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INTRODUCTORY 7’JOTE 

The principles underlying the organization and prescn- 
tation of the material presented in chapters VIII-XII of this 
Sup~~lcr~n~ are the same as for the previous volumes of the 
Hepertoire. Those volumes should bc consulted for a full 
statement of such principles. 

Chapter VIII indicates the chain of proceedings on the 
substance of each of the questions included in the report of 
the Security Council to the General Assembly under the 
heading: “Questions considered by the Security Council 
under its responsibility for the maintenance of international 
peace and security”. The range of questions covers broadly 
those which may be deemed to fall under chapters VI 
and VI! of the Charter. In chapters X, X1 and XII of the 
Repertoire is presented ancillary material 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 question in this 
chapter. 

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

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

complaint by Cuba.’ the complaint by Iraq.’ the complaint 
by Senegal,4 the situation in Territories under Portuguese 
adninistration,’ the question qf race conflict in South 
Africa,6 the situation in Southern Rhodesia,’ the situation 

’ For a tabulation of the data on submission, see chapter X. part 
Ill. As indicated in the editorial note, Ihc questions included in the 
agenda of the Council during the years 1972-1974 appear under 
conventional short titles. 

’ Repertoire of rhe Practice of the Securit,v Council, Supplemen: 
1959-1963, pp. 184-185. 188-189, 196.197, 199-201. 201-204. 

3 Repertoire of the Practice of !he Securit.v Council, Supplement 

1959.1963. pp. 192-193. 

4 Ibid., Supplement 1959-l 963, pp. 204-206; ibid., Supplemenr 
1964-I 965, pp. 153-154; ibid., Supplement 1969.1971. 
pp. 140-145. 

’ Ibid.. Supplement 1959.1963. pp. 209-2 13; ibid., Supplement 
1964-1965. pp. 154-157. 

6 Ibid., Supplement 1959.1963. pp. 213-2 17; ibid.. SupplcnrPnr 
1963-l 965, pp. 131-135. ibid Srrpplemcnl IV69.197/. 
pp. 152-154. 

‘I Ibid.. Suppkment 1959-1963. pp. 2 I 7-2 19, ibid.. Supplemcnr 

I96J-1965. pp. 143-149. rhd.. Supplemenr 19661968. 

pp. 1 l3-124:ibid.. Supplement 1969.1971. pp. 126-136. 

in Cyprus,’ the situation in the Middle East.Y the situation 
in Namibia,’ ’ and the complaint by Zambia,’ ’ bowever, 
were included in the Council’s agenda before tllc period 
under review and are, therefore, discussed in the order in 
which the Council resumed their consideration. 

The framework of the material for each question is 
provided by the 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 chapters X-XII. 
The decisions are entered in uniform manner. Affirmative 
decisions are entered under a heading indicative of the 
content of the decision, and negative decisions are entered 
under a heading indicative solely of the origin of the 
proposal or draft resolution. Affirmative decisions have 
been reproduced in full as 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 connexjon 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 consti- 
tutional significance should be attached to the headings 
adopted in the compilation of this table or to the inclusion 
of particular measures under the individual 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 Council. 

a Ibid.. Supplement 1959.1963. pp. 2 19-220; ihid.. Supplement 
1964.1965. pp. 108.227; ibid., Supplement 1966-1968, 
pp. 105-I 13; ibid.. Supplement 1969.1971, pp. 121-126. (formerly 
ComplJlnt by the Govrrnnlcnt of Cyprus) 

’ Ibid., Supplemen! 1946.196,?. pp 133-164; ihid.. Sl~pplemenf 
1969-1971. pp. 109-121. 

I0 lbrd , Supplement 1966.1968. pp 164.168: ihid, Sup. 
plenw?r: 1960-l 9 71. pp 99-109 

” Ibid.. Supplement 1969.1971. pp. 136-139. 



84 

ANALYTICAL 

Chapter VIII. Maintenance of international peace and security 

Part I 

TABLE OF MEASURES AIXWTED BY THE SECURITY COllNCIL 

NOTE 

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. 

1. Preliminary measures for the elucidation of fact 

A. Establishment of a special mission 
Complaint by Zambia: 

Decision of 2 February 1973 (ES. 326 (1973)). paras. 9, 
10 

Decision of 2 February 1973 (rcs. 327 (1973)), para. 3 

B. Conduct of an investigation of events leading to a complaint 
Complaint by Iraq: 

Dccirion of 28 February 1974 (President’s statement), 

para. 5 

II. Determination of the nature of the question 

A. Reaffirming that a situation constitutes a thrcnt to international 
peace and security 

Complaint by Zambia: 
Decision of 10 March 1973 (res. 328 (1973)). preamble 

B. Recalling a determination that a situation constitutes a threat to 
international peace and security 

Complaint by Zambia: 
Decision of 2 February 1973 (res. 326 (1973)). preamble 
Decision of 2 February 1973 (rcs. 327 (1973)), preamble 

C. Concerned about a situation which has lead to a serious threat to 
international peace and security 

Situation in Cyprus: 
Decision of 20 July 1974 (res. 353 (1974)). preamble 

D. Concerned about the deterioration of a situation, which consti- 

tuted a most serious threat to peace and security in an area 
Situation in Cyprus: 

Decision of 16 August 1974 (rcs. 360 (1974)). preamble 

E. Declaring that a situation seriously disturbs international peace 
and security in a region 

(i) Question of race conflict in South Africa: 
Decision of 4 February 1972 (rcs. 31 I (1972)). 

preamble 

(ii) Situation in Territories under Portuguese adninistration: 
Decision of 4 February 1972 (rcs. 3 12 (1972)). para. 3 

F. Concerned about incidents entailing the risk of a threat to 
international peace and security 

Complaint by Senegal. 
Decision of 23 October 1972 (res. 321 (1972)). prcamblc 

G. Recognizing fhat cocrcivc measures may create situations llkcly 
to endanger peace and security in a region 

Consideration of measures for the maintenance and strength- 
ening of international peace and security in Latin 

America: 
Decision of 21 March 1973 (res. 330 (1973)). preamble 

111. Injunctions to Governments and authorities involved 
in disputes and situations 

A. Call for ce~at~on of hoctilitic, and militlry OpcrallOns 

(I) Situation in territories undrr Portuguese administrJtior1: 
Decision of 4 February 1972 (rcs. 312 (1972)). para. 

4 (b) 
Decision of 4 i:ebruary 1972 (IW. 312 (1972)). 

para. 4 (h) 
(ii) Situation in the Mlddlc I’ast: 

DcciGon of 28 February 1972 (res. 3 I3 (1972)) 
Dcci\ion of 22 October 1973 (res. 338 (1973)). para I 

Decision of 23 Octohcr 1973 (rcs. 339 (1973)), 
para. 1 

Decision of 25 October 1973 (rcs. 340 (l973)), 
para. 1 

(iii) Complaint by Scncgal: 
Decision of 23 October 1973 (rcs. 321 (1972)). 

para. 3 
(iv) Situation in Cypru’: 

Decision of 20 July 1974 (rcs. 353 (1974)). para. I 
Decision of 23 July 1974 (rcs. 354 (1974)). opcr. 

para. 

Decision of I4 August 1974 (res. 357 (1974)). para. 2 
Decision of IS August 1974 (rcs. 358 (1974)). para. 2 

B. Call for adhcrcnce to cease-tire 
Complaint by Iraq: 

Decision of 28 May 1974 (rcs. 348 (1974)), para. 2 ((I) 

C. Demand to refrain from military acts 
(i) Situation in the Middle East: 

Decision of 26 June 1972 (rcs. 316 (1972)). para. I 
Decision of 21 April 1973 (res. 332 (1973)). pan. 3 
Decision of 24 April 1974 (rcs. 347 (1974)). parap. I, 

294 
(ii) Complaint by Iraq: 

Decision of 28 i:ebruary 1974 (President’s statement). 
para. I 

D. Call for the return to previously held positions 

E. 

1:. 

G. 

H. 

1. 

.A. 

Situation in the Middle East: 
Decision of 23 October 1973 (rcs. 339 (1973)). para. 4 
Decision of 25 October 1973 (res. 340 (1973)). para. 1 

Demand for an immediate end to foreign military intervention 
Situation in Cyprus: 

Decision of 20 July 1974 (res. 353 (1974)), para. 3 

Call IO desist from acts violating the sovcrcignty and territorial 

integrity of another State 
Situation in the Middle East: 

Decision of 15 August 1973 (rcs. 337 (1973)). para. 4 
Decision of 24 April 1974 (res. 347 (I 974)). para. 1 

Call IO refrain from any action likely to aggravate the situation 
Situation in Cyprus: 

Decision of 30 August 1974 (rcs. 36 I (1974)). para. 3 

Call to refrain from any action which night endanger peace 
negotiations 

Situation in the Middle I:ast: 
Decision of 24 April 1974 (rcs. 347 (1974)). para. 5 

Call IO refrain fromany action which might endanger the lives 
and safety of mcmbcrs of a United Nations Force 

Situation in Cyprus: 
Decision of IS August 1974 (rcs. 359 (1974)), para. 2 

IV. Measures (in connesion with injunctions) to be taken 
by Governments and authorities directly involved in disputes 

and situations 

Call for withdrawal of armed forces 
(I) Situation in l’crritorles under Portugucsc administration: 

Decision of 4 l:ebruary 1972 (res. 312 (1972)). 
para. 4 (c) 

(II) Situation in the Middle Fast: 
Dxision of 28 February 1972 (res. 3 13 (1972)) 

(iii) Complaint by Zambia: 
Decision of 2 bcbruary 1973 (rcs. 326 (1973)). 

paras. 5. 6 
Drcition of IO MJrcIl 1973 fre\. 328 (1973)). para. 5 

(IV) Complaint by Iraq: 
Decision of 28 Mdy 1974 (res. 348 (1974)). para. 2 (h) 

(v) Situation in Cyprus 
Wzision of 20 July 1974 (x5. 353 (1974)), para. 4 
Dcci?ion of I6 Augurt 1974 (res. 360 (1974)). p4r.i 2 
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B. Call for restraint by the parties 
Situation in Cyprus: 

Decision of 15 June 1972 (res. 315 (1972)). para. 2 
Decision of 12 December 1972 (ICS. 324 (1972)), para. 2 
Decision of IS June 1973 (res. 334 (1973)). para. 2 
Decision of 14 December 1973 (res. 343 (1973)). para. 2 
Decision of 29 May 1974 (rcs. 349 (I 974)), para. 2’ 
Decision of 20 July 1974 (rcs. 353 (1974)). para. 2 
Decision of 23 July 1974 (rcs. 354 (1974)). oper. para. 
Decision of 13 Drcembcr 1974 (rcs. 364 (1974)). para. 3 

C. Call for rcleasc of military And civilian captives 
Situation in the Middle East: 

Decision of 26 June 1972 (res. 316 (1972)). para. 3 
Decision of 2 I July 1972 (res. 3 17 (1972)). para. 3 
Decision of 24 April 1974 (res. 347 (1974)), para. 4 

D. Call for release of all persons imprisoned, interned or otherwise 
under control 

(i) Question of Race Conflict in South Africa: 
Decision of 4 February 1972 (res. 31 1 (1972)). para. 4 

(ii) Complaint by Zambia: 
Decision of 10 March 1973 (res. 328 (1973)), 

para. 9 (0) 
(iii) Situation in Namibia: 

Decision of 17 December 1974 (rcs. 366 (1974)). 
para. 5 (b) 

E. Call for promulgation of political amnesty and restoration of 
democratic oolitical rights 

(i) Situition in Tc-rritorics under Portuguese administration: 
Decision of 4 February 1972 (KS. 312 (1972)). 

para. 4 (d) 
(ii) Complaint by Zambia: 

Decision of 10 March 1973 (res. 328 (1973)), 
para. 9 (c) 

F. Call for transfer of political power 
(i) Situation in Territories under Portuguese administration: 

Decision of 4 February 1972 (res. 312 (1972)), 
para. 4 (e) 

(ii) Situation in Namibia: 
Decision of 17 December 1974 (res. 366 (1974)), 

para. 4 

C. Call for an end to violations of the sovereignty and territorial 
integrity of other States 

Ii) Situatio n in Territories under Portuguese administration: 
Decision of 4 February 1.972 (res. 3 12 (1972)). nara. 5 . . 

(ii) Complaint by Senegal: 
Decision of 23 October 1972 (res. 321 (1972)). 

para. 3 

H. Call for recognition of the right of dependent peoples to 
self-determination and independence 

Situation in Territories under Portuguese administration: 
Decision of 4 February I972 (res. 3 I2 ( I972)). para. 4 (a) 

I. Call for respect for the principle of self-determination and 
independence 

Complaint by Senegal: 
Decision of 23 October I972 (res. 32 I (1972)). para. 4 

J. Call to demonstrate a willingness to fulfil the commitments 
regarding the United Nations Force 

Situation in Cyprus. 
Decision of 15 August 1974 (rcs. 359 (1974)). para. 3 

K. Demanding rcspcct for the international statue of the L!N Force 
Situation in Cyprus. 

Decision of I5 August 1974 (rcs. 359 (1974)). para. 2 

L. Calling upon the partics IO co-operate with the UN Force 
Situation in Cyprus: 

Dcciqion of 20 July 1974 (rcs. 353 (1974)). para. 6 
Decision of IS August 1974 (res. 359 (1974)). para. 3 
Decision of 30 August 1974 (res. 36 I (I 974)). para. 8 
Decision of I3 Dcccmbcr 1974 (re\. 364 (1974)). p.ua.5 

M. Calling upon the partIcs to pursue talks actively 
Situation in Cyprus: 

Decision of 30 August 1974 (WC 361 (1974)). para,. 2. 7 

N. Calling upon the parties to alleviate human suffering and in 
particular to provide assistance to the refugees 

Situation in Cyprus: 
Decision of 30 August 1974 (rcs. 361 (1974)). paras. 3, 4 

0. Calling upon the parties to fulhl their obligations under the 
Charter 

Situation in the Middle East: 
Decision of 8 April 1974 (rer. 346 (1974)), para. 7 
Decision of 24 April 1974 (res. 347 (1974)). para. 3 

P. Calling upon the parties to start immediately the implcmcntation 
of a previous Security Council rrsolulion 

(i) Situation in the Middle East: 
Decision of 22 October 1973 (res. 338 (1973)), 

para. 2 
Decition of 29 November 1974 (res. 363 (1974)), 

preamble; (0) 

(ii) Situation in Cyprus: 
Decision of 14 August 1974 (rcs. 357 (1974)). para. 1 
Decision of 15 August 1974 (res. 358 (1974)). para. 2 
Decision of 16 August 1974 (rcs. 360 (1974)). para. 2 

Q. Demand for complete implementation of the United Nations 
decisions in regard to a former mandated territory 

Situation in Namibia: 
Decision of I7 December 1974 (res. 366 (1974)), para. 3 

R. Demand for the abolition of the upurtheid laws in a former 
mandated territory 

Situation in Namibia: 
Decision of 17 December 1974 (res. 366 (1974)). 

para. 5 (c) 

S. Demand for unconditional return of all exiles 
Situation in Namibia: 

Decision of 17 December 1974 (res. 366 (1974)). 
para. 5 (d) 

T. Demand for full compliance with the Universal Declaration of 
Human Rights 

Situation in Namibia: 
Decision of 17 December 1974 (res. 366 (1974)). 

para. 5 (u) 

U. Calling upon the administrative Power to put an end to illegal 
actions in a rebellious colony 

Complaint by Zambia: 
Decision of 2 February 1973 (res. 326 (1973)). paras. 3, 7 
Decision of 10 March 1973 (res. 328 (1973)), preamble, 

para. 9 (b). (c) 

V. Urging the administrative Power to convene a constitutlonal 
conference 

Complaint by Zambia: 
Decision of 10 March 1973 (res. 328 1973)). para. 8 

H’ Urging the administrative Power to grant the exercise of the right 
to self-determination and independence 

Complaint by Zambia: 
Decision of IO March 1973 (res. 328 (1973)). para. 9 

V. Measures (in connexion with injunctions) to be taken 
by other Governments and authorities 

A. Mcasurcs under Chapter VII of the Charter 
Situation in Southern Rhoderia. 

Decision of 28 I:rbruar) 1972 (res. 314 (1972)). 
paras. 16 

Decicion of?? May 1973 Ire\ 333 (1973)). paras. 1-R 

B Compliance with decisions of the Security Council m accordance 
with Article 25 of the Charter 

Situation in Southern Rhodesia. 
Decision of 28 I:cbrua~ 1972 (rcs. 314 (1972)). 
preamble. parn. 2 
Dcclclon of 2X July 1972 (reg. 318 (1972)). prcamblc 
Declrion of 29 September 1972 (re\. 320 (1972)). ~31.1 2 
Dcci\ion of 22 May 1973 (~5. 333 (1973)). preamble 

C Rc~ifirmation of ranction\ 
(I) Situation in Southern Rhodesia, 

Decision of 28 February 1972 (res. 314 (1972~). 
para. 1 
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Decision of 28 July 1972 (rcs. 3 18 (1972)). preamble 
Decision of 29 Scptcmbcr 1972 (rcn. 320 (1972)). 

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

Decision of 2 Izcbruary 1973 (rec. 327 (1973)). 
prcamblc 

1). Urging all States to Tully implcmcnt the sanctions 
(i) Situation in Southern Rhodesia: 

Dccicion of 28 February 1972 (res. 314 (1972)), 

paras. 2, 5 
Decision of 28 July 1972 (rcs. 318 (1972)). paras. 5. 

6. 8, 9 
Decision of 29 September 1972 (rcs. 320 (1972)). 

paras. 2, 3 
Decision of 22 May 1973 (rcs. 333 (1973)). paras. 2-8 

(ii) Complaint by Zambia: 
Decision of IO March 1973 (rcs. 328 (1973)). para. 7 

E. Calling for strcngthcncd sanctions 
Complaint by Zambia: 

Decision of 2 February 1973 (rcs. 326 (1973)), preamble 
Decirion of IO March 1973 (rcs. 328 (1973)). para. 6 

F. Call for the observance of an arms embargo 
Question of race conflict in South Africa: 

Decision of 4 February 1972 (res. 31 1 (1972)), para. 5 

G. Withholding of assistance including arms and other military 
equipment 

Situation in Tcrritorics under Portuguese administration: 
Decision of4 February 1972 (res. 312 (1972)). para. 6 

H. Calling upon States to provide immediate economic assistance 
Complaint by Zambia: 

Decision of 10 March 1973 (res. 329 (1973)), para. 3 

I. Requesting the United Nations and its agencies concerned to 
provide assistance 

Complaint by Zambia: 
Decision of 10 March 1973 (rcs. 329 (1973)). para. 4 

J. Commending the decision to sever all economic relations 
Complaint by Zambia: 

Decision of 2 February 1973 (res. 327 (1973)). pan. 1 
Decision of 10 March 1973 (res. 329 (1973)). preamble; 

para. 1 

K. Calling upon all States to respect the sovereignty, independence 
and teiriiorial integrity of a Siate 

Situation in Cyprus: 

L. 

