and the 
People’s Democratic Republic of Yemen requested an 
urgent meeting of the Security Council to consider “the 
dangerous situation in the Arabian Gulf area arising 
from the occupation by the armed forces of Iran of 
the islands of Abu Musa, the Greater Tunb and the 
Lesser Tunb, on 30 November 1971”. 

By letter6g5 dated 7 December 1971, the representa- 
tive of Iraq transmitted to the Secretary-General the 
text of a cable dated 30 November 197 1 from the 
Ruler of Ras Al-Khaime in which the Ruler stated that 
Iranian troops had, that morning, invaded the two 
islands of Tunb which were an indivisible part of the 
territory of Ras Al-Khaime. Having charged Iran with 
aggression, the Ruler requested Iraq to take immediate 
and effective measures to repulse the aggression and 
to submit the matter to the Security Council, as well 
as the Council of the League of Arab States. 

The question was considered by the Security Council 
at its 1610th meeting on 9 December 1971 and the 
representatives of Algeria, Iraq, the Libyan Arab Re- 
public, the People’s Democratic Republic of Yemen, 
Kuwait, Iran and the United Arab Emirates were in- 
vited to participate in the discussion.6g6 

Decision of 9 December 1971 (1610th meeting) : 

Statement by the President 

At the 1610th meeting on 9 December 1971, follow- 
ing the adoptioneg7 of the agenda, without objection, 
the representative of Iraq* stated that the recent events 
in the Gulf had resulted in a tense and serious situation 
and a potential threat to the peace and security of the 
entire region. By the invasion of the two islands of 
Greater and Lesser Tunb which were an integral part 
of Ras Al-Khaime, and by partial occupation of the 
adjacent island of Abu Musa under the pretext of an 
alleyed agreement with the She&h of Al-Sharjah of 
whose territory that island was a part, Iran had violated 
its international obligations under the Charter, in par- 
ticular Article 2, paragraph 4, which recognized the 
inadmissibility of the acquisition of territory by the 
use of force. The representative of Iraq further main- 
tained also that the invasion of the Tunb islands and 
the partial occupation of the island of Abu Musa was 
the latest step in a policy of territorial expansion by 
the Government of Iran. Referring to intermittent 
claims by Iranian rulers to certain areas and islands in 
the Gulf which had, for centuries, been under Arab 
jurisdiction, he maintained that these claims had, in 
recent years, been reduced in scope and had been con- 
centrated on the three islands of Abu Musa and the 
Greater Tunb and the Lesser Tunb. particularlv after 
the announcement in 1968 of the British Government’s 
intentions to withdraw from the Gulf bv the end of d 
1971. 

The representative of Iraq charged further that the 
armed aggession by Iran, in contravention of Article 
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2(4),  also demonstrated the collusion between Iran
and the United Kingdom. He held that in so far as the
islands of the two Tunbs were an integral part of the
territory of Ras Al-Khaime, and the island of Abu
Musa was part of the territory of Al-Sharjah, both of
which were among the Trucial States for whose protec-
tion and territorial integrity the United Kingdom was
responsible under the “exclusive agreements” of 6 and
8 March 1892 concluded between the Sheiks of the
Trucial Coast and the United Kingdom, the latter had
failed to honour its international obligations in not
defending the three islands.

Having noted that the Iranian aggressions and viola-
tions of the Charter directly threatened Iraqi interests
and that his Government reserved the right to take any
and every action in order to protect its territory integ-
rity and its vital interests in the Gulf, the representatrve
of Iraq appealed to the Security Council to take all
effective measures to condemn Iran as an aggressor and
Britain as its collaborator, and to ensure the with-
drawal of the Iranian forces of occupation from the
islands.ag8

The representative of Kuwait* stated that Iran had
flagrantly annexed three islands by force in complete
disregard of the Charter, in particular Article 2, and
in contravention of paragraph 4 of Article 2, and the
principle of inadmissibilty of territorial acquisition by
force. The representative of Kuwait called on the Secu-
rity Council to adopt a resolution calling on Iran to
withdraw its forces from the three Arab islands since
the occupation of their territory not only was a violation
of the Charter and its principles but it also endangered
the stability and peace of the GuPgg

The representative of Algeria,* having observed that
over the entire period of British presence in the region
as the Administering Power the islands of the Greater
and Lesser Tunb, as well as the island of Abu Musa,
had been part of the territory that had recently become
the federation of the United Arab Emirates, held that
the question of the proprietorship over the islands
could not be dealt with by way of an agreement between
Iran and the United Kingdom, nor by a military occu-
pation such as Iran had carried out in contravention
of the Charter principles and in violation of the United
Nations Declaration on the Strengthening of Intema-
tional Security. Iran’s resort to the use of force called
for a condemnation by the Security Council?