M. 

N. 

A. 

Decision of 20 July 1974’(res. 353 (1974)). para. I 
Decision of 1 August 1974 (rcs. 355 (1974)), preamble 
Decision of 16 August 1974 (res. 360 (1974)). preamble 

Calling upon the International Civil Aviation Organization to 
take account of a Security Council resolution in considering 
measures to safeguard international civil aviation 

Situation in the Middle East: 
Decision of 15 Avgust 1973 (res. 337 (1973)). para. 3 

Requesting the Secretary-General to despatch United Nations 
Observers to supervise the observance of a cease-lire 

Situation in the Middle Fast: 
Decision of 23 October 1973 (rcs. 339 (1973)), para. 2 

Requesting the Secretary-General to increase the number of 
United Nations Observer\ 

Situation in the Middle F.ast: 
Decision of 25 October 1973 (res. 340 (1973)). para. 2 

VI. Measures for settlement 

Call for negotiations 
(11 Situation m Tcrrltories under Portuguese administration, 

Decision of 22 Novcmbcr 1972 (res. 322 (1972)). 
txira. 3 

(ii) Complaint by Iraq: 
Decision of 28 May 1974 (res. 348 (1974)). - 

paras. 2 (u) and (d) 
(Iii) Situation in Cypru\, 

Dcci\lon of 20 July 1974 (res. 353 (1974)). 5 para. 
Decision of I4 August 1974 (res. 357 (1974)). para. 3 
Decision of 16 August 1974 (res. 360 (1974)). para. 3 

Il. 

c. 

I). 

E. 

F. 

G 

ti 
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Decision to start negotiations 
Situation in the Middle East 

Decision of 22 October 1973 (rcs. 338 (1973)). para. 3 

Decision to examine method\ of rcwlving a si(uation 
Question of race contlict in South Africa: 

Decision of 4 February 1972 (rcs. 3 11 (1972)). para. 8 

Pcacc Confcrencc 
1. llope that it uill lcad to a ju,t and durable peace 

Situation in the hfiddlr Fast: 
DcciTion of IS Dcccmbcr 1973 (rcs. 344 (1973)). 

para. I 
2. Confidcnrc that IIIC Sccrctary-Gcncral Hill play an cffcc- 

tive role 
Situation in the Middle Fast: 

Decision of I5 Drcembcr 1973 (res. 344 (1973)). 

para. 2 
3. Requesting the Secretary-General to keep the Security 

Council fully informed 
Situation in the Middle East: 

Decision of IS December 1973 (rcs. 344 (1973)). 
para. 3 

4. Requesting the Sccrctary-General to provide all assistance 
and facilities to the conference 

Situation in the Middle East: 
Decision of IS Deccmbcr 1973 (res. 344 (1973)). 

para. 4 

Endorsement of the pacific settlement of disputes 
Complaint by Iraq: 

Decision of 28 February 1974 (President’s statement), 

para. 2 

Reaflirmation of the in;llienablc right of peoples to sclf- 
determination and independence 

(i) Situation in Namibia: 
Decision of 4 February 1972 (res. 309 (1972)). 

preamble 
Decision of 4 February 1972 (res. 310 (1972)). 

preamble 
Decision of I Aunust 1972 (res. 319 (1972)). Dara. 2 
Decision of 6 l?cccmber i972 (res.. 32j ii972)), 

preamble; para. 4 
(ii) Situation in Territories under Portuguese administration: 

Dxision of4 February 1972 (res. 312 (1972)). para. I 
Decision of 22 November 1972 (rcs. 322 (1972)). 

para. 1 
(iii) Situatjon in Southern Rhodesia. 

Decision of 28 July 1972 (res. 318 (1972)). para. 1 
(iv) Complaint by Senegal, 

Decision of 23 October 1972 (res. 321 (1972)). 
preamble 

(v) Complaint by Zambia: 
Decision of 2 February 1973 (res. 326 (1973)), 

preamble 
Decision of 10 March 1973 (res. 328 (1973)). 

preamble; para. 3 

Reaffirmation of national unity and territorial integrity 
(i) Situation in Namibia: 

hcision of 4 February 1972 (res. 309 (1972)). 

preamble 
Decision of 4 February 1972 (res. 310 (1972)), 

preamble 
Decision of I August 1972 (res. 319 (1972)), para. 3 
Decision of 6 December 1972 (res. 323 (1972)). 

preamble; para. 4 
Decision of 17 December 1974 (rcs. 366 (1974)), 

para. 4 

(ii) Complaint by Senegal: 
Decision of 23 October 1972 (rcs. 321 (1972)). 

preamble 

Recognition of the legitimacy of a people’s struggle for itc rights 

(i) Question of race con&t in South Africa: 
Dxision of 4 February 1972 (rcs. 3 I I (1972)). para. 3 

(ii) Situation in Territories under Porlugucse administration 
Decision of 4 February 1972 (rcs. 312 (1972)). 

preamble; para. I 
Decision of 22 Novrmbcr 1972 (rcs. 322 (1972)). 

para. 1 
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(iii) Situation in Southern Rhodesia: 
Dccirion of 28 July 1972 (ICC. 318 (1972)). para 2 

(iv) Complaint by Zambia: 
Decision of 2 I:cbruarv 1973 (ICI. 326 (1973)). 

preamble 
Dcci<ion of 10 March 1973 (KS. 328 (1973)), 

prcamblc 

I. Call for the wIthdrawal from a former mandated Territory 
Situation in Namibra: 

Dccition of 4 February 1972 (rcs. 3 10 (1972)). para. 7 
Decision of 17 December 1974 (KS. 366 (1974)). para. 4 

J. Decision to set up a United Nations Force 
Situation in the Middle East: 

Decision of 25 October 1973 (res. 340 (1973)). para. 3 
Decision of 27 October I973 (rcs. 34 1 ( 1973)). para. 2 

De&ion of 31 May 1974 (res. 350 (1974)). para. 3 

VII. Provisions bearing on specific issues relating 
to the seltlemenl 

A. Aflirming that tensions have risen following aggressive actions 
Complaint by Zambia: 

Decision of IO March 1973 (res. 328 (1973)). para. 2 

B. Appreciation of 
1. Contributions of States to a United Nations Force 

Situation in the Middle East: 
Decision of 8 April 1974 (res. 346 (1974)), para. 1 

2. The Secretary-General’s effort regarding the establishment 
and operation of a United Nations Force 

Situation in the Middle East: 
Decision of 8 April 1974 (res. 346 (1974)), para. 2 

3. The Secretary-General’s part in setting up intercommunal 
talks 

Situation in Cyprus: 
Decision of 30 August 1974 (res. 361 (1974)). 

para. 1 

4. The Contribution by the United Nations Force to efforts 
lo achieve a durable peace 

Situation in the Middle East: 
Decision of 8 April 1974 (rcs. 346 (1974)). para. 3 
Decision of 23 October 1974 (res. 362 (1974)), 

para. 2 
5. Economic hardships resulting from the implementation of 

United Nations sanctions 
Complaint by Zambia: 

Decision of 2 Febrbary 1973 (rcs. 327 (1973)). 
para. 2 

Decision of 10 March 1973 (res. 329 (l973)), 
para. 2 

C. Calling upon States to bring their own corporations to conform 
in their hiring practices to the Universal Declaration of Human 
Rights 

Srtuation in Namibia: 
Decision of 4 February 1972 (res. 3 10 (1972)), para. S 

D. Concerned about 
I The prevailing state of tension 

Situation in the Middle East: 
Dcci%ion of 29 November 1974 (rcs. 363 (1974)). 

preamble 
2. The necessity to restore (he constitutional structure of a 

State 
Situation in Cyprus: 

Decision of 20 July 1974 (rec. 353 (1974)), 

preamble 
3. Thr rcfugec prohlcm and the need for humanitarian 

assrctancr 
Srtuatron in Cyprus. 

Dccrsion of 30 August I974 (res. 361 (1974)). 
preamble; para. 4 

I’. Conscious of the primary responsibility of the Security Council 
for the maintenance of international psacc and security in 
accordance with Article 24 of the Charter 

Situation in Cyprus, 
Decision of 20 July 1974 (res. 353 (1974)). preamble 

1:. Condemnation of the policy of upurthcid 
(i) Question of race conflict in South Africa: 

Decision of 4 February 1972 (res. 311 (1972)). 

paras. 1) 2 
(ii) Situation in Namibia: 

Dxision of 17 December 1974 (res. 366 (1974)). 

para. 2 

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

Decision of 4 February 1972 (res. 310 (1972)). 
paras. 2.4,6 

Decision of 17 Deccmbcr 1974 (res. 366 (1974)). 
prcamblc. paras. 1, 2 

(ii) Complaint by Zambia: 
Decision of 2 February 1973 (res. 326 (1973)), 

paras. 1, 2 
Decision of IO hlarch 1973 (res. 328 (1973)), para. 4 

H. Deploring 
I. The continuation or resumption of fighting 

Situation in Cyprus: 
Decision of 14 August 1974 (res. 357 (1974)). 

preamble 
Decision of 15 August 1974 (res. 358 (1974)). 

preamble 
2. The killing and wounding of members of the United 

Nations Force 
Situation in Cyprus: 

Decision of 15 August 1974 (res. 359 (1974)), 
para. 1 

I. Deprecation of 

I. The loss of life 
(i) Situation in the Middle East: 

Decision of 26 June 1972 (res. 316 (1972)), 
preamble 

Decision of 21 April 1973 (res. 332 (1973)). 
preamble ; para. 1 

(ii) Complaint by Zambia: 
Decision of 2 February 1973 (res. 326 (1973)). 

preamble 
(iii) Complaint by Iraq: 

Decision of 28 February 1974 (President’s 
statement). para. 1 

2. Acts of violence 
(i) Situation in the Middle East: 

Decision of 26 June 1972 (res. 316 (1972)). 
para. 2 

Decision of 21 April 1973 (res. 332 (1973)). 
preamble; para. I 

Decision of 24 April 1974 (res. 347 (1974)), 
preamble: para. I 

(ii) Complaint by Senegal: 
Decision of 23 October 1972 (res. 321 (1972)). 

paras. 1, 2 
(in) Complaint by Zambia: 

Dcc~s~on of 2 February 1973 (res. 326 (1973)). 
preamble 

(iv) Situation in Cyprus: 
Decision of 20 July 1974 (res. 353 (1974)). 

preamble 
Decision of 15 August 1974 (res. 358 (1974)). 

preamble 
3. Measures undermining sanctions 

Srtuation in Southern Rhodesia: 
Decision of 28 February 1972 (rcs. 314 (1972)). 

parar. 2-4 
Decision of 28 July 1972 (res. 318 (1972)). para 7 
Dccrsron of 29 September 1972 (rcs. 320 (1972)). 

preamble 
4. Military actions against other Stales 

(i) Situation in Territories under Portuguese admm- 
istration: 

Decision of 4 February 1972 (res. 3 12 (1972)), 

preamble 
(ii) Complaint by Senegal 

Decision of 23 October 1972 (res. 321 (1972)). 
preamble, para. 1 
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(iii) Situation in the Middle East: 
Decision of 21 April 1973 (rcs. 332 (1973)). 

par;‘. 2 
Dccisrtrn of IS August 1973 (rcs. 337 (1973)). 

para. I 
DcciGon of 24 April 1974 (rcs. 347 1974)). 

p3ra. I 
(iv) Srtuation in Cyprus: 

Decision of 16 August 1974 (res. 360 1974)). 

para. I 
5. Military actions against lrbcration movements 

Situation in Tcrritorics under Portuguese admin- 
istration: 

Decision of 4 February 1972 (rcs. 312 (1972)). 
preamble 

6. Failure by former mandatory Power to grant self-deter- 
mination and indcpcndencc to a former mandated Terri- 
tory 

Situation in Namibia: 
Decision of 6 December 1972 (rcs. 323 (1972)), 

para. 2 
7. Intcrfcrcnce with international civil aviation 

Situation in the Mrddle I-art: 
Decision of I5 August 1973 (res. 337 (1973)) 

preamble; parar. I, 2 

J. Discontinuing further efforts on the basic of rcs. 309 (1972) 
Situation in Namibia: 

Decision of I I December 1973 (res. 342 (1973)), para. 2 

K. Emphasizing the principle that the status and safety of the 
members of a United Nations Force must be respected 

Situation in Cyprus: 
Decision of IS August 1974 (IUS. 359 (1974)). para. 4 

L. Endorsing a General Assembly resolution 
Situation in Cyprus: 

Decision of 13 December 1974 (res. 365 (1974)), para. 1 

M. Extending the stationing of a United Nations Force 
(i) Situation in Cyprus: 

Decision of IS June 1972 (res. 315 (1972)). para. 3 
Decision of I2 December 1972 (res. 324 (1972)). 

para. 3 
Decision of 15 June 1973 (res. 334 (1973)). para. 3 
Decision of 14 December 1973 (rcs. 343 (1973)). 

para. 3 
Decision of 29 May 19.74 (res. 349 (1974)). para. 3 

Decision of I3 December 1974 (rcs. 364 (1974)). 
para. 4 

(ii) Situation in the Middle East: 
Decision of 8 April 1974 (res. 346 (I 974)). para. 4 
Decision of 23 October 1974 (rcs. 362 (1974)). 

para. 1 

Decision of 29 November 1974 (res. 363 (1974)). 
par>. (b) 

N. Inviting the Sccrctary-Gcncral 
I. In consultation with 3 group of the Security Council. to 

inrtrate or marntam contacts wrtb all parties concerned. 
with a VICW to establishing the necessary conditions for 
the people of a former mandated Territory to cycrcise 
their right to self-determination and independence 

Srtu;rtion in Namibia: 
Decision of 4 February I972 (res. 309 ( 1972)). 

para. 1 
Decision of I August 1972 (res. 319 (lY72)). 

pxl 4 
Decision of 6 Dcccmber 1972 (re\. 323 

(1972)). pdr3. S 
2. Tu htatlon additional lrnitcd Nation\ Observer% along a 

border 
Situation in the Middle Fast: 

Decision of I9 August 1972 (Consensus) 

0. Nk)tinp the overwhelming dcrirc of rhc people for nationul 
independence and territorrtil integrity of a former mandated 
Tcrrrtory 

Situation in Namibia: 
Dccl\lon of 6 December 1972 (req. 323 (1972)). par.1. 2 
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I’. Reaffirming 
I. That disengagement agreements are merely a step toward 

the cstablishmcnt of peace 

Situation in the Middle I.;rsl: 
DrciGon *)f 2Y November 1974 (rcs. 363 (1974)). 

preamble 
2. The mode of operation of a United Nations Force 

Situation in the hlrddle I:ast: 
Dccition of 23 October 1974 (res. 362 (1974)), 

parac. 3. 4 
3. The rcsponGbility of the administrative Power over a 

rcbclli~lu\ colony 

Complaint by Zambia: 
Dccirion of 2 Fcbruury 1973 (res. 326 (1973)), 

preamble 

Q. Recognition of a special United Nations responsibility toward a 
people and Its Territory 

Situation in Namibia: 
Decision of 4 February 1972 (res. 309 (1972)). prcamblc 
Decision of 4 February 1972 (res. 310 (1972)). preamble 
Decision of 6 December I972 (rcs. 323 (1972)). prcamblc 

R. Regretting the failure of sanctions 
(i) Complaint by Zambia: 

Decision of 2 February 1973 (rcs. 326 (1973)). para. 4 
(ii) Situation in Southern Rhodesia: 

Decision of 22 May 1973 (res. 333 (1973)). preamble 

S. Requesting States to refrain from coercive measures against 
Latin American countries 

Consideration of measures for the maintenance and strength- 
ening of international peace and security in Latin America: 

Decision of 2 I March I973 (res. 330 ( 1973)). para. 2 

T. Taking note of 
I. The need to continue the operation of a United Nations 

Force 
Situation in the Middle East: 

Decision of 8 April 1974 (res. 346 (1974)). para. 4 
Decision of 23 October 1974 (res. 362 (1974)). 

preamble 
2. The Secretary-General’s efforts to solve the problems of a 

United Nations Force 
Situation in the hliddlc East: 

Decision of 8 April 1974 (res. 346 ( 1974)). para. 5 
3. The Secretary-General’s intention to constantly review 

the required strength of a United Nations Force 
Situation in !he Middle East: 

Decision of 8 Aprrl 1974 (res. 346 ( 1974)). para. 6 

U. Urging 
1. Measures to aid the victims of upurrheid 

Question of race conflict in South Africa: 

Decision of 4 February 1972 (res. 311 (l972)), 
paras. 6. 7 

2. The parties 1o implement a General Assembly resolution 
Srluation in Cyprur: 

Decision of I3 December 1974 (rer. 365 (1974)). 
para. I 

3. States to impede the activities of hose enterprises which 
attempt to coerce Latin American countries 

Consrdcration of mea’iures for the maintenance and 
strengthening of international peace and security in 
LItin America: 

Decision of ?I March 1973 (rcs. 330 (1973)), 
para. I 

V. Welcoming 
I. A dicccgqxrncnt agreement 

Sltu31ron in rhc Middle East: 
Decision of 31 May 1974 (rex. 350 (1974)). pdr.1 1 

2 The determination of the parties to settle their difference\ 
pc3ccfuII) 

ComplJrnt by Irq: 
Decrrron of 2X %f.~y 1974 (re\ 348 (1974)). par.,. 2 
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VIII. Measures to promote the implementation of resoluthns (v) Sifuation in Tcrritoricc under Portugucsc 

A. Measures to obtain compliance 

1. Recalling previous resolutions 
(u) Of the General Awcmhly 

(i) Situation in Namibia: 
Decision of 4 February 1972 (rcs 310 

(1972)). prcamblc 
Decision of 17 Dcccmbcr 1974 (rcr. 366 

(1974)). prcamblc 
(ii) Situation in Territories under Pvrtupucsr 

administration: 
Decision of 4 February 1972 (KS. 312 

(1972)). paras. I, 2, 4 
Decision of 22 November 1972 (rcs. 322 

(1972)). preamble, paras. I, 3 
(iii) Situation in Southern Rhodasia: 

Decision of 28 July 1972 (res. 3 I8 (1972)). 
para. 2 

(iv) Complaint by Scncgal: 
Decision of 23 October 1972 (res. 321 

(I 972)). preamble; para. 4 
(v) Complaint by Zambia: 

Decision of IO March 1973 (res. 328 
(1973)). preamble; para. 3 

(vi)Considcration of measures for the maintenance 
and strcnglhcning of international pcacc and 
security in Latin America: 

Decision of 21 hlarch 1973 (rcs. 330 

(1973)). preamble 
(vii) Complaint by Iraq: 

Decision of 28 February 1974 (President’s 

statcmcnl). para. 2 
(viii) Situation in Cyprus: 

Decision of I3 December 1974 (res. 364 

(I 974)), preamble 
(b) Of the Security Council 

(i) Situation in Namibia: 
Decision of 4 February 1972 (res. 310 

(I 972)). prcamblc 
Decision of I August 1972 (rcs. 319 

(I 972)), preamble 
Decision of 6 December 1972 (rcs. 323 

(1972)). preamble 
Decisron of 1 I December 1973 (rcs. 342 

(I 973)). preamble 
Decision of 17 December 1974 (res. 366 

(1974)). preamble 
(ii) Situation in Southern Rhodesia, 

Decision of 28 February 1972 (rcs. 314 
(1972)). preamble 

Decision of 28 July 1972 (rcs. 318 (1972)). 
preamble; paras. 6, 7, 9 

Decision of 29 September 1972 (KS. 320 

(1972)), preamble 
Decision of 22 May 1973 (res. 333 (1973)). 

preamble 
(iii) Situalion in the Mrddlc Ea<t: 

Decision of 21 July 1972 (rcs. 317 (1972)). 

preamble 
Decision of 21 April 1973 (rcs. 332 (1073)). 

preamble 
Decision of 15 August 1973 (rc\. 337 

(I 973)). prcamblc 
Decision of 23 October 1973 (rcs 339 

(1973)). preamble 
Decision of 25 October 1973 (res. 340 

(I 973)). prcamblc; para\. 4. 5 
Decision of 8 April I974 (rc\. 346 (1974)). 

prcamblc, paras. 4. 8 

Decirlon of 24 April 1974 (re\. 347 (1974)). 
preamble 

Decision of 31 h(d) I974 (xx. 350 (1974)). 

para. I 
Decision of 23 October 1974 (rc’s. 362 

( 1974)). preamble 
(iv) Compl3mt by Senegal: 

Decision of 23 October 1972 (req. 321 
(1972)). preamble. para. 2 

adrrliriistr;ltioll: 
Dcci,ion of 22 Novemhcr 1972 (rch. 322 

(I 972)). preamble 
(vi) Cornpl.~int by Zambia: 

Dccihion of 2 kchruary 1973 (rcs. 326 

(I 973)), prcamblc 
Decision of 2 I.cbruary 1973 (rc’i. 327 

(1973)). prcamblc 
Ikcicion of IO March 1973 (rc\. 32X 

(I 973)). prcamblc; para. 6 
Decision of IO hlarch 1973 (rcs. 320 

(1973)). prcLu11blc 
(vii) Complaint by Iraq: 

Decision of 28 hlay 1974 (rcs. 348 (1974)), 
prcamhlc 

(viii) Siluation in Cyprus: 
Decision of 29 May 1974 (rcs. 349 (1974)). 

para. I 
Decision of 20 July 1974 (rcs. 353 (1974)). 

prcamblc 
Decision of 23 July 1974 (res. 354 (I974)). 

prcamblc; oper. para. 
Decision of 1 August 1974 (res 355 

(1974)). prcamblc 
Decision of I4 August 1974 (res. 357 

(1974)). prcamblc 
Dccltion of I6 August 1974 (rec. 360 

(I 974)), prcamblc 
Decision of 30 August 1974 (rcs. 361 

(I 974)). prcamblc 
2. Reaffirming previous decisions 

(0) Of the General Assembly 
Complaint by Zambia: 

Decision of IO March 1973 (rcs. 328 (1973)). 
prcamblc; para. 3 

(b) Of the Security Council 
(i) Situation in Southern Rhodesia: 

Decision of 28 February 1972 (rcs. 3 I4 

(1972)). para. I 
Decision of 28 July 1972 (rcs. 3 I8 (1972)). 

paras. 6, 9 
Decision of 29 September 1972 (KS. 320 

(1972)). para. I 
(ii) Situation in Cyprus: 

Decision of I5 June 1972 (rcs. 3 I5 (1972)). 

para. I 
Decrsion of I2 December 1972 (rcs. 324 

(1972)). para. 1 
Decision of I5 June 1973 (res. 334 (1973)). 

para. I 
Decision of 14 E&ember 1973 (KS. 343 

(I 973)). para. I 
Decision of 29 May 1974 (rcs. 349 (1974)). 

para. I 
Decision of I4 August 1974 (res. 357 

( 1974)). preamble; para. I 
Decision of I3 Deccmbcr 1974 (xc. 364 

(1974)). para\. I. 2 
(iir) Situation in fhc Middle East: 

Decision of 26 June I972 (rcs. 3 16 (1972)). 
prcamblc; para. I 

Decision of 21 July I972 (KS. 317 (1972)). 
para. I 

Decision of 25 October 1973 (rcs. 340 

(1973)). paras. 4. 5 
3. \ixnmg against t’wlurc to comply with Sccurrty Council 

decrsion\ 
(1) Sltua(ion in Namibia 

Dcclkn of 4 February 1972 (rcs. 3 IO (1972)). 

para. 8 
(il) Situation m the Middle East: 

Dccition of 26 June 1972 (rcs. 316 (1972)). 
para. 4 

Dccisron of I5 Augucl 1973 (rcs. 337 (1973)). 

para. 4 
(iii) Complaint by Srncgal. 

Decision of 23 October 1972 (rcs. 321 (1972)). 
para. S 
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B. 

C. 

D. 

E. 

F. 

G. 

4. Declaration of intention to consider further meaturec 
under the Charter 

(i) Situation in Namibia: 
Decision of 4 February 1972 (res. 310 (1972)), 

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

Decision of 26 June 1972 (rcs. 316 (1972)) 
para. 4 

Decision of 15 August 1973 (res. 337 (1973)). 
para. 4 

(iii) Complaint by Senegal: 
Decision of 23 October 1972 (rcs. 321 (1972)). 

para. 5 
5. Invoking Article 25 of the Charter 

Situation in Southern Rhodesia: 
Decision of 28 February 1972 (res. 314 (1972)), 

para. 2 
Decision of 28 July 1972 (rcs. 318 (1972)). 

Decision of 29 September 1972 (res. 320 (1972)). 
preamble 

preamble; para: 2 
Decision of 22 May 1973 (res. 333 (1973)). 

preamble 
6. Invoking Article 2(6) of the Charter 

Situation in Southern Rhodesia: 
Decision of 28 February 1972 (rcs. 314 (1972)), 

para. 2 
Decision of 29 Scptcmbcr 1972 (res. 320 (1972)). 

para. 2 

Requesting States to co-operate in the implementation of 
resolutions and decisions of the Security Council 

(i) Situation in Southern Rhodesia: 
Decision of 28 July 1972 (res. 318 (1972)). paras. 6. 

8. 9 
Decision of 22 May 1973 (KS. 333 (1973)). para. 2 

(ii) Situation in the Middle East: 
Decision of 25 October 1973 (res. 340 (1973)). 

para. S 
Decision of 8 April 1974 (res. 346 (1974)). para. 7 

Request to partics to co-operate with the Secretary-General in 
the implementation of a Security Council resolution 

Situation in Namibia: 
Decision of 6 December 1972 (res. 323 (1972)). para. 7 

Calling upon a former mandatory Power to cooperate with the 
Secretary-General in the implementation of a Security Council 
resolution 

Situation in Namibia: 
Decision of 4 February 1972 (res. 309 (1972)), para. 2 
Decision of 6 December 1972 (rcs. 323 (1972)). para. 6 

Requesting the President of the Security Council and the 
Secretary-General to make efforts to secure the implementation 
of a resolution 

Situation in the Middle East: 
Decision of21 July 1972 (req. 317 (1972)). para. 4 

Euprcssing the conviction that the implementation of a Security 
Council resolution will help achieve a settlcmcnt 

Situation in Cyprus: 
Dccixion of 30 August 1974 (req. 36 I ( 1974)). para 9 

Deprecation of refutal or failure to implement the rctolutionc 
1. Of‘ the General Assembly 

(I) Situation in Namibia. 
Decision of 4 l:cbruary 1972 (res. 3 10 (1972)). 

para. I 
(ii) Situation in Trrritoriec under Portuguecc admin- 

istr3tion: 
Decision of 4 February 1972 (res. 3 I2 (1972)). 

para. 2 
2 01‘ the Security Council 

(i) Situation in Namibia. 
Decision of 4 February lY72 (res. 310 (1972)). 

para. 1 
Decision of I7 Dcccmbcr 1974 (ret 366 

(I 974)). pre.imhlt. 

(ii) Question of race conflict in South Africa: 
Decision of 4 February 1972 (rcs. 3 I1 (1972)). 

preamble 
(iii) Situation in Territories under Portugucsc adnin- 

istration: 
Decision of 4 February 1972 (rcs. 3 12 (1972)). 

preamble; para. 2 
(iv) Situation in the hfiddlc East: 

Decision of 26 June 1972 (rcs. 316 (1972)). 
preamble 

Decision of 21 July 1972 (rcs. 317 (1972)), 
para. 2 

Decision of IS August 1973 (res. 337 (1973)). 
para. 2 

(v) Situation in Southern Rhodesia: 
Decision of 29 September 1972 (rcs. 320 

(1972)). preamble 
Decision of 22 May 1973 (res. 333 (1973)). 

preamble 
(vi) Complaint by Senegal: 

Decision of 23 October 1972 (res. 321 (1972)), 
preamble 

(vii) Complaint by Zambia: 
Decision of 10 March 1973 (rcs. 328 (1973)). 

preamble 
(viii) Situation in Cyprus: 

Decision of 15 August 1974 (res. 358 (1974)). 
preamble 

21. Authorizing or requesting the Secretary-General 
1. To report on the implementation of a resolution or 

decision of the Security Council 
(I) Situation in Namibia: 

Decision of 4 February 1972 (rcs. 309 (1972)), 
para. 3 

Decision of 4 February 1972 (res. 3 10 (1972)). 
para. 9 

Decision of I August 1972 (rcs. 319 (1972)). 
para. 6 

Decision of 6 December 1972 (res. 323 
(1972)),para. 9 

(ii) Situation in Territories under Portuguese admin- 
istration: 

Decision of 4 February 1972 (res. 312 (1972)). 
para. 7 

(iii) Situation in the Middle East: 
Decision of 19 April 1972 (Consensus) 
Decision of 25 October 1973 (rcs. 340 (1973)). 

paras. 3,4 
Decision of 15 December 1973 (res. 344 

(1973)), para. 3 
Decision of 8 April 1974 (rcs. 346 (1974)). 

para. 8 
Decision of 29 November 1974 (rcs. 363 

(I 974)). para. (c) 
(iv) Complaint by Iraq: 

Decision of 28 February 1974 (Prccidcnt’s 
statement). para 5 

(v) Situation in Cyprus. 
Decision of I3 December 1974 (rc\. 364 

(1974)). para. 2 
2. To report on the developments in a situation 

(i) Situation in Tcrritorics under Portuguetc admin- 
istration’ 

Decision of 22 November 1972 trcs. 322 
(1972)), para 4 

(ii) Situation in the Middle Fasi. 
Decision of 20 Alrril 1973 (rc\. 331 (1973)). 

para. I 
Decision of 31 May 197-l trcs. 360 (1974)). 

para. 4 
Dciislon of 29 November 1974 (rc\. 363 

(1974)) par.a Cc) 
(111) Situation in Namibia: 

Decision of II December 1973 trc’t. 347 
(1973)) pnra 3 

Iiv) Situation in Cypru<. 
Decision of 20 July 1974 (rcx. 353 (1974)) 

par:, 7 
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Decision of 16 August 1974 (rcs. 360 (1974)). 
para. 4 

3. To take appropristc actions and report tc the Srcuritv 
Council 

Situation in Cyprus. 
Decision of I Aupust 1974 (rcs. 355 (1974)). oper. 

para. 
4. To implcmcnt a resolution of the Security Council 

Situation m Southern Rhudesia, 
Decision of 22 May 1973 (rcs. 333 (1973)). para. 2 

5 To submit a report on the refugee problem 
SI:U;I~IOI~ in Cypru<. 

Decision of 30 August 1974 (rc’s. 361 (1974)). 
para. 5 

6. To appoint a rcprcsentatrve or representatives 
Situation in Namibia: 

Decision of 1 August 1972 (res. 319 (1972)). 
para. 5 

Decision of 6 December 1972 (res. 323 (1972)). 
para. 5 

7. To appoint a special representative to conduct an inves- 
tigation 

Complaint by Iraq: 
Decision of 28 February 1974 (President’s statc- 

merit), para. 5 
8. To invite his Special Representative to assist in the 

deliberations of the Security Council 
Situation in the Middle East: 

Decision of 20 April 1973 (res. 331 (1973)). 
para. 3 

9. To lend his assistance to the parties 
Complaint by Iraq: 

Decision of 28 May 1974 (res. 348 (1974)), para. 4 
lO.To assist a subsidiary organ in the discharge of its task 

(i) Situation in Southern Rhodesia: 
Decision of 28 February 1972 (res 314 (1972)). 

Dec%k70f 28 July 1972 (res. 318 (1972)), 
para. 10 

(ii) Situation in the Middle East: 
Decision of 15 December 1973 (res. 344 (1973)). 

para. 4 
1 1, To organize a programme of assictance 

Complaint by Zambia: 
Decision of 10 March 1973 (res. 329 (1973)). 

para. 5 
12 To provide emergency humanitarian assistance 

Situation in Cyprus: * 
Dxision of 30 August 1974 (res. 361 (1974)), para. 6 

I. Establishment or employment of subsidiary organs 
(i) Comnlaint by Zambia: 

Decision of 2 February 1973 (res. 326 (1973)). para. 9 
Decision of 2 February 1973 (res. 327 (1973)). para. 3 

(ii) Situation in Southern Rhodesia: 
Decision of 22 May 1973 (res. 333 (1973)). para. 2 

J. Call for cooperation with subsidiary organs 
Complaint by Zambia: 

Decision of 2 February 1973 (res 326 (1973)). para. 10 
Decision of 2 February 1973 (rcs. 327 (1973)). pdra 4 

K. Requesting a report from a subbidlary organ 
(i) Situation in Southern Rhodesia: 

Decision of 28 February 1972 (res. 314 (1972)), 
para. 6 

Dccislon 111 29 Scptcmhcr 1972 (rc\. 320 11977)). 
pars 4. 5 

(II) Complaint by Zambra: 
Dc,crtion of 2 I,cbruary 1973 (res. 326 (1973)) p.~ra R 
I)cil\lon of 2 l,ebruary 1973 (rcs. 327 (1973)). pdrd. S 
D?ci\lon of IO March 1973 (req. 328 (1973)). para 6 

L. Takmg note of reports of a cubsidiary organ 
(i) Srtuation in Southern Rhodcrra. 

Decision of 2X l,ebrudry 1972 (res. 314 (1972)). 
preamble 

Decision of 28 July 1972 (rcs. 318 (1972)). par.~s. 3, 4 
Decision of 22 May 1973 (res. 333 (1973)). preamble; 

para. I 

(ii) Complaint by Zambia: 
Derision of IO March 1973 (rcs. 328 (1973)) para I 
Decision of IO March 1973 (rcs. 329 (1973)). 

prearnblc 

hl. Taking note of reports or activities of the Sccrctary-(icncral and 
of his reprcscntatives 

(i) Situation in Namibia: 
Dxision of I August 1972 (rcs. 319 (1972)) para. I 
Ikcicion of I1 Dcccmhcr 1973 (rcs 342 (1973)). 

para. 1 
(ii) Situation in the hliddlc 1;a\t 

Decision of 27 October 1973 (rcs. 341 (1973)), 
pad 

Decision of 31 May 1974 (rcs. 350 (1974)). para. 2 
(iii) Complaint by Iraq: 

Decision of 28 May 1974 (rcs 348 (1974)) para. 1 
(iv) Situation in Cyprus: 

Dxision of I August 1974 (res 355 (1974)). 
preamble 

Decision of 15 August 1974 (res. 359 (1974)). 
preamble 

Decision of 30 August 1974 (rcs. 361 (1974)). 
preamble 
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Part II 

CONSIDERATION OF QUESTIONS RELATING TO AFRICA 
WITH WHICH THE SECURITY COUNCIL IS CURRENTLY 

SlilZED AND THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE COUNCIL’S 
RELEVANT RESOLUTIONS 

Decisions of 4 February 1972 (1638th meeting): reso- 
lutions 309 (1972) and 3 10 (1972) 

Decision of 4 February 1972 (1638th meeting): 

Rejection of three-Power draft resolution 

Decisions of 4 February 1972 (1639th meeting): reso- 
lutions311 (1972)and312(1972) 

In accordance with its resolution 308 (1972) of 19 
January 1972” the Security Council held 13 meetings- 
1627th to 1639th-in Addis Ababa between 28 January 
and 4 February 1972. 

At the 1628th meeting on 28 January 1972, the Council 
adopted the agenda, which had been recommended by 
resolution 308 (1972). entitled: “Consideration of ques- 
tions relating to Africa with which the Security Council is 
currently seized and the implementation of the Council’s 
relevant resolutions.” At the same meeting, the Council 
decided to invite the representatives of Cameroon, Congo, 
Egypt, Equatorial Guinea, Ethiopia, Gabon, Ghana, Kenya, 
Liberia. Malawi, Mauritania, Mauritius, Morocco, Nigeria, 
Senegal, Tunisia, Uganda, United Republic of Tanzania, 
Zaire and Zambia to participate without vote in the 
discussion.’ ’ Subsequently, at the 1630th meeting, on 31 
January 1972, invitations were also extended to the 
representatives of Algeria, Burundi and the Libyan Arab 
Republic.’ 4 

Also at the 1628th meeting, in view of the decisions 
taken by three United Nations bodies to be represented at 
the Security Council meetings in Africa,’ ’ the Council 
further decided to extend invitations to the representative 
of the Special Committee on Apartheid. the representative 
of Trinidad and Tobago, the Chairman of the Special 
Committee on the Situation with regard to the Implement- 
ation of the Declaration on the Granting of Independence 

r * 1,or the proceedings lcadlng to thr adoption of resolution 308 

(1972) and thr discussions m connexion with the application of 
Article 28, paragraph 3. of the Charter and rule 5 of the Provisional 
Rules of Proccdurc of the Sccurily Council, both dealing with 
mectings of the Security Council away from Lieadquartcrs, see 
chapter I of thisSupplemenf. 

’ 3 1628th meeting: opening statement by the President. 

l4 1630th meeting, paras. l-3. 