The representative of the People’s Democratic Re-
public of Yemen, * having stated that the three islands
of Abu Musa and the Greater and Lesser Tunbs had
been always considered as parts of the Arab mainland,
parts of the Gulf area as a whole, held that the British
Government had to assume responsibility for the illegal
act of aggression committed by Iran because the United
Kingdom had declared itself responsible for this area
until the end of 1971. Moreover, even if Iran’s claim
to the islands were valid, it would not be proper for it,
as a Member of the United Nations, to seize the islands
by force in violation of the purposes and principles of
the Charter of the United Nations. His Government
believed firmlv that the British Government was respon-
sible for the illegitimate action taken by Iran and that
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Iran must immediately withdraw from Abu Muss  and
Greater and Lesser Tunbs.?*l

The representative of Iran* stated that Iran had pro-
ceeded in accordance with its peace-loving policy in
trying to find a peaceful settlement with regard to Abu
Musa and the Tunb  islands although there was no doubt
that these islands belonged to Iran. Whereas the arrange-
ments made concerning Abu Musa had met with the
approval of Sharjah, efforts to find a negotiated solution
with regard to the Tunb islands had failed and Iran
had had no alternative but to establish the exercise of
its sovereign rights over what was Iranian territory. The
Iranian Government would not allow the territory of
its off-shore islands to be violated; nor would it allow
its sovereign rights over the islands in question to be
infringed in any way?**

The representative of the United Kingdom recalled
the decision of his Government, that the existing treaties
between the United Kingdom and Bahrain Qatar and
the seven Trucial States would be terminaied and the
British forces would be withdrawn by the end of 1971.
With regard to Abu Musa, an island administered by
the ruler of Sharjah and situated towards the Arab side
of the Gulf, the representative of the United Kingdom
noted that, as a result of unremitting efforts on the part
of the United Kingdom, an agreed settlement had even-
tually been reached between Iran and the ruler of
Sharjah on 29 November 1971 under the terms of
which neither gave up its claim to the island nor recog-
nized the other’s claim. It had been agreed that Iranian
troops should be stationed in specified areas on the
island and that oil revenues, should oil subsequently
be found on or in the vicinity of the island, would be
divided equally between Sharjah and Iran. As for the
islands of the Greater and Lesser Tunb, he regretted
that it had not been possible to reach a negotiated
settlement. He observed that the ending of Britain’s
special position and responsibilities with the Gulf had
meant the striking of a balance between the conflicting
claims of neighbouring States, and taking into account
of realities.

The representative of Libva* pointed out that his
Government condemned the Iranian military aggression
and occupation of the three islands in the Gulf* it
condemned also the connivance of the British Go&-
ment and its violation of treaty provisions and interna-
tional Iaw?03

The representative of the United Arab Emirates*
held that the use of force by Iran to settle a territorial
dispute arising out of a claim, which in the view of the
United Arab Emirates was untenable both historically
and juridically, was contrary to the Charter of the
United Nations and incompatible with the traditional
friendship between the Arab and Iranian peoples. He
expressed the hope of his Government that Iran would
reconsider its position on the three islands and find it
possible to settle this problem in a manner that befitted
relations between neighboursJo4

The representative of Somalia observed that the
parties should settle their dispute amicably so that the
region might be assured of peace, security and stability.
Noting that in discharging its responsibilities in matters
so sensitive as unresolved territorial disputes, the Secu-
rity Council had to act in strict conformity with the
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letter and spirit of the Charter, in particular, Chapter
VI. He maintained that it would be precipitate at this
stage for the Council to recommend any recourse under
Article 36 for States friendly to both the complainants,
and Iran had initiated governmental contacts in an
attempt to bring the two sides together. His delegation,
therefore, suggested that the Council defer considera-
tion of this matter to a later date, so as to allow suffi-
cient time for these efforts of quiet diplomacy to work.
Should these third-party efforts fail, the Council could,
at the request of complainants, or by exercising its

167

own discretion should the situation so demand, resume
consideration of the complaint.7os

The President (Sierra Leone) announced,70s  in the
absence of objections, that the Security Council had
decided to defer consideration of the matter to a later
date, so that sufficient time was allowed for thorough
third-party efforts to materialize.707
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