’ ’ S/10600. SC.OH. 2 71h yr., Suppl. /or Jan.-Much I9 72. 
pp. 79-80. 

to Colonial Countries and Peoples, the representative of the 
United Republic of Tanzania and to the President of the 
United Nations Council for Namibia, the representative of 
Pakistan.16 At the same meeting, the Security Council 
decided, at the request of the representatives of Guinea, 
Somalia and the Sudan,” to extend an invitation, under 
rule 39 of its provisional rules of procedure, to the 
following persons: Mr. Mohamed Fouad El-Bedewi, 
Mr. Amilcar Cabral, Mr. M. Luvualo, Mr. M. dos Santos, 
Mr. Peter Mueshihange, Mr. Richard Hove,” Mr. Potlako 
Leballo, Mr. Alfred Nzo, Mr. George Silundika, Mr. Abdul 
Minty, Mr. Diallo Telli,’ 9 also at the 1632nd meeting to 
Reverend Canon Burgess Carr:* and at the 1633rd meeting 
to Mr. Johny Eduardo.” 

At the 1627th meeting on 28 January 1972, the Council 
was addressed by the Emperor of Ethiopia and by the 
President of Mauritania in his capacity as Chairman of the 
Assembly of Heads of State and Government of OAU. The 
Council also heard addresses by the Secretary-General and 
by the Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs of Somalia, 
speaking in his capacity as President of the Council. 

President Moktar Ould Daddah of Mauritania, Chairman 
of the OAU at its eighth session, stated that despite the 
often disappointing efforts of the United Ndtions to 
translate its principles and resolutions concerning col- 
onialism and racial discrimination into facts, Africa looked 
to the historic session of the Security Council on its soil 
with renewed expectations and in the spirit of realism. A 
new approach was needed that would place upon the 
Council and particularly its permanent members the re- 
sponsibility to control the implementation of the main 
decisions. The OAU formally proposed that a Committee of 
the Council including its five permanent members should 
take charge of Namibia and make all arrangements to 
ensure its effective administration leading to its self- 
determination and independence. 

The Security Council should immediately assume its 
responsibilities to the same degree in Rhodesia. Africa 

I6 1628th mecting, opening stalcment by the President. 

” S/10602/Rev.2, SC. OR. 27th yr., Suppl. for Jan-March 
1972. y. 8O;S/10604ibid., p. 81;S/10605,ibid.. p. 82. 

‘a lnstead of Mr. Hove, Mr. M.K.H. Hamadziripi made a 
statement to the Council, at its 1633rd meeting. with the consent of 
the Council. 

I9 1630th meeting, paras. 4-l 1. 

” 1632nd meeting, para. 11. 

21 1633rd meeting, paras. 1-2. 
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proposed that the Council should ta!:e official note of the 
failure of the settlement efforts between the United 
Kingdom and the minority rCgime in Rhodesia and pro- 
claim them invalid. It was incumbent on the United 
Kingdom to negotiate with the authentic representatives of 
the African peoples to bring about majority rule and 
independence in that Territory. The Council should also 
consider its attitude concerning Portugal and South Africa. 
These two States that refused to apply the Council 
decisions against decolonization and racial discrimination, 
should be suspended from membership in the United 
Nations. Such a decision could be applied immediately in 
contrast to economic sanctions whose application was being 
subjected to capricious interpretations. In conclusion, 
Mr. Daddah submitted the African proposal for an inter- 
national aid fund to be set up within the United Nations 
and to assist in Africa and elsewhere the liberation 
movements and people who fight against racial discrimina- 
tion.22 

The President said that by accepting the invitation of 
OAU to meet in Africa, the Cour.:il, acting under 
Article 28, paragraph 3 of the Charter, was enabled to pay 
special attention to the regional problems of Africa, to 
respond publicly and positively to the needs of the area rife 
with actual and potential threats to the peace and to effect 
the co-operation with regional organizations envisaged in 
Article 52 of the Charter as an aid to the task of 
peace-keeping. One important aspect of the meeting in 
Africa would be that world attentio:l would be focused on 
the evils engendered by racism and colonialism in southern 
Africa.23 

At the 1628th meeting also held on 28 January 1972, 
the representative of Egypt* deplored that although the 
Charter of the United Nations had already stated the 
principle of self-determination 26 years ago, the authorities 
in South Africa, Namibia, Rhodesia and in the Portuguese 
territories were still subjecting several million Africans to 
colonial rule and were now resorting to military operations, 
supported by foreign economic and other interests, to crush 
the legitimate struggle of the Africans to achieve freedom 
and independence. Since no action followed the words on 
these problems in the United Nations, the only way left was 
liberation through armed struggle. The situation in 
Rhodesia which had become explosive could only be solved 
by the immediate transfer of power to the people of 
Zimbabwe on the basis of majority rule. The “terms of 
settlement” negotiated between the United Kingdom and 
the illegal regime did not fulfii the conditions of the right 
to self-determination. Sanctions against the Rhodesian 
rCgime should be rigorously applied, and sanctions should 
be imposed upon South Africa and Portugal whose Govern- 
ments openly defied Article 25 of the Charter and the 
Council decisions. Regarding Namibia, the Council should 
take immediate and effective measures under Chapter VII 
of the Charter to ensure the removal of South Africa from 
the Territory and to assume direct responsibility for the 
Territory until independence. Turning to the inter- 
nationally condemned system of apartheid in South Africa, 
he hoped that the Council would heed the repeated appeals 
of the General Assembly to take effective measures, 
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including those under Chapter VII of the Charter, to put an 
end to the explosive situation in South Africa. Portugal 
continued to refuse to implement the United Nations 
resolutions and to wage a colonial war against the peoples 
of Angola, Mozambique and Guinea (Bissau). The Council 
should take all effective measures in accordance with the 
relevant Charter provisions to ensure that all repressive 
activities and military operations by Portugal in these 
Territories be stopped, that Portuguese forces be withdrawn 
and that the Declaration on the Grunting of Independence 
to Colonial Countries and Peoples (resolution I5 14 (XV)) 
be fully implemented.24 

At the same meeting the representative of Zambia* 
joined the African people of Zimbabwe in condemning the 
Home-Smith “settlement proposals” for Southern Rhodesia 
and suggested the following course of action to the 
Council: The Council should support the Zimbabwe people 
in their rejection of the settlement proposals and demand 
that the British Government recall the Pearce Commission. 
The Council should further ask the British Government to 
convene without delay a constitutional conference of all 
the people of Zimbabwe, it should condemn the United 
Kingdom as administering Power for the wanton mass 
murders, arrests and detentions of Zimbabwe people by the 
Smith rCgime, and it should call upon the British Government 
to intervene in the colony militarily. In the meantime, 
sanctions should be maintained, tightened and expanded to 
include South Africa and Portugal. The Council should also 
reaffirm the principle of non-recognition of the rebel 
r&me by Member States. With regard to Namibia he asked 
why the Council did not take decisive action to expel South 
Africa from the Territory and assume direct control to 
allow the Namibian people the exercise of their right to 
self-determination. He appealed to the allies of Portugal, 
particularly some NATO partners, to stop giving Portugal 
military and financial assistance, and requested that the 
United Nations, its specialized agencies and Member States 
continue to support the liberation struggle in the occupied 
territories.25 

The representative of Pakistan*, speaking as the Pre- 
sident of the United Nations Council for Namibia, declared 
that the General Assembly, the Security Council and the 
International Court of Justice were in agreement that the 
continued presence of South Africa in Namibia was illegal, 
that it should withdraw from the Territory immediately 
and completely, that the United Nations bore a direct and 
special responsibility for the Territory, and that all States 
had to refrain from any relations with South Africa which 
implied recognition of its authority over Namibia. The 
United Nations Council for Namibia had been established 
by the General Assembly to administer Namibia until 
independence. He hoped that the Security Council, during 
its session in Africa, would provide the Council for Namibia 
with the appropriate means for fully discharging its 
responsibilities towards that Territoc. Recalling the cur- 
rent strike by Namibian labourcrs igainst the contract 
labour system, he noted that the Council for Namibia had 
demanded an immediate end to that system and had called 
upon all foreign corporations operating in the Territory to 
cease using it and to refuse to become party to any 

22 1627th mrcnng: statement by the President of Mauriunu 

23 Ibid.. Prcsidcnt’r statement bcforc closing the mcetlng 

” 1628rh meeting: intervention by Egypt. 

25 Ihi~l.. intcrvcntion by Zambia. 
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settlement of that strike that did not take into account the 
just demands of the Namibian workers. As an immediate 
step the Security Council could issue a similar call to the 
Member States. The cardinal issue before the Security 
Council was the removal of South Africa from Namibia so 
as to enable the United Nations to discharge its responsi- 
bilities towards that Territory, and the Council should no 
longer shrink, if necessary, from appropriate measures 
under Chapter VII of the Charter to achieve that end.26 

The representative of Trinidad and Tobago*, speaking as 
the representative of the Special Committee on Apartheid, 
recalled that by its resolutions 181 (1963). 182 (1963) and 
282 (1970) the Council had imposed an arms embargo on 
South Africa. However, a number of Member States had 
continued to supply arms to South Africa, maintaining that 
they were fulfilling their obligations under existing agree- 
ments or distinguishing between arms for internal anti- 
guerilla operations and those for external defence. The 
Special Committee rejected that contention and believed 
that the time had come for all Governments to accept the 
letter and spirit of the resolutions of the Council and to 
cnrry them out, as the Charter provided. He also drew the 
Council’s attention to the resolutions concerning apartheid 
adopted by the General Assembly at its twenty-sixth 
session. By resolution 2775 A(XXVI) the Assembly had 
called upon all Governments to implement fully the arms 
embargo and invited the Council to consider the situation 
with a view to securing the implementation of Council 
resolution 282 (1970). In resolution 2775 F (XXVI) the 
Assembly recommended that the Council consider urgently 
the situation in South Africa resulting from the policies of 
upartheid with a view to the adoption of effective measures 
including those envisaged under Chapter VII of the Charter. 
Since some delegations had expressed their inability in the 
Assembly debates to support this resolution because it fell 
within the exclusive competence of the Council, the Special 
Committee repeated these recommendations before the 
Council earnestly hoping for the adoption of effective 
measures.’ ’ 

At the 1629th meeting on 29 January 1972, the 
representative of Kenya* emphasized the fact that in 1972 
over 30 million Africans in the southern part of Africa were 
being subjected to humiliation and colonial servitude that 
defied description. He reiterated his Government’s condem- 
nation of the Anglo-Rhodesian settlement as unjust and 
undemocratic and proposed several points on which a new 
settlement be based: a system of guarantees enforceable 
through British military presence in Rhodesia; African 
representation in the armed forces at the decision-making 
level; top positions for Africans in the civil service, 
industry, academic institutions and the police and security 
services; withdrawal of South African police and army 
personnel from Rhodesia; guarantee of complete freedom 
of movement and organization to the African majority 
under international supervision; detailed programme for 
common vote rolls and the attainment of African majority 
rule acceptable to the Rhodesia Africans; convocation of a 
round-table conference of Rhodesian whites, Zimbabwe 
Africans and the British administration under the aegis of 
the United Nations to work out a realistic and equitable 
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settlement; in the meantime, continuation and streng- 
thening of sanctions until the settlement would be ready. 
Turning to the question of apartheid, he stressed that his 
Government had rejected the South African call for a 
dialogue because Pretoria had spumed all peaceful solutions 
and the dialogue would not lead to any improvement in the 
political and economic status of the Africans and would 
merely confer respectability on the obnoxious concept of 
aparrheid and imply recognition of Bantustans. He added 
that his Government would support the freedom move- 
ments in the Portuguese Territories as much as possible, 
urged the United Nations to do likewise and appealed to 
the NATO countries to desist from assisting Portugal unless 
it stopped its colonial wars and oppression in Africa.‘* 

At the same meeting the representative of Tanzania*, 
speaking as the Chairman of the Special Committee on the 
Situation with regard to the Implementation of the 
Declaration on the Gr;nting of 1I:dependence to Colonial 
Countries and Peoples, pointed out that the grave situation 
in southern Africa continued to deteriorate and to pose a 
most serious threat to international peace and security and 
to the territorial integrity of several African States. His 
Special Committee wanted to bring to the urgent attention 
of the Security Council the imminent need, among others: 
to widen the scope of sanctions against the illegal r&me of 
Southern Rhodesia by declaring mandatory all the measures 
laid down in Article 41 of the Charter; to consider carefully 
the question of imposing sanctions upon South Africa and 
Portugal, in view of their refusal to carry out the relevant 
decisions of the Security Council; to give urgent consider- 
ation, with a view to promoting the elimination of 
colonialism, to the question of imposing a total embargo on 
arms of all kinds to South Africa and Rhodesia; and to 
consider urgently the adoption of measures to prevent the 
supply of arms to Portugal, as such .arms have enabled that 
country to deny self-determination and independence to 
the peoples of the occupied Territories.29 

At the 1630th meeting on 31 January 1972, the 
representative of Uganda* declared that sanctions provided 
no effective solution to the rebellion in Rhodesia and that 
there was no short cut to physical intervention to topple 
the racist Smith regime. The United Kingdom should 
intervene, reestablish effective control over the Territory, 
set a time-table for the attainment of independence, 
reaffirm that independence would be on the basis of 
majority rule, withdraw the Home/Smith settlement pro- 
posals, and put an immediate stop to the brutal force 
inflicted upon the Africans who were exercising their rights 
of speech and assembly and release political detainees. If 
the United Kingdom could not take these steps, it should 
surrender its responsibilities and authority to the Security 
Council. In the case of Namibia which South Africa would 
not quit short of the use of force by the United Nations, his 
delegation proposed the following measures: irnplement- 
ation of the Council resolutions in concrete terms; direct 
physical intervention in Namibia by United Nations forces 
to enforce the ruling of the International Court of Justice 
and to expel the racist regime of South Africa; organization 
of political machinery to enable the people of Namibia to 
attain independence through self-determination; ensuring 

26 1618Ih meeting: intervenlion by Pakistan. 

27 IhrJ Intervention by Trinidad and ‘Tobago. 

*’ 1629th meeting: intervention by Kenya. 

” IhrJ.. intervention by Tanzania 
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compliance by all States with these goals and in particular 
ensuring the acceptance of these changes by foreign 
business interests in Namibia.3o 

At the same meeting the representative of Tanzania* 
also called on the United Kingdom to abrogate the 
ilome/Smith proposals, to withdraw the Pearce Com- 
mission and to shoulder its responsibility in Rhodesia, and 
he supported the demand by the OAU for the immediate 
take-over by the United Nations of the administration of 
Namibia. In view of the aggressive and defiant role of South 
Africa and Portugal, these two outlaws should be expelled 
from the United Nations.” 

The representative of China reiterated his Government’s 
basic policy regarding Africa, condemned the strongholds 
of colonialism and racism in South Africa, Rhodesia, 
Namibia and in the Portuguese Territories and urged the 
Security Council to condemn the atrocities committed by 
the Rhodesian regime against the Zimbabwe people and to 
reject the fraud of the so-called “agreement” between 
Britain and the Rhodesian regime; to condemn the Por- 
tuguese and South African colonialist authorities for their 
repression of the national liberation movements and for the 
policies of oparflrc,id and to condemn the United States, 
Britain and other countries for their support of Rhodesia, 
South Africa and Portuguese colonialism. The Council 
should further expand and strengthen the sanctions against 
Rhodesia, South Africa and Portugal and call upon all 
Governments and peoples to give active support to the 
peoples of Azania, Namibia, Zimbabwe, Angola, Mozam- 
bique and Guinea (Bissau) in their liberation struggles.3 2 

The representative of Yugoslavia noted that although the 
Council had demonstrated its support for Africa by coming 
to Addis Ababa, by giving the representatives of African 
States and liberation movements the opportunity to address 
the Council on African soil and by a number of specific 
measures in the past, the time had come to take further and 
bolder steps for the achievement of liberation and in- 
dependence of Namibia and other African Territories under 
cc>lonial rule. The Council should review the implement- 
ation of its resolutions and devise new ways to ensure 
compliance. Regarding the flagrant violations of Council 
measures in South Africa, Namibia, Rhodesia and in the 
Portuguese Territories and measuring these against the 
mandatory provision of Article 25 of the Charter, the 
Council had to arrest the erosion of the authority of the 
United Nations. The flagrant violations of the sanctions, 
arms embargoes etc. encouraged the South African, Rho- 
desian and Portuguese rt?gimes to initiate new oppressive 
actions and might even lead them to new adventures of 
conquest. Therefore, the Council should consider what 
sanctions should be automatically applied to anyone 
violating its decisions. The United Nations and the Council 
should increasingly be able to apply Articles 41 and 42 of 
the Charter against those who defied its resolutions and 
decisions and who threatened peace and security or whose 
acts constituted an affront to the conscience of the world, 
Yugoslavia supported the proposals to persuade the United 
Kingdom to fulfil its responsibilities as the administering 
Power in Southern Rhodesia. to safeguard the lives and 

3o 1630th meeting. pas. 53-65. 

3' Ihid.. p.~r;lr. 79-85. 

32 Ibid.. pmr. 94.Y9. 

welfare of the African majority in that country and to 
withdraw the Pearce Commission immediately. Everything 
should be done to make the United States rescind its 
decision of importing chrome from Rhodesia in violation of 
the United Nations sanctions. Among more positive, more 
active measures in favour of the liberation movements his 
Government would pay closest attention to the proposal of 
the Chairman of the OAU that the Council assume direct 
responsibility for Namibia. In order to be able to follow the 
implementation of its resolutions and decisions on African 
issues, the Council might consider both present and new 
practices, such as holding periodic meetings, sending 
missions, establishing special reporting and monitoring 
techniques. These could be combined with the existing 
structure of co-operation between the OAU and various 
United Nations bodies and further developed.33 

At the 163lst meeting on 31 January 1972, the 
representative of the USSR stated that the perpetuation of 
colonial and racist regimes in Africa not only resulted in 
suffering and insults to human dignity but also constituted 
a threat to the whole African continent. The Council 
should take immediate and effective measures to ensure the 
speediest possible elimination of the colonial and racist 
oppression of peoples. His country had taken the initiative 
which led to the adoption of the historic Declaration on the 
Granting of Independence to Colonial Countries and 
Peoples (resolution IS I4 (XV)) and subsequently of ad- 
ditional declarations reaffirming the legitimacy of the 
struggle of colonial peoples fottheir freedom and independ- 
ence. He noted the strongholds of colonialism and racism in 
southern Africa and condemned the manifold violations of 
resolutions and decisions of the United Nations by the 
rulers of these rCgimes and by their imperialist supporters in 
defiance of Article 25 of the Charter. His Government 
supported the demands for the adoption and implement- 
ation of effective measures to eliminate colonialism, racism 
and apartheid in Africa. 

Concerning Rhodesia, the Council should reject the 
British-Rhodesian settlement proposals, reaffirm that any 
settlement must be based on equality and universal suf- 
frage, irrespective of race and colour; it should request the 
United Kingdom to eliminate the white minority rdgirne and 
ensure an immediate transfer of power to the Zimbabwe 
people. Sanctions should not only be strictly complied 
with, but further increased in effectiveness and extended to 
South Africa and Portugal which were supporting the illegal 
regime. In regard to South Africa his Government advo- 
cated the strictest compliance with United Nations resol- 
utions against apartheid and for an end to the occupation 
of Namibia by the Pretoria regime and for the independ- 
ence of Namibia. South Africa could be forced to comply 
with Council decisions by sanctions and a trade embargo as 
well as the strictest possible international isolation of that 
regime. The sanctions should be imposed in accordance 
with Chapter VII of the Charter. The representative recalled 
that his delegation together with Guinea had submitted a 
draft convention on the suppression and punishment of the 
crime of apmheid to the twenty-sixth session of the 
General Assembly. As for Portugal, the Council should take 
the strictest measures against the Portuguese aggressors in 
order to put an end to its presence on the African continent 

33 f/d.. pars. 120-133. 
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and to its attempts to encroach upon the sovereignty and 
independence of African States.34 

At the same meeting the representative of Ghana* stated 
that the basic issue underlying all the southern African 
questions was one of race and human rights. lie criticized 
some members of the Council who distinguished between 
the Rhodesian question, which the Council had defined as a 
threat to international peace and security under 
Chapter VII of the Charter, and the other problems such as 
upartlrcid, Portuguese colonialism and others. The General 
Assembly, however, had condemned these, too, as threats 
to peace and security. To remove these threats preventive 
diplomacy was needed before the breach of the peace 
occurred. Since the problems of southern Africa were 
indissolubly interwoven with each other, any solutions 
proposed were to be aimed at all three Powers concerned: 
South Africa, Portugal and Rhodesia. All those who so far 
had given invaluable verbal support should move now to 
practical and concrete measures, in and out of the United 
Nations. As the application of political solutions was often 
hampered by the danger of the veto and the danger of the 
consensus, the Council could follow precedents, e.g. the 
deliberations of four permanent members about the Middle 
East, the strategic talks of the two super-Powers, the 
Vietnam negotiations, and try to promote solutions in 
southern Africa outside the Council debates but guided by 
its goals and principles. 

He then suggested a number of measures for consider- 
ation by the council: The Council should issue during these 
meetings a declaration of support for all liberation move- 
ments struggling for their human and political rights. The 
Council should appeal to the ruling Governments in 
southern Africa to initiate procedures immediately with the 
leaders of the struggling peoples for the attainment of these 
rights. It should recommend the suspension of all plans for 
the political future of the African peoples which had been 
condemned as contrary to United Nations principles and 
request the renegotiation of those plans. The Council 
should condemn apartheid as contrary to the Charter and as 
a crime against humanity. It should call for the early review 
of the laws of each State concerned to achieve greater 
conformity with the Charter. It should adopt measures to 
implement the advisory opinion of the International Court 
of Justice on Namibia. All States should be invited to assist 
the liberation movements either directly or through a new 
United Nations fund. The Council should widen and 
strengthen sanctions against Rhodesia and ask Portugal and 
South Africa to implement them. Their failure to do so 
should result in a threat to consider the suspension of their 
membership in the United Nations. The Council should call 
on the major trading partners of South Africa to reduce 
their trade and economic relations with that country; the 
United States, for instance, might discontinue its sugar 
quota to South Africa, as it should comply with the 
embargo against Rhodesian chrome. AI1 military aid to 
Portugal and South Africa should be stopped. South Africa 
should be isolated from all sports and cultural international 
competitions. The Secretary-General should be requested to 
initiate contacts with a view to securing the eventual 
independence of Namibia. The Council should decide not 
to recognize Rhodesian independence until it would be 
achieved on the basis of majority rule. The Council might 

34 1631sl meetinp. paras. 46-88. 

wish to initiate periodic reviews of the burning African 
problems as a whole at regular intervals in order to observe 
their development.35 

At the 1632nd meeting on 1 February 1972, 
Mr. El-Bedewi, speaking on behalf of the OAU Co- 
ordinating Committee for the Liberation of Africa, invited 
the Security Council to visit the liberated areas in Guinea 
(Bissau), Mozambique and Angola and declared that the 
time had come for the Council to assume its responsibilities 
and use all means within the Charter-including force-to 
uproot racism and colonialism in Africa. In conclusion he 
submitted several proposals formulated by the OAU Com- 
mittee, which would provide inter afiu that the Council 
would expressly ask all Member countries, especially the 
great Powers, to cease any kind of support to those 
colonialist Governments which might use it to suppress 
liberation movements; that all freedom-loving countries be 
urged to grant to the liberation movements recognized by 
OAU all necessary moral, fmancial and material assistance, 
and that the settlement in African territories currently 
under consideration by the Council should be negotiated 
with the authentic representatives of the recognized liber- 
ation movements.” 

Mr. dos Santos of the Mozambique Liberation Front 
asked the Council to persuade the United States and several 
West European countries as well as Japan to cease all forms 
of co-operation with Portugal, to make decisions of the 
General Assembly prohibiting the provision of arms for use 
in the colonies compulsory and to set up controls to verify 
compliance especially with respect to NATO arms. He also 
asked that sanctions should be taken against Portugal on 
account of its refusal to conform to the principles of the 
Charter.3 ’ 

At the 1633rd meeting also held on 1 February, 
Mr. Mueshihange endorsed the proposal by the President of 
OAU to create a committee of the Council including its 
permanent members, to be entrusted with the admin- 
istration of Namibia, asked for the application of 
Chapter VII of the Charter and consequently for the 
dispatch of United Nations forces to replace the oppressive 
South African forces. Further, the United Nations Council 
for Namibia should be strengthened and recognized as the 
legal authority in the Territory. As a last resort military 
action under Chapter VII should be taken against South 
Africa.3 a 

At the same meeting Mr. Diallo Telli, the Secretary- 
General of the Organization of African Unity, stressed that 
the effectiveness of United Nations action against colonial- 
ism, racial discrimination, and uporthrid depended upon 
the direct action of the Security Council and in particular 
the action of its permanent members. The Council, ben- 
efitting from the full co-operation of its permanent 
members, could easily find ways of taking over the 
administration of Namibia and of organizing together with 
the United Kingdom a constitutional conference with the 
authentic representatives of the Zimbabwe people, outside 
the poisoned atmosphere of Rhodesia in order to permit 
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the people of Khodesia to exercise freely, on the basis of 
majority rule, its inalienable right to self-determination and 
independence. The Council could also undertake measures 
to further the rapid decolonization of the Portuguese 
Territories and of South Africa. If the Portuguese and 
South African Governments resisted these steps, it would 
remain for the Council to use political, economic and 
military sanctions as provided for in Chapter VII of the 
Charter, including the expulsion or suspension of those two 
(;overnmcnts from the United Nations until they would 
end colonial rule and apartheid. tie urged the Council to 
recognize explicitly the legitimacy of the national liberation 
struggle and to step up its assistance to the liberation 
movements. The Council should insist that the specialized 
agencies earmark an important portion of their respective 
budgets for assistance to the victims of colonial exploitation 
and racial oppression in Africa, and this assistance should 
be supplemented by the special fund which the OAU 
Chairman had suggested at his opening address. Among 
other nteasures he also supported the proposal that the 
Council set up a watchdog committee to supervise the 
implementation of the arms embargo resolutions against 
South Africa and Portugal.39 

At the 1634th meeting on 2 February 1972, the 
representative of Belgium stated that in Rhodesia it was up 
to the United Kingdom as the administering Power to 
prepare a new regime based on majority rule and self- 
determination and that the Council would depart from its 
proper role if it tried to take the place of the administering 
Power. Nevertheless the Council had the right to concern 
itself with the application of the “test of acceptability” 
provided for under the British-Rhodesian agreement. In 
condemning the policy of upurrlleid he pointed out that his 
Government was opposed to the Council deciding to apply 
against South Africa the sanctions under Chapter VII of the 
Charter or other equivalent measures, such as the breaking- 
off of diplomatic, economic and trade relations. Such steps 
would force South Africa into an isolation which would 
strengthen its policy, whereas maintaining contacts with 
South Africa would keep tiie country aware of the 
unpopularity of its policy. Regarding Namibia, the Belgian 
delegation continued to hope that the. South African 
Government would agree to arrangements to permit the 
Namibian people to exercise freely its right to self- 
determination. He also mentioned the appointment of a 
United Nations representative as a step toward the settle- 
ment of the problem.40 

At the 1635th meeting, also held on 2 February, the 
representative of the United Kingdom declared that Britain 
was facing a dilemma in that it had to choose between on 
the one hand, perpetuating a deadlock leading inside 
Rhodesia to uparrheid and on the other hand, negotiations. 
t1i.s Government shared with the Governments of indcpen- 
dent African countries and with the members of the Council 
the ultimate objective, but agreement was lacking as to the 
choice of means. His Government wanted a settlement 
which would provide guaranteed progress towards majority 
rule on a basis acceptable to the people of Rhodesia as a 
whole.4 ’ 

39 1633rd meeting. paras. 14-I-157. 

4o 1634th meeting. par?c. 104-l 18. 

4’ 1635th meeting. para,. 20-21. 
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The representative of the United States said that in 
discussing the burning issues of southern Africa everyone 
should be clear on the fact that the United Nations as an 
organization of peace could not redress wrongs by making 
war. Moreover the United Nations was not more than an 
auxiliary instrument, while the people themselves who were 
suffering from colonial rule and racial justice in those parts 
of Africa, were the primary factor in eliminating these ills. 
The United States Government rejected completely the 
system of ul>orflieid, but it believed that the best means of 
encouraging change would be through increased communi- 
cations with all elements of the population of South Africa, 
not through attempts at isolation. His Government had long 
held that the South African presence in Namibia was illegal, 
and had taken many steps to discourage American business 
from investing in that Territory. But it did not believe that 
the imposition of sanctions by the Security Council would 
result in the desired changes. Therefore, the Council should 
discuss ways to initiate contacts with the parties concerned 
to establish the necessary conditions to enable the people 
of Namibia to exercise their right to self-determination. In 
Rhodesia his Government continued to support strong 
mandatory economic sanctions, but refused to join other 
members of the Council in urging the use of force to bring 
about change. The Pearce Commission which had visited 
Rhodesia had for the first time enabled the people of 
Rhodesia to express their opinion in rejecting the British- 
Rhodesian settlement proposals. The United States was 
aware of the Portuguese problem. It hoped that the parties 
involved would explore new avenues of settlement, such as 
bilateral or third-party commissions. His Government 
consistently maintained the right to self-determination of 
the people in Portugal’s African Territories, had informed 
Portugal to that effect and was still enforcing its own arms 
embargo against arms shipments for use in the African 
Territories.42 

The representative of India called the white Government 
of South Africa the most important element in the 
problems the Council was discussing. It was the principal 
agent for spreading aporrheid, for maintaining Portugal’s 
colonial rule over Angola, Mozambique and Guinea 
(Bissau), for sustaining the Smith rCgime in Rhodesia and 
for illegally occupying Namibia. No satisfactory solution to 
ally of these problems would be found unless the Govem- 
ment of South Africa could be persuaded or coerced to 
follow a civilized policy. Concerning Rhodesia, he rec- 
ommended, now that the people of Zimbabwe had rejected 
the tiome-Smith proposals, that the British Government 
consider relinquishing its legal responsibility for the Ter- 
ritory if it did not want to exercise its administrative 
authority against the illegal r&me. Sanctions against 
Rhodesia should be tightened and widened, and the 
Sanctions Committee of the Council should be more 
vigorous in pursuing and in publicizing all infringements. 
All communications systems to and from Rhodesia should 
be cut off extending to passports, visas, postal services, 
transports and communication systems of all kinds. The 
presence of the South African “police” force in Rhodesia 
should also be ended. As regarded Namibia, the Council for 
Namibia should assess taxes on foreign companies operating 
in Namibia and ask them to pay those taxes into a central 
UN fund. In case of refusal, the United Nations could sue 

42 Ibid, paras. 3962 
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these companies in appropriate national courts. The Or- 
ganization might consider stationing a ship outside the 
territorial waters of Namibia with the authority to issue 
fishing licences within and beyond these territorial waters. 
If South Africa refused to comply, it could be sued for 
damages before the International Court of Justice. He also 
suggested to consider the stationing of an all-African border 
force along the Namibian borders with other African 
countries. To continue the fight against uporfht+d he 
advised an effective trade ban and arms embargo on South 
Africa. Other economic sanctions and the termination of 
diplomatic and consular relations should also be weighed. 
In order to terminate Portuguese colonialism the United 
Nations should immediately declare Angola, Mozambique 
and Guinea (Bissau) independent and free of Portuguese 
authority. The very presence of the Portuguese in these 
Territories constituted a form of aggression, and one could 
not consider any of these Territories, including South 
Africa, as a sovereign independent State until all citizens 
enjoyed full and equaI civil rights.4 3 

The representative of France recalled that successful 
decolonization had been carried out since 1945 under the 
provisions of Chapters XI and XII of the Charter. The 
accumulation of 128 resolutions on this issue since 1960 
had been in vain and reflected a wrong approach. While 
there was agreement on the objectives to be attained- 
freedom, self-determination and independence for the 
peoples of Namibia, Rhodesia, Angola, Mozambique and 
Guinea (Bissau) as well as for the victims of uportheid, no 
real progress could be achieved without the participation of 
Portugal and South Africa and, in the case of Rhodesia, of 
Great Britain. The alternative would have to be violence 
and war, which nobody would wish to propose for the 
United Nations and for southern Africa. Concerning Rho- 
desia, his delegation would suggest not to stop the 
consultation process involving the Pearce Commission in 
order to get the full report from the British Government, 
and to ask the United Kingdom to take immediate measures 
for the protection of the life and well-being of the African 
majority against brutality arid repression. As regarded 
Namibia, his Government renewed the call for a negotiation 
between the United Nations and South Africa for an 
international regime over Namibia under which its people 
could decide their destiny freely. The new Secretary- 
General, with the support of the Council and in constant 
consultation with its five permanent members, should begin 
these negotiations with the Government of South Africa 
immediately, and the Council should set a period of six 
months at the end of which the Secretary-General should 
present his report. This process for Namibia ought to be 
exemplary for the other problems also to be resolved.44 

At the beginning of the 1636th meeting on 3 February 
1972, the President announced that the delegations of 
Guinea, Somalia and Sudan had jointly submitted a draft 
resolution4 ’ relating to the situation in Southern Rhude- 
sia.4 ’ 

43 1635th meeting. paras. 85-95. 

44 Ibid. paras. 110-131. 
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The representative of Burundi* suggested that a world 
conference be held dealing with the complete and final 
elimination of racial subjugation and colonial domination in 
Africa. and he proposed that the Council request from the 
OAU a “Plan for a liberated Africa” which would establish 
a time-limit for accession by all countries to independence 
and for the elimination of aporrlreid; it would also include 
ktcr ah the dispatch of periodic missions from the Security 
Council to check the progress in implementing the plan.4 7 

At the same meeting the representative of Somalia stated 
that following the decision of the International Court of 
Justice, his Government had hoped that the Council would 
have asked all Member States to take positive action, 
collectively, to ensure the withdrawal of South Africa from 
Namibia, but unfortunately, the situation had remained the 
same. His Government, therefore, proposed that the Coun- 
cil should declare that any further refusal by South Africa 
to withdraw would constitute an act of aggression against 
Namibia and a threat to international peace and security 
within the context of Chapter VII of the Charter. Since the 
Council had recognized the right of the people to resist an 
illegal occupation, it should provide the Namibian liber- 
ation forces with the necessary assistance against South 
Africa’s illegal presence. The Council should ensure that the 
arms embargo imposed on South Africa, the significance of 
which for Namibia had been recognized in Security Council 
resolution 283 (1970) be fully implemented. All relations 
with or involving Namibia should be entered into or 
maintained through the United Nations in order to have 
legal effect. Actual or potential foreign investors should be 
prevailed upon by their Governments to desist from making 
investments until the situation in Namibia had been solved 
to the satisfaction of the United Nations. 

Regarding the situation in the Territories under Por- 
tuguese control, direct United Nations intervention had 
become necessary to save the lives of the valiant people in 
those Territories and to stop the senseless wars Portugal was 
waging against Africa. Portugal should be subjected to an 
arms embargo and be forced to grant the people the right of 
self-determination and independence. 

Turning to Rhodesia, the Somali representative empha- 
sized the rejection of the British-Rhodesian agreement by 
the African people and asked what the British Government 
intended to do at this point. His own Government had 
rejected the so-called agreement because it did not entail 
fundamental changes from the 1969 rebel constitution; 
because it deliberately ignored the cardinal principle of “no 
independence before majority rule”; because the so-called 
test of acceptability was meaningless in the absence of a 
referendum involving the people of Zimbabwe; because the 
implementation of the settlement was left to the good will 
of the rebel rtgime; because the terms of the “settlement” 
were concluded behind the backs of the African population 
and its legitimate representatives: and because the British 
Government aimed to seek face-saving means and to confer 
legal independence on the minority rtgime in defiance of 
United Nations resolutions and world opinion. 

The representative of Somalia then introduced a draft 
resolution (S/10606), sponsored by Guinea, Somalia and 
the Sudan. 

4’ Ibid., pans. 17-22 
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The draft resolution, in its operative part, would provide 
inrer aliu for (1) the reaffirmation by the Council that the 
situation in Southern Rhodesia constituted a threat to 
international peace and security, for (2) the Council’s rcgrct 
over the failure of the United Kingdom to bring the 
rebellion in Rhodesia to an end; (3) the Council would 
condemn the recent killings, woundings and detention of 
civilians carried out by the illegal regime; (4) the Council 
would call upon the United Kingdom to safeguard the lives 
and welfare of the African people against further brutal and 
repressive acts by the illegal rtgime; (5) the Council would 
urge the British Government not to implement the “settle- 
ment” proposals, taking into account the overwhelming 
African opposition to these proposals; (6) the Council 
would express its firm belief that a solution to the situation 
in Southern Rhodesia required that a constitutional confer- 
ence should be convened, without delay, in which the 
African people, through their genuine representatives, 
would be able to participate in the formulation of new 
proposals for the constitutional advancement of their 
country; (7) it would urge the United Kingdom Govern- 
ment to convene such a constitutional conference as a 
matter of urgency; (8) it would call upon Member States to 
take more stringent measures in orde: to assure full 
implementation of sanctions and to prevent any circum- 
vention 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 should remain fully 
in force; (9) it would call upon South Africa to withdraw 
immediately its police and armed forces from the territory 
of Southern Rhodesia.48 

At the beginning of the 1637th meeting, also held on 3 
February, the President drew the attention of the Council 
members to the four additional draft resolutions which had 
been submitted to the Council: S/10607, sponsored by 
Guinea, Somalia and Sudan;4 9 S/ 10376tRev.2, sponsored 
by Argentina,” S/10608, sponsored by Guinea, Somalia 
and Sudan?’ and S/10609, sponsored by Guinea, India, 
Somalia, Sudan and Yugoslavia.” 

The representative of Guinea, speaking also on behalf of 
Somalia and Sudan, introduced the draft resolution 
(S/10607) on the Territories under Portuguese domination, 
under the preamble of which the Council would inter alia 
acknowledge the statements by the representatives of the 
liberation movements of Guinea (Bissau), Angola and 
Mozambique; deplore the fact that Portugal had failed to 
implement the pertinent resolutions of the Council, which 
were the only means to achieve a peaceful solution of the 
Territories; further deplore the policies and actions of those 
States which, in disregard of the repeated appeals addressed 
to them by the United Eations, continued to assist Portugal 
in its colonial policies; recognize that the liberation 
movements in Angola, Mozambique and Guinea (Bissau) 

So S/10376/Kev.2, adopted without clitic as rcsoiutlclll 309 
(1972). 
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represented the authentic voice of the African people in 
these territories; and note with satisfaction the progress 
towards national independence and freedom made by the 
national liberation movements, both through their struggle 
and reconstruction programmes. Under the operative part 
of the draft resolution, the Council would inter diu 
(4) reaffirm its urgent demand to Portugal for: (b) . . . the 
withdrawal of all the military and other forces at present 
employed for that purpose;(d) negotiations, on the basis of 
the recognition of the right to self-determination and 
independence, with the genuine representatives of the 
people of the Territories with a view to the transfer of 
power to political institutions freely elected and represent- 
atives of the peoples, in accordance with resolution 1514 
(XV); (c) the granting of independence immediately there- 
after to all the Territories under its administration in 
accordance with the aspirations of the peoples; (7) invite all 
States and the specialized agencies and other organizations 
within the United Nations system in consultation with the 
Organization of African Unity, to render to the peoples of 
the Territories, in particular the population in the liberated 
areas, all the moral and material assistance necessary to 
continue their struggle for the restoration of their inalien- 
able right to self-determination and independence; and 
(8) further urge all States to take all appropriate measures 
to prevail upon the Government of Portugal to abide by the 
provisions of this resolution. 

In conclusion, the representative of Guinea stated 
that the sponsors were open to suggestions for changes and 
improvements of the draft .5 3 

At the same meeting, the representative of Argentina 
introduced the revised text (S/l0376/Rev.2) of the draft 
resolution,54 which he had originally submitted to the 
Council at its 1598th meeting on 20 October 1971 during 
the discussion of the situation in Namibia and which had 
been revised as a result of consultations with the African 
Group and with all Council members. In paragraph I of the 
proposed draft resolution, the Council would invite the 
Secretary-General, in consultation with a group of the 
Council, the membership of which remained to be deter- 
mined, to initiate contacts with all parties concerned, with 
a view to establishing the necessary conditions for the 
people of Namibia to exercise their right to self- 
determination and independence.” 

The representative of Italy proposed that the group of 
the Security Council, provided for in the Argentinian draft 
resolution, should be composed of the representatives of 
Argentina and Sonlalia.56 

At the same meeting the representative of India intro- 
duced the draft resolution (S/10609). co-sponsored by 
Guinea, India, Somalia, Sudan and Yugoslavia and relating 
to the question of oparfllrid and race conflict in South 
Africa, in the operative part of which the Council would 
inrcpr ulio (5) call upon all States to deny all military 
co-operation to the South African Government: and 
(8) decide to establish a committee of the Council to study 

-__-. 
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and report urgently on ways and means to implement the 
resolutions of the Council on this questiozl of uparrheid.” 

The representative of Yugoslavia introduced a second 
draft resolution (S/10608) on Namibia, co-sponsored by 
Guinea, Somalia, Sudan and Yugoslavia.Sa 

The representative of the USSR called it a major task of 
the Council and primarily all its permanent members to 
provide support and assistance to the enslaved peoples of 
the south of Africa and not to protect the oppressors and 
enslavers of these peoples. He declared his delegation’s 
intention to support and vote for the various draft 
resolutions. Referring to the Italian proposal with regard to 
the group of the Council under draft resolution 
S/10376/Rev.2 on Namibia, he suggested to enlarge the 
group to five members and to include the representatives of 
Guinea, India and Yugoslavia in addition to those named by 
Italy.’ 9 

Following further discussion of this issue, the represen- 
-tative of Somalia suggested to follow customary practiceand 
ask the President to establish the composition of the grou 
through consultations with the members of the Council.6 B 

At the 1638th meeting on 4 November 1972, the 
representative of Yugoslavia drew the attention of the 
Council to the revised tex?’ of draft resolution S/10608, 
which had been arrived at through consultations with 
members of the Council. The revisions included, infer oliu, 

the deletion of a reference to Article 25 of the Charter of 
the United Nations from the eighth preambular and the 
deletion of the phrase “..., and has grave consequences as 
concerns international peace and security” from para- 
graph 6.62 

At the same meeting, after a procedural discussion 
concerning the priority of various draft resolutions before 
the Council 63 the President stated that, following consul- 
tations witt; all the members of the Council, it had been 
agreed that the group of the Council to which the 
Argentine draft resolution (S/ 10376lRev.2) referred, would 
consist of the representatives’ of Argentina, Somalia and 
Yugoslavia.6 4 The Council proceeded then to vote on the 
revised Argentine draft resolution and adopted it by 14 
votes to none; one member did not participate in the 
voting. 6 ’ The resolution read as follows: 

The Security Council, 

Huving exumined firrher the question of Namibia and without 
prejudice to other resolutions adopted by the Security Council on 
this matter, 

Recogni:ing the special responsibility and obligation of the 
United Nations towards rhe people and Territory of Namibia, 

” 1637th meeting, paras. 64-78. 
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Recr//innlng once again the inalienable and imprescriptible right 
of the people of Namibia to selfdetermination and indcpendcnce, 

Reaffirming ulso the national unity and territorial integrity of 
Namibia, 

I. lnvires the SecrctaryCeneral, in consultation and close 
co-operation with a group of the Security Council, composed of the 
representatives of Argentina, Somalia and Yugoslavia, to initiate as 
soon as possible contacts with all parties concerned, with a view to 
establishing the necessary conditions so as to enable the people of 
Namibia, freely and with strict regard to the principle of human 
equality, to exercise their right to self-determination and independ- 
ence, in accordance with the Charter of the United Nations; 

2. Culls upon the Government of South Africa to co-operate 
fully with the SecretaryGeneral in the implcmcntation of the 
present resolution; 

3. Requests the Secretary-General to report to the Security 
Council on the implementation of the present resolution not later 
than 31 July 1972. 

The Council then proceeded to vote on the revised 
four-Power draft resolution (S/10608/Rev.l), which was 
adopted by 13 votes to none, with 2 abstentions.66 The 
resolution read as follows: 

The Sect&y Council, 

Toking note of the statement of the President of the Islamic 
Republic of Mauritania. in his capacity as current Chairman of the 
Assembly of Heads of State and Government of the Organization of 
African Unity, 

Taking note of the statement of the President of the United 
Nations Council for Namibia, 

Gruvely concerned over the present situation in Namibia and the 
repressive measures of the South African Government, following the 
strike of the African contract labourers in the country and the 
widespread and increasing manifestations of African resistance to 
the illegal occupation of the Territory by the South African 
Government, 

Convinced that the Security Council, as a matter of urgency, 
should find ways and means to enable the people of the Territory to 
achieve self-determination and independence, 

Conscious of the need for full co-operation of all Member States, 
in particular the permanent members of the Security Council and 
the main trading partners of South Africa, for this purpose, 

Recoiling its previous resolutions and those of the General 
Assembly pertaining to Namibia, 

Conscious of the special responsibilities of the United Nations 
towards the people and Territory of Namibia, 

Mindful of its responsibility to take necessary action to secure 
strict compliance with the obligations entered into by Member 
States under the relevant provisions of the Charter of the United 
Nations. 

Reuffirming the inalienable right of the people of Namibia to 
self-determination and independence, in accordance with General 
Assembly resolution 1514 (XV) of 14 December 1960, 

Reaffirming ulso the national unity and territorial integrity of 
Namibia, 

I. Srrongl,v condemns the refusal of South Africa to comply 
with the resolutions of the General Assembly and the Security 
Council pertaining to Namibia; 

2. Reuffimts that the continued occupation of Namibia by the 
South African authorities is illegal and detrimental to the interests 
of the people of Namibia; 

3. Dechres that the defiant attitude of South Africa towards 
the decisions of the Security Council undermines the authority of 
the United Nations; 

4. Strongly condemns the recent repressive measures against the 
African labourers in Namibia, and calls upon the Government of 

66 Ihid.. para. 103. Adopted as resolution 310 (1972). 
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South Africa to end immcdiatcly these repressive measures and to 
abolish any labour system which may be in conflict with the basic 
provisions of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights; 

5. Culls upon all States whose nationals and corporations arc 
operating in Namibia notwithstanding the relevant provisions of 
Security Council resolution 283 (1970) to use all available means to 
ensure that. such nationals and corporations conform, in their 
politics of hiring Namibian workers, to the basic provisions of the 
Universal Declaration of Human Rights; 

6. Considers that the continued occupation of Namibia by the 
Government of South Africa in deliancc of the relevant resolutions 
of the United Nations and of the Charter creates conditions 
dctrimcntal to the maintenance of peace and security in the region: 

7. Culls upon South Africa to withdraw immediately its police 
and military forces as well as its civilian personnel from the 
Territory of Namibia; 

8. Decides that, in the event of failure on the part of the 
Government of South Africa to comply with the present resolution, 
the Security Council shall meet immediately to dccidc upon 

effective steps or measures, in accordance with the relevant Chapters 
of the Charter, to secure the full and speedy implementation of the 

present resolution; 

9. Requests the Secretary-General to report to the Security 
Council on the implementation of the present resolution not later 
t,,,.. ?I I>,!.. ,a?‘. 

At the beginning of the 1639th meeting, also held on 4 
February, the President announced that the Council would 
first discuss the draft resolution on Southern Rhodesia 
(S/10606), followed by the five-Power draft resolution on 
uporrltrid (S/ 10609/Rev.l I and an as yet unavailable 
revision of the draft resolution concerning the Portuguese 
Territories, which had originally been circulated in docu- 
ment S/lO6O7.67 

Speaking in explanation of vote, the representative of 
the United Kingdom reiterated that his Government could 
not accept a directive to change its policy while it was in 
the process of being worked out. The draft resolution on 
Southern Rhodesia (S/10606) recommended courses of 
action which were unrealistic and impracticable. His del- 
egation therefore could not accept the draft resolution.6B 

Then the Council voted on,the draft resolution spon- 
sored by Guinea, Somalia and Sudan, which received 
9 votes in favour to 1 against, with 5 abstentions and was 

not adopted owing to the negative vote of a permanent 
member of the Council.69 

Taking up the draft resolution on the question of 
apartheid, the representative of India introduced a revised 

text (S/l0609/Rev.l~‘~ in which the words “and to deny 
all military co-operation to the South African Government” 
in paragraph 5 and the old paragraph 8 had been deleted.’ ’ 

Subsequently, the Council voted on the revised five- 
Power draft resolution (S/10609/Rev.l), which was 
adopted by 14 votes to none with 1 abstention.” 

The resolution read as follows: 
The Security Councrl. 

Noting wirh grave concern the aggravation of the situation in 
South Africa resulting from the continued intensification and 

67 1639th meeting, para. 1. 

6a Ibid., peas. 4344. 

69 Ibid., para. 48. 

” Adopted without change as resolution 31 I (1972). 

” 1639th meeting, paras. 77-79. 

72 Ibid.. para. 194. Adopted as resolution 31 I (1972). 

expansion of the policicc of upurtheid and repression by the 
Government of South Africa, 

Having heurd the statements of those individuals invited to 
address the Council on thic qucbtion. 

Tuking note of the statcmcnt of the reprcscntativc of the Special 
Committee on Apurfheid, 

Deploring the persistent refusal of the Government of South 
Africa to implement the resolutions adopted by the Security 
Council in order to promote a peaceful solution in accordance with 
the Charter of the United Nations, 

tiruvely concerned that the situation in South Africa seriously 
disturbs international peace and security in southern Africa, 

Noting the continued military build-up and strengthening of its 
military capability by the Covcrnmcnt of South Africa, 

Convinced that urgent measures must bc taken by the Security 
Council to secure implementation of its resolutions and thcrcby 
promote a solution to the grave situation in South Africa and 
southern Africa, 

1. Condemns the Government of South Africa for continuing 
its policies of upurfheid in violation of its obligations under the 
Charter of the United Nations; 

2. Reirerutes its total opposition to the policies of upartheid of 
the Covcrnment of South Africa; 

3. Reil,!:n;.zes thr legitx:..., ( 1.:~: struggle 0L‘ ti~c opprehhcd 
people of South Africa in pursuance of their human and political 
rights, as set forth in the Charter and the Universal Declaration of 
Human Rights; 

4. .!/rgentIy culls upon the Government of South Africa to 
release all persons imprisoned, interned or subjected to other 
restrictions as a result of the policies of upurtheid; 

5. Culls upon all States to observe strictly the arms embargo 
against South Africa; 

6. urges Governments and individuals to contribute generously 
and regularly to the United Nations funds which are used for 
humanitarian and training purposes to assist the victims of upurt- 
heid; 

7. Commends the inter-governmental organizations, non- 
governmental organizations and individuals for assisting in the 
education and training of South Africans and urges those who do 
not to begin and those who do to expand their efforts in this field; 

8. DecrJer. as a matter of urgency, to examine methods of 
resolving the present situation arising out of the policies of 
uporfheid of the Government of South Africa. 

Following a brief suspension of the meeting,” the 
Council, on 5 February, took up the discussion of the draft 
resolution regarding the Portuguese Territories. The rep- 
resentative of Guinea, on behalf of the three sponsors of 
draft resolution S/10607, submitted a revised text,74 which 
was the result of the consultations with other Council 
members and contained numerous changes in the pre- 
ambular and operative parts.” The sponsors also agreed to 
incorporate an amendment to paragraph 4 (c), proposed 
orally by the representative of Japan, which read: “To 
withdraw all its armed forces at present employed for the 
purpose of repression against the people of Angola, 
Mozambique and Guinea (Bissau).“’ 6 

The Council then proceeded to vote upon the revised 

draft resolution (S/10607/Rev.l), which was adopted by 9 
votes to none, with 6 abstentions.” 

73 1639th meeting. 121. para. 

74 S/l0607/Rev.l, adopted as resolution 312 (I 

” Ibid.. paras. 124-137. 

76 Ibid., paras. 148, lS2. 154, 160. 

” Ibid., para. 16 1, Adopted as resolution 3 I2 ( 
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The resolution read as follows: 
The Security Council, 

Ifming reviewed the situation in the African territories under 
Portuguese administration, 

Huvinx heurd the statements of those individuals invited to 
address the Council on this qucrtion, 

Taking nofe of the statement of the Chairman of the Special 
Committee on the situation with regard to the Implcmcntation of 
the Declaration on the Granting of lndepcndcncc to Colonial 
Countries and Pcoplcs. 

Gruvely concerned that the Government of Portugal is con- 
tinuing its measures of rcprcssion in its military operations against 
the African pcoplcs of Angola, Mozambique and Guinea (Bissau), in 
order to suppress the lcgitimatc aspirations of the pcoplcs for 
self-dctcrmination and indcpcndcncc. 

Deploring the refusal of the Govcrnmcnt of Portugal to 
implcmcnt the pertinent resolutions of the Security Council, 
adopted on the question of the Territories under Portugucsc 
administration. in accordance with the purposes and principles of 
the Charter of the United Nations, 

Further deploring the politics and actions of those States which 
continue to provide Portugal with military and other assistance. 
which it uses to pursue its colonial and rcprcssive policies against the 
pcoplos of Angola, Mozambique and Guinea (Bissau). 

Seriously concerned at the repeated violations by the armed 
forces of Portugal of the sovereignty and territorial integrity of 
independent African States, 

Deeply dismrbed at the rcportcd use of chemical substances by 
Portugal in its colonial wars against the peoples of Angola, 
Mozambique and Guinea (Bissau), 

Recognizing the legitimacy of the struggle of the liberation 
movements in Angola, Mozambique and Guinea (Bissau) in their 
demand for the achicvcmcnt of self-determination and indcpen- 
dence. 

1. Reafflrrns the inalicnablc right of the peoples of Angola, 
Mozambique and Guinea (Bissau) to self-determination and in- 
dcpcndcnce, as recognized by the Ccncral Assembly in its resolution 
1514 (XV) of 14 December 1960, and recognizes the legitimacy of 
their strugle to achieve that right; 

2. Condemns the persistent refusal of the Government of 
Portugal to implement General Assembly resolution IS 14 (XV) and 
all other rclcvant resolutions of the Security Council; 

3. ARuin offirms that the situation resulting from the policies of 
Portugal both in its colonies and in its constant provocations against 
the neighbouring States seriously disturbs international peace and 
security in the African continent; 

4. Culls upon Portugul: 

((I) To rccognizc immcdiatcly the right of the peoples of the 
Territories under its administration to self-determination and 
indcpendance, in accordance with General Assembly resolution 
1514 (XV); 

(b) To ccasc immediately the colonial wars and all acts of 
rcprcssion against the pcoplcs of Angola, Mozambique and Guinea 
(Bissau); 

(c) To withdraw all its armed forces as presently employed for 
the purpose of the rcprcssion of the peoples of Angola, Mozambique 
and Cuinca (Bissau); 

(d) To promulgate an unconditional political amnesty and the 
restoratlon of democratic political rights; 

(e) To transfer power to political institutions freely elected and 
rcprcxntatlvc of the pcoplcs. in accordance with General Assembly 
resolution I5 I4 (XV); 

5. Agoin culls upon Portugal to refrain from any violations of 
the sovereignty and territorial integrity of African States; 

6. Culls upon all Stales to refrain forthwith frorn offering the 
Portuguese Government any assistance which would enable it to 
continue its rcprcssion of the pcoplcs of thr Territories under its 
administratton, and to take all the necessary measures to prevent the 
sale and supply of arms and military equipment to the Portuguese 

Government for this purpose. including the sale and shipment of 
cquipmcnt and materials for the manufacture and maintenance of 
arms and ammunition to bc used in the Territories under Portuguese 
administration; 

7. Requesfs the SccrctaryCencral to follow the implementation 
of the present resolution and report to the Security Council from 
time to time. 

At the conclusion of the 1639th meeting, the President, 
with the authorization of the members of the Council, 
made a statetnent of consensus on behalf of the Council 
expressing gratitude to the host country, in particular the 
Emperor and Government of Ethiopia.” 

THE QUESTION OF RACE CONFLICT IN SOUTH AFRICA 

RESULTING FROM TIIE POLICIES OF APARTHEID OF THE 

GOVERNMENT OF THE REPUBLIC OF SOUTH AFRICA 

In the course of its meetings in Addis Ababa, the 
Security Council considered among other issues the ques- 
tion of upard~eid in South Africa and adopted resolution 
31 1 (1972) relating to this item.79 

THE SITUATION IN SOUTHERN RHODESIA 

Decision of 28 February 1972 (I 645th meeting): resolution 
314 (1972) 

By letter so dated 15 February 1972 addressed to the 
President of the Security Council, the representatives of 
Guinea, Somalia and Sudan requested that the Council 
meet to resume consideration of the problem of Southern 
Rhodesia. They also included a request that the Council 
extend an invitation in accordance with rule 39 to Mr. Abel 
Muzorewa, Chairman of the African National Council of 
Zimbabwe, to address the Council. 

At its 1640th meeting on 16 February 1972, the Council 
included the letter by the three representatives together 
with the fourth report*’ and the interim report” of the 
Committee established in pursuance of Security Council 
resolution 2.53 (1968) in its agenda. Following the adoption 
of the agenda, the Council decided without objection to 
extend an invitation to Mr. Muzorewa, as requested.*’ At 
the same meeting, the representative of Saudi Arabia was 
also invited, at his request, to participate without the right 
to vote in discussion. a4 The item on the agenda was 
considered at the 1640th to 1642nd and the 1645th 
meetings from 16 to 25 and on 28 February 1972. 

At the 1640th meeting, Mr. Muzorewa said that the 
African National Council which he represented had been 

‘* 1639th meeting. para. 178. For the text of the statement ser 
also, SCOR, 27th yr., Resolurions und Decisions of the Security 
Council 19 72, p. 3. 

79 For relevant proceedings see in this chapter the procedural 
history of the meetings in Addls Ababa under the heading 
“Consideration of questions relating to Africa with which the 
Security Council is currently seized and the implementation of the 
Council’s resolutions”. esp. p. 101. 

*’ SllO540. OR, 27th yr.. Suppl. forJon.-March 1972. p. 50. 

a’ S/l0229 and Add.1 and 2. OR, 26th yr., Specti Suppl. 
No. 2. 

a2 S/10408. OR. 26thyr.. Suppl. for Ocr.-Dec. 1971, pp. 78-79. 

a3 1640th meeting, para. 1.2. 

a4 Ibid., paras. 56-57. 



Part II. 

formed in December 1971 with the objective to explain and 
expose the dangers of accepting the Anglo-Rhodesian 
settlement proposals and to co-ordinate the campaign for 
their non-violent rejection by the African yeoplc of the 
country. lfe declared that these proposals were based on 
the illegal and racist 1969 Rhodesia Front Constitution and 
that their claim to provide majnrity rule was ridiculed by 
constitutional experts. Before and after the Unilateral 
IIeclaration of Independence (UDI), the British (;ovem- 
ment had excluded the African leaders from its dialogue 
with the Rhodesian authorities. The ANC demanded that 
the Rhodesian problem should not be settled without the 
active participation of the African people in the nego- 
tiations leading to such a settlement and that the settlement 
should not legalize UDI and the Republican Constitution. 
The ANC called on the Security Council to press the United 
Kingdom to honour the principles of General Assembly 
resolution 1514 (XV) of 14 December 1960 on the 
Granting of Independence to Colonial Countries and 
Peoples and to maintain the prohibition of economic or 
diplomatic relations with the Smith rCgime. The Africans 
accepted sanctions as a price for their freedom and rejected 
any claim that sanctions should bc lifted to alleviate 
African suffering. 

The ANC also urged the Council and the States 
supporting the cause of human freedom to intensify 
sanctions by fully blockading the ports of Beira and 
LourenGo Marques under Chapter VII of the Charter for all 
goods exported from or imported into Rhodesia. 
Mr. Muzorewa decried the resumption by the United States 
of the purchase of chrome from Rhodesia, which in his 
opinion had no other purpose than to boost the morale of 
the racist rtgime, and suggested an investigation whether 
the United States violated the law; if this were the case, the 
violation should be brought before the International Court 
of Justice. He also asked the Council to confer proper 
international refugee status upon the refugees and to grant 
asylum to those who have to leave the territory. He 
expressed the hope that Member States would at least stop 
the immigration of their citizens’into Rhodesia, in accord- 
ance with Security Council resolution 253 (1968). The 
ANC did not seek to expel the white settlers from the 
country; it tried to achieve peaceful and just racial 
coexistence in order to avoid the impending bloodshed and 
was willing to pay the price of repatriation for those who 
wanted to leave under majority rule. His organization was 
prepared to frame a constitution acceptable to the Africans 
and those white people who accepted non-racism and 
majority rule.85 

The representative of Somalia deplored that the preoccu- 
pation with the Anglo-Rhodesian proposals seemed to 
weaken the resolve to make sanctions workable and 
enforceable. The Council had in the past been of one mind 
on this task, but recently the reports about violations of the 
sanctions had increased markedly. He emphasired the set of 
recommendations unanimously adopted by the Sanctions 
Committee and contained in the supplementac report. 
whereby the Committee tried to impress upon the inter- 
national community the need to enforce sanctions vigor- 
ously. He hoped the Council would at its next meeting take 
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up these recommendations and in this manner underline the 
importance it attached to its own decisions.8” 

The representative of the USSR stated that 
Mr. Muzorewa’s statement as well as the information 
prcsentcd by the rcprescntativc of ZAPlJ and ZANU at 
Addis Ahaba showed conclusively that the African people 
of Zimbabwe rejected the British-Rhodesian proposals 
categorically and unanimously. tle stressed once again that 
his Government sharply condemned the deal between 
Britain and the racist Smith rCgime and rejected the 
unworthy mantleuvres designed to lend this minority regime 
a respectable character. tle called upon Britain to renounce 
the agreements with Rh:dcsia and to implement the 
measures proposed by the African spokesmen at Addis 
Ababa, including negotiations and a constitutional confcr- 
ence with the participation of the authentic representatives 
of the people of Zimbabwe. In conclusion he reiterated his 
Government‘s support for effective measures to eliminate 
the racist regime in Southern Rhodesia and to enable the 
people of Zimbabwe to exercise its legitimate right to 
self-determination and independence.87 

The representative of the United Kingdom expressed 
doubt that Mr. Muzorewa spoke for all Africans in South- 
em Rhodesia, and he reminded the Council that Bishop 
Muzorewa himself had spoken in favour of the Pearce 
Commission completing its task. tlis delegation had there- 
fore been arguing that the Council should suspend its 
judgement on the proposals until the results were known.“’ 

At the beginning of the 164lst meeting on 24 February 
1972, the President drew the attention of the members of 
the Council to the draft resolution which had been 
submitted by Guinea, Somalia and the Sudan.*9 

At the same meeting, the representative of Somalia 
commented on the fourth report of the Sanctions Com- 
mittee and suggested that the mandate of the Conlmittee 
should be widened so that it would collect, sift and analyse 
all reports of known or suspected violations of sanctions, 
whatever the source, and that it should be provided with 
the necessary machinery to attain those objectives. The 
proposal by Bishop Muzorewa to extend the sanctions by a 
blockad? of Beira and LourenGo Marques under 
Chapter VII had also been discussed in the Committee, but 
no agreement had been reached on it. The Council could 
not make its decisions effective if it did not stop Portugal’s 
and south Africa’s defiance of obligations under Article 25 
of the Charter. The continuation of sanctions did not 
depend on the outcome of the British-Rhodesian arrange- 
ments, but on the decision of the Security Council. Turning 
to the recommendations contained in the interim report of 
the Committee, he briefly recalled that the decision of the 
United States to permit the import of Rhodesian chrome 
ore had led to the urgent call of the three African members 
for a meeting of the Committee to review the American 
decision. There was unanimity among the 15 members of 
the Committee to address a report to the Council which 
would recall the decision of the Council to impose 
sanctions under Chapter VII and the obligation imposed on 
- 

a’ Ibid.. pans. 27-29. 

” 7 Ihd , paras. 30-t I, 6 I. 

MM fbd., pclras. 46-48 

89 164lct meeting. opening statcnient by the President. 
S/l~SJl, OR. 27th .vr.. SuppI, for Jan.-March 1972, pp. 50-51. a’ 1640th meeting. para. 3.20 
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all Member States to prevent the import of Rhodesian 
commodities and products. As suggested by the Committee, 
the Council should state that any legislation or other 
measure permitting the import of Rhodesian chrome 
weakened the effectiveness of the sanctions, and it should 
call upon all States not to take any such act violating the 
provisions of resolution 253 (1968). 

The representative of Somalia then introduced the draft 
resolution co-sponsored by the dclcgations of Guinea and 
Sudan. The draft was based primarily on the recommend- 
ations of the Committee and designed to assure the 
international community that the sanctions would continue 
to be carried out against Southern Rhodesia without 
exception so as to bring the illegal rebellion to an end.90 

The representative of France expressed general support 
for the draft resolution, but suggested several changes in the 
operative part. With regard to paragraph 1, he commented 
that the original purpose of the sanctions had been defined 
as being the end of the illegal regime, whereas the draft 
resolution indicated the exercise of the right of self- 
determination, and he proposed to restore the initial 
formulation to maintain the Council’s flexibility of action 
and perhaps to reaffirm the right to self-determination in 
another paragraph. Concerning paragraph 2, he pointed out 
that not all resolutions pertaining to Rhodesia were 
mandatory, since only some of them had been adopted 
under Chapter VII. Therefore, it would be more accurate to 
urge the full implementation of all mandatory resolutions 
or to list the three resolutions that fell under that category. 
Obviously, Article 25 could not be applied to resolutions 
which were not adopted within the framework of 
Chapter VII.91 

The representative of China stated that his Government 
and the Chinese people supported the recent resolution of 
the Organization of African Unity calling for widening the 
sanctions against the racist regime of Rhodesia and for 
imposing sanctions upon South Africa and Portugal for 
their refusal to implement the resolutions of the Security 
Council. The Council should* also sternly condemn the 
violation by the United States of the sanctions imposed by 
the United Nations. In view of reports about covert import 
of Rhodesian chrome by certain big Powers his delegation 
deemed it necessary to entrust the Council Committee on 
sanctions and other related United Nations organs with 
serious investigations into these violations of the sanctions. 
In conclusion he announced that his delegation supported 
the draft resolution.92 

The representative of India suggested that the draft 
resolution needed further consideration and had to be 
improved in particular in the first three paragraphs. He 
noted that while the new United States legislation, if 
enacted, would violate the sanctions, many other Govem- 
ments had been violating those provisions since their 
adoption. The Council could not stop with the draft 
resolution but should go much more deeply into the 
matter, strengthen and broaden the sanctions, publicize 
violations and make every effort to discover and stop 
leakages and to improve the machinery. Some improvement 
in the working methods of the Committee on sanctions 

9o 164lst meeting, intervention by Somalia. 

91 Ibid.. intervention by France. 

92 Ibid.. intervention by China. 
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might be necessary, or the Council itself should deal with 
the report in a much more thorough fashion than it had 
done so far.9 3 

At the 1642nd meeting on 25 February 1972, the 
representative of the USSR criticised what he called the 
tactic of representatives of some Western countries to block 
the adoption by the Committee of concrete recommen- 
dations the implementation of which would strengthen the 
effectiveness of the sanctions. He alleged that these 
representatives tried to divert the Committee’s work into 
technicalities and to prevent it from fulfilling its political 
mandate. He added that with the action of the United 
States the Council faced a new situation. In view of the 
violation of the sanctions by South Africa, Portugal and the 
United States he drew the attention of the Council to the 
General Assembly resolutions 2765 (XXVI) and 2796 
(XXVI) and emphasized that sanctions under Chapter VII 
were not only binding but also enforcement measures in 
their substance. He recalled resolution 277 in which the 
permanent members of the Council were identified as 
especially responsible for the implementation of the sanc- 
tions and he cited Article 25 as further confirmation of the 
compulsory nature of sanctions. He urged the Council to 
accept the proposals of the African countries and of the 
Sanctions Committee and to expand the scope of sanctions 
against Rhodesia, to apply strict sanctions against South 
Africa and Portugal in accordance with resolution 2796 
(XXVI), and to demand from the Government of the 
United States unconditional compliance with its obligations 
under the Charter with regard to the sanctions against 
Southern Rhodesia.94 

The representative of Somalia introduced the revised 
draft resolution” which incorporated suggestions by 
France, India and other members. In the second preambular 
paragraph the word “Reaffirming” would be replaced by 
“Recalling”. Paragraphs 1, 2, 3, and 6 had undergone 
considerable changes reflecting mainly the French com- 
ments. In conclusion he reaffirmed that even if the rebel 
regime were accorded legal recognition, the responsibility 
of the United Nations to ensure that the illegal @me 
would be brought to an end and that the people of the 
Territory could exercise their right to self-determination, 
would in no way end.96 

The representative of Saudi Arabia* called sanctions 
desirable, but not implementable, because economic con- 
siderations would always tend to outweigh political objec- 
tives, and he called for effective measures that would really 
hurt the Rhodesian rtgime, such as an appeal to African 
workers in the chrome ore industry to boycott Rhodesia’s 
most profitable industry by strike, combined with the 
establishment of a special UN fund to support these 
workers during the strike. Such steps would help to 
accelerate the process of self-determination.97 

The President, speaking as the representative of Sudan, 
declared that the draft resolution called for no more than 

93 Ibid., intervention by India. 
94 1642nd meeting. paras. 3-33. 

9s S~1054l/Kcv.1 adopted with n small chanpc as resolution 314 
(1972). 

96 I6JZnd mectmg, paras. 3546. 

97 Ibid., paras. 5267. 
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the full application of sanctions against Southern Rhodesia 
and for the compliance of all Member States with their 
obligations in this respect .9 * 

At the 3645th meeting on 28 Februaq 1972. the 
representative of Belgium, in expressing his delegation’s 
s!~pport for the draft resolution, commented on para- 
graph 6 in which the Sanctions Committee was once again 
charged with the double task of studying and recommend- 
ing the means to ensure the implementation of sanctions; 
he pointed out that the provision that the Committee itself 
could make suggestions on its terms of reference went 
beyond the purely technical mandate issued to it under 
resolutions 253 (1968) and 277 (1970), but his delegation 
would nevertheless vote for paragraph 6 with understanding 
that the Council gave the Committee the authority to 
prepare recommendations on its terms of reference with- 
out, however, making this obligatory, as was the case with 
the terms of reference in its previous resolution.” 

The representative of France expressed his appreciation 
for the acceptance by the sponsors of his delegation’s 
suggestions and declared that his delegation would vote for 
the draft resolution. Commenting on paragraph 6 he 
wondered whether the stipulated date of 1 April 1972 for 
submission of the Committee’.; special report could not be 
cllangcd to IS April to allow the Committee to complete its 
task under the draft resolution.’ O” 

This suggestion was accepted by the representative of 
Somalia on behalf of the sponsors.’ ” 

Addressing himself to the criticism voiced against his 
Government’s decision to lift the sanctions on Rhodesian 
chrome ore, the representative of the United States stated 
that the decision had been necessitated by considerations of 
national security. He pointed out that the sanctions against 
Rhodesian chrome were violated on a large scale by many 
cc untries including members of the Council. These alle- 
gations should be investigated. He recalled that his Covern- 
ment had been unable to obtain general agreement that 
where there was reasonable doubt about the origin of 
imported minerals, those minerals should be subject to 
effective chemical tests. His Government proposed that the 
Council ask the Committee to request from Governments 
periodic reports on the importation of strategic minerals 
from all sources. Such reports would greatly assist the 
Committee to obtain a fuller picture of on-going trade with 
Rhodesia. In the case of questionable shipments the 
Committee could request and obtain samples of such 
shipments and test them chemically to determine their 
origin. tiis Government would be prepared taco-operate 

fully in this effort. In conclusion he announced his 
delegation’s abstention on the draft resolution because it 
could not accept those parts of the draft resolution which 
directly or indirectly affected laws which had been adopted 
and had to be implemented under the Constitution of the 
United States.’ ’ 2 
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Subsequently, the representative of Somalia requested a 
separate vote on paragraph I .’ O3 Paragraph I was adopted 
by I4 votes to none, with 1 abstention. The draft resol- 
ution as a whole was adopted by I3 votes in favour to none 
against, with 2 abstentions.’ O4 It read as follows: 

The Sectrritv Council. 

llaving considered the rcccnt dcvclopmcnts concerning the 
question of Southern Rhodesia, 

Recalling its resolutions 216 (1965) of 12 November 1965. 217 
(196S), of 20 Novcmbcr 1965, 221 (1966) of 9 April 1966, 232 
(1966) of 16 Dccembcr 1966, 253 (1968) of 29 May 1968. 277 
(1970) of 18 March 1970 and 288 (1970) of 17 Novcmbcr 1970, 

Gruvely concerned that ccrtin States have not complied with 
the provisions of resolution 253 (1968). contrary to their obli- 
gations under Article 25 of the Charter of the United Nations, 

Taking info uccounr the fourth report of the Committce 

established in pursuance of Security Council resolution 253 (1968) 
and its interim report of 3 Dcccmbcr 1971, 

Acting in accordance with previous decisions of the Security 
Council on Southern Rhodesia, taken under Chapter VII of the 
Charter, 

1. Reuffirms its decision that the present sanctions against 
Southern Rhodesia shall remain fully in force until the aims and 
objcctivcs set out in resolution 253 (1968) arc completely achieved; 

2. Urges all States to implement fully all Security Council 
resolutions establishing sanctions against Southern Rhodesia.. in 
accordance with their obligations under Article 25 and Article 2. 
paragraph 6. of the Charter of the United Nations and deplores the 
attitude of those States which have persisted in giving moral, 
political and economic assistance to rhe illegal r&me; 

3. Declurer that any legislation passed, or act taken. by any 
State with a view to permitting, directly or indirectly. the 
importation from Southern Rhodesia of any commodity falling 
within the scope of the obligations imposed by resolution 253 
(1968). including chrome ore, would undermine sanctions and 
would be contrary to the obligations of States; 

4. Culls upon all States lo refrain from taking any measures that 
would in any way permit or facilitate the importation from 
Southern Rhodesia of commodities falling within the scope of the 
obligations imposed by resolution 253 (1968), including chrome 
ore: 

5. Dmws the attention of all States to the need for increasing 
vigilance in implcmcnting the provisions of resolution 253 (1968~ 
and, accordingly, calls upon them to take more effcctivc measures 
to ensure full implementation of the sanctions; 

6. Requesrs the Committee established in pursuance of Security 
Council resolution 253 (1968) to meet, as a matter of urgency, to 
consider ways and means by which the implementation of sanctions 
may be ensured and to submit to the Council, not later than IS 
April 1972, a report containing recommendations in this rcspcct. 
including any suggestions that the Committee might wish to make 

concerning its terms of reference and any other mcasurcs designed 
to cn\urc the effcctivencss of its work: 

7. Requesrs the Secrctary-C;encral to provide all approprlatc 
atsi%mce to the Committee in the discharge of its task. 

W&ion of 28 July 1972 (1655th meeting): resolution 318 
(1972) 

At its 1654th meeting on 78 July 1972, the Council 
included the special report”’ dated 9 May 1972 of the 
Committee established in pursuance of Security Council 

resolution 253 (1968) in its agendalo and considered that 

98 1642nd mcetmg, pJras. 69-81 

99 1645th meeting, p3ras. J-IO. 
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item during its 1654th and 1655th meetings on 28 July 
1972. 

Ths representative of Sudan speaking as Chairman of the 
Committee established in pursuance of Security Council 
resolution 253 (1968), presented the special report of the 
Committee in accordance with paragraph 6 of resolution 
314 (1972). He stated that parts I, II and III, and 
paragraph 7 of the report had been accepted by all 
delegations, except for the United Kingdom delegation 
which entered a blanket reservation on all these parts, on 
paragraph 7 and on part IV as well. No general agreement 
was possible on part IV and, therefore, the individual 
positions of representatives were recorded. In reviewing the 
recommendations in part 111, he made special reference to 
the proposal to change the name of the Committee and 
addressed himself to the method of work which left a lot to 
be desired. The Committee had so far not even been able to 
inform the public about cases of evasions of sanctions; it 
did not dispose of a system of information about trade 
statistics or inspection of suspected goods from Southern 
Rhodesia and had failed to enlist the co-operation of 
influential world trade organizations. While the recom- 
mendations in part III merely attempted to make up for the 
Committee’s handicaps, part Iv, in the view of the African 
members and of those who shared their point of view, was 
most significant for the effective implementation of sanc- 
tions. These delegations called for more decisive action 
against States, such as Portugal and South Africa, which 
openly refuse to comply with the sanctions against the 
Smith regime. They also would like the Committee to 
recommend to the Council condemnation of the United 
States for violating the sanctions. Others demanded the 
extension of sanctions against Portugal and South Africa. 
AS the Chairman pointed out, there was another group of 
delegations who agreed with the African members in 
principle, but held that those demands were beyond the 
mandate of the Committee. In conclusion, the Chairman 
pointed out that the draft resolution was based only on the 
recommendations under part III, and he hoped that it 
would be accepted by all members of the Council.’ ” 

The representative of the India proposed that the scope 
of the sanctions should be extended and the boycott of the 
illegal regime applied to communications, passports, postal 
services, and cultural, social and other activities. The 
administering Power should decide to make sanctions 
permanent, and the Secretariat should be asked to prepare 
an up-to-date list of existing legislation passed by various 
countries for implementing sanctions.“* 

The representative of Belgium reaffirmed the position 
that the Committee could only play an auxiliary role and 
that the Council, even if it wished it so, would not be free 
to delegate to a subordinate body the responsibilities which 
the Charter conferred upon it alone. The Council function- 
ing as a standing body did not need organs to exercise its 
powers in its name and in its place. The Committee should 
not allow itself to be distracted from its essential task, 
which was to verify the implementation of sanctions, by 
inquiries about roblems of method, however fundamental 
they might be.’ t 9 

lo7 1654th meeting, paras. S-18 
‘OS Ibid.. parcls. 22.28. 
lo9 Ibid., paras. 3043 
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The representative of Yugoslavia, in endorsing the 
recommendations and proposals of the Committee, pointed 
out the scope of the Committee’s responsibilities, as cited 
in paragraph 22, extended to all political aspects of the 
situation in and around Southern Rhodesia that affected 
the implementation of sanctions and not merely their 
technical aspects.’ I0 

The representative of Somalia emphasized the signifi- 
cance of three measures recommended in the Committee 
report. The inclusion of inter-governmental agencies and 
non-governmental organizations as suppliers of information 
about suspected violations promised to improve signifi- 
cantly the Committee’s capacity of monitoring the im- 
plemention of the sanctions. The report spelled out the fact 
that documentation from southern Africa, mainly from 
Portuguese-controlled territories and South Africa, in res- 
pect of goods produced also by Southern Rhodesia had to 
be considered suspect. In view of Portugal’s and South 
Africa’s refusal to co-operate with the United Nations, the 
Council should decide what action to take against these two 
countries who continually violated international law, the 
decisions of the Council and the provision of Article 25 of 
the Charter. Finally, the Committee recognized the need 
for the employment of experts in various fields to assist in 
the implementation of the sanctions.’ ’ ’ 

At the 1655th meeting on 28 July 1972, the represent- 
ative of Sudan introduced, on behalf of the delegations of 
Guinea, Somalia and Sudan, the draft resolution” ’ per- 
taining to the Ccmmittee report. He pointed out that the 
sponsors had chosen a very mild draft resolution leaving out 
the political importance of the question of sanctions in 
order to achieve unanimous support. The draft document 
even refrained from condemning Member States which were 
breaching the sanctions, such as Portugal and South 
Africa.’ ” 

The representative of the United Kingdom announced 
that his delegation would lift the blanket reservation against 
the report and its recommendations and would endorse the 
proposals in part III some of which had their origin in 
British suggestions or had previously been decided upon by 
the Council. He expressed hope that the Committee would 
take up the cases and the relevant material under investi- 
gation, since there was much work to be done. His 
delegation would support the draft resolution which re- 
newed the pressure on the regime in Rhodesia and set out 
the responsibilities of Governments and of the United 
Nations in clear terms.’ ’ 4 

The representative of the United States regretted that 
the draft resolution was more substantive than procedural. 
as his delegation had expected a strictly procedural one.’ ’ 5 

The representative of China supported the African 
proposals in part IV, called for the extension of the 
sanctions to cover South Africa and Portugal and for a 
condemnation of the United States on account of its recent 

'lo Ibid. p3r;Is. 45-55. 
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importation of chrome and nickel from Southern Khodesia 
and announced that his delegation would vote for the draft 
resolution.’ ’ 6 

The reprcsentativc of the USSR declared that an 
essential task of the Committee was to increase tl’e 
effectiveness of the obligatory sanctions against the racist 
regin’c in Rhodesia. Tl’e report of tl’e Committee indicated 
tl’at this subsidiary body was functioning better, due, 
among other things, to the decision to put the chairmanship 
of the Con’mittee on a permanent basis. The Council 
should demand that all States should in’n’ediately end all 
ties with the Smith regime; it should condemn those States 
whicl’ openly violated the sanctions, first and foremost the 
United States, and it should expand the application of 
sanctions to Portugal and South Africa. The recommend- 
ations in the draft resolution which his delegation would 
support represented but a first step which should be 
followed by intense work in the Committee and by 
comprehensive examination of matters of substance in the 
Council.’ ” 

The representative of France stated that his Government 
had always desired to implement the measures under 
Chapter VII of the Charter. His delegation did not subscribe 
to the matters which were reproduced in paragraphs 1 
and 2 of the draft resolution and which it considered to lie 
outside the competence of the Committee. His delegation 
would nevertheless support the draft resolution because the 
administering power did not oppose those two para- 
graphs.’ ” 

The representative of Somalia as one of the sponsors of 
the draft resolution expressed great disappointment about 
t1.e exception taken by the United States to its para- 
graphs 5, 6 and 7 and declared that no State could be 
exempted from its obligations under Article 25 of the 
Charter. The least that could be done would be to condemn 
violations of the decisions of the Council.’ I9 

The draft resolution was adopted by 14 votes to none, 
with I abstention, ’ 2o It read as follows: 

The Security Council. 
Recalling its resolution 314 (1972) of 28 February 1972, in 

which it rcqucsted the Committee established in pursuance of 
Security Council resolution 253 (1968) of 29 May 1968 to consider 
ways and mcnns by which the implementation of sanctions might bc 
ensured and to submit a report containing recommendations in this 
rc\pcct. including any suggestions that the Committee might wish to 
make concerning itq terms of refercncc and any other mcasurcs 
dc\lpncd to cnsurc the cffectivcneas of its work. 

Ifaving considered the spsclal report of the Committee cctab- 
lishcd 111 pur\uancc of Sccurlty Council rssolutlon 253 (1968). 

,\/rnJ/ul of the need to strenpthsn the mJchlnery estabhshcd by 

the ScLurity Council in order to cncurc proper implementation of 
the relevant rc5olutiong of the Council, 

Recalling /urr/rer that, 3% stated in prevlou\ resolutions of the 
SsLurit) Ccruncil. the pre\cnt tanctlons a~ mst S<juthcrn RhodcGa 
\hall r.-mai!1 fully in forLc untd the aim\ dnd ohjccribcs se! out in 
rc~lut~m L 3 ( 196X) arc complct~ly achicvcd 
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Grove/y concerned that certain Slates have not complied with 
the provisions of resolution 253 (1968). contrary to their obti- 
gations under Articlc 25 of the Charter of the United Nations. 

1. Reaffirms the inalienable right of the people of Southern 
Rhodesia to sclfdcterminatic,n and indcpcndcnce; 

2. Recognizes the Icgitimacy of the struggle of the pcoptc of 
Southern Rhodesia to sccurc the cnjoymcnt of their rigllts. as set 
forth in the Charter of the United Nations and in conformity with 
thu objcctivcs of (iencral hsscmbly resolution 1514 (XV) of 14 
December 1960; 

3. Tukes note with uppreciation of the special report of the 
Committee cstablishcd in pursuance of Security Council resolution 
253 (1968); 

4. Approves the rccommcndations and suggestions contained in 
section III of the special report; 

5. Calls upon all States continuing to have cconomrc and other 
relations with Southern Rhodesia to end such relations immediately; 

6. Demnnds that all Mcmhcr States scrupulously carry out their 
obligations to implement fully Security Council resolutions 253 
(1968). 277 (1970) of 18 March 1970 and 314 (1972); 

7. Condemns all acts violating the provisions of Security 
Council resolutions 253 (L968), 277 (1970) and 314 (1972); 

8. Culls upon all States to co-operate fully with the Security 
Council in the effective implementation of sanctions and to give the 
Council all the necessary assistance that may be required of them 
towards the fulfilmcnt of this task; 

9. Again draws the attention of all States to the need for 
increasing vigilance in all matters relating to sanctions and, 
accordingly, urges thern to review the adequacy of the legislation 
and the practices followed so far and, if necessary, to take more 
effective measures to ensure full implementation of all provisions of 

Security Council resolutions 253 (1968). 277 (1970) and 314 
(1972); 

10. Requests the SecretaryGeneral to provide all appropriate 
assistance to the Security Council Committee established in pur- 
suance of resolution 253 (1968) concerning the question of 
Southern Rhodesia in the discharge of its responsibilities. 

Decision of 29 September 1972 (1666th meeting): resol- 
ution 320 (1972) 

Decision of 29 September 1972 (1666th meeting): 

Rejcctiorr of draft resolution 

By letter ’ 2 ’ dated 20 September 1972 addressed to the 
President of the Security Council, the representatives of 
Guinea, Somalia and Sudan requested the President to 
convene a meeting of the Council as soon as possible to 
resume consideration of the problem of Southern Rhodesia. 

At the 1663rd meeting on 27 September 1972, the 
<‘o\mcil included the letter in the agenda. Following the 
adoption of the agenda, the representatives of Algeria, 
Senegal, Morocco, Zambia, Mauritania, Guyana, Kenya,’ 22 
,t the 1664th meeting the representatives of Tunisia and 
Nigeria,’ ’ 3 and at the 1665th meeting the representatives 
of Mali, Cuba’ 24 and Saudi Arabia’ 25 were invited, at 
their request, to participate, without a vote, in the 
discussion of the item on the agenda. At the 1663rd 
meeting the Council also agreed to a request made by the 
-- _- -- 

1663rd mcctlng. folIowIng the PrcGdcnt’s opcnmg stat+ 
mrnt 

’ *’ /bid., following Italy’s intervention. 
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Kingdom, emphasized that the independence of Rhodesia 
could only be recognized after the establishment of 
majority rule, called for the continuation of the sanctions 
against the regime until an agreement emerged from the 
constitutional conference and had begun to be im- 
plemented, and asked for support for African political 
parties and Rhodesian liberation movements from inter- 
national organizations until the conference actually con- 
vened.’ ” 

The representative of Senegal* pointed out that the 
Council had the means to ensure compliance with its 
decisions and that it should decide to use the resources 
available under Chapter VII of the Charter.’ 32 

At the 1664th meeting on 28 September 1972, the 
representative of Kenya* appealed to the United States to 
reimpose the embargo on chrome and other Rhodesian 
products and urged the Council to ensure the implemen- 
tation of a number of major objectives, in promoting 
majority rule in Rhodesia: the preservation of international 
peace and security as well as of the political independence 
and territorial integrity of the free African States, in 
particular Zambia and Tanzania; further, the dismantling of 
the apartheid front of South Africa, Portugal and Rhodesia, 
the termination of supplies of military hardware to the 
racist rCgimes in southern Africa, and increased assistance 
to African liberation movements. His Government specifi- 
cally recommended the following steps to be taken by the 
Council: the convocation of a constitutional conference of 
all interested parties in Southern Rhodesia under the aegis 
of the United Nations; the strengthening and more effective 
application of the sanctions; the confiscation of Rhodesian 
exports at the place of entry into the importing country; 
the refusal of landing rights to airlines that landed at 
Salisbury and whose Governments permitted Rhodesian 
planes to land in their countries; the rupture of all postal, 
telegraphic and other communications with Rhodesia; the 
expulsion of South African military units and police 
contingents from Rhodesia; guarantees of protection to all 
bordering States in fear of aggression from Southern 
Rhodesia, South Africa and Portugal; and the release of all 
political prisoners and detainees in Southern Rhodesia.’ 3 3 

The representative of Guinea recalled the proposals by 
the African members of the Council to extend the sanctions 
to South Africa and Portugal because of their violations of 
Article 25 of the Charter. The closure of the two ports of 
Beira and Lourenqo-Marques would more definitely affect 
the economy of the illegal regime in Rhodesia. Therefore 
the Council should adopt a resolution extending sanctions 
to the rtgimes of South Africa and Portugal. Moreover, the 
Council should intensify the sanctions and ensure their 
strict application, although the people of Zimbabwe know 
that they would be the first victims of such an inten- 
sification. He concluded that his delegation remained 
convinced that it was for the United Kingdom, the 
administrative Power, in the first instance to take all 
necessary measures, including the use of force, to put an 
end to the rebel regime and to ensure the self-determination 
of the people of Zimbabwe.’ 3’ 

representatives of Guinea, Somalia and Sudan in a letter’ ” 
dated 27 September 1972 that it extend an invitation under 
rule 39 of the provisional rules of procedure to Mr. Eshmael 
Mlambo of Zimbabwe.“’ The Council considered the 

question at the 1663rd to 1666th meetings from 27 to 29 
September 1972. 

At the 1663rd meeting the representative of Morocco* 
stated that the Heads of African States had agreed at the 
summit conference in Rabat to give absolute priority to the 
liberation of the African continent where the process of 
decolonization had come to a standstill.‘2* 

The representative of Zambia” reviewed the devel- 
opments in Southern Rhodesia which he called a grave 
threat to peace and security in the region and in Africa as a 
whole, and reiterated the proposals for action which he had 
recommended to the Council at its 1628th meeting in 
Addis Ababa on 28 January 1972, in particular the call for 
a ‘constitutional conference representative of all the people 
of Zimbabwe. In the light of the most recent developments, 
he urged the Council to take the following additional 
measures: first, to reaffirm the inalienable right of the 
people of Zimbabwe to self-determination and independ- 
ence in conformity with General Assembly resolution 1 S 14 
(XV) and the Charter; second, to affirm the principle that 
there should be no independence before majority rule in 
Southern Rhodesia; third, to call upon the British Govem- 
ment to create favodrable conditions necessary for free 
expression and political activity by the people of Zim- 
babwe, including the immediate release of all political 
prisoners, detainees and restrictees, and the repeal of all 
racist and repressive discriminatory legislation; fourth, to 
call upon all States to render additional material support to 
the liberation movements of Zimbabwe in their just struggle 
to rid themselves of the yoke of illegal rule, oppression and 
exploitation.’ ’ 9 

The representative of Mauritania* also called for a 
constitutional conference with the representation of the 
Zimbabwe people and declared that sanctions, if strictly 
applied, constituted a most effective measure to put an end 
to the illegal rCgime in Rhodesia. The Council should draw 
up a list of all States which continued to maintain 
economic and other relations with Southern Rhodesia, call 
lpon them to terminate these at once and condemn those 
States which would continue to violate the provisions of 
Council resolutions 253 (1968) alld 277 (1970). The 
Council should urgently establish an appropriate system of 
controlling effectively the application of the sanctions.’ 3o 

The representative of Algeria* stated that given the fact 
that the sanctions had been failing due to non-compliance 
of South Africa and Portugal, deliberate violation by the 
United States and the failure of the direct negotiations 
between the United Kingdom and the rebel regime, new 
methods were needed to bring about an effective solution 
in Southern Rhodesia. He endorsed the call for the 
convocation of a constitutional conference by the United 
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The representative of Sudan stated that in view of the 
profound importance of the question of Rhodesia to world 
peace and the United Nations the organization had to 
decide whether to continue the current unsuccessful pro- 
grammcs or to try to turn the present sanctions into 
f\,ll-scale economic warfare in order to achieve its objec- 
tives. He called for the convocation of a constitutional 
conference involving the genuine representatives of the 
people of Southern Rhodesia. He urged the Council to 
increase the role of the United Nations in policing the 
sanctions which would involve placing observers at the 
ports of major importers from Rhodesia to verify the true 
origin of raw material shipped under forged documents and 
would also include further tight surveillance of the port of 
Beira by the United Kingdom or some other members of 
the Council. The United Nations should publicize the 
methods and the names of countries which flout the 
sanctions, and the Council should agree that any cargo from 
Rhodesia had to be impounded by the Government of the 
port of call.’ 3 ’ 

The representative of the USSR called for the term- 
ination of any violations of sanctions adopted under 
Chapter VII of the Charter and binding upon all States. His 
delegation supported fully the demand of the African 
States concerning the expansion of the sanctions against 
Southern Rhodesia, in particular through the application of 
measures under Article 41 of the Charter, such as the 
complete interruption of radio, telephonic and telegraphic 
communications and of any other ties with Southern 
Rhodesia. No dialogue or compromise wii:. the Smith 
regime, but the immediate replacement of that r&me by 
the democratic rule of the people of Zimbabwe was 
necessary.’ ” 

At the 1665th meeting on 29 September 1972, the 
representative of Nigeria also emphasized the need to 
strengthen and expand sanctions and to establish a more 
effective system of enforcement including the ability to act 
swiftly against any country breaking the sanctions. He 
joined previous speakers in calling for the convening of a 
constitutional conference representing all peoples of 
Zimbabwe.’ 37 

The President speaking as the representative of China 
proposed that the Council should reaffirm the right of the 
people of Zimbabwe to immediate national independence; 
condemn the white rCgime for its repressive policy against 
the Rhodesian regime and extend them to South Africa and 
Portugal; severely condemn all violations of the sanctions 
against Rhodesia, including continued United States im- 
ports of chrome and nickel from Rhodesia; and call upon 
all countries to render stronger assistance and support to 
the people of Zimbabwe.’ 3B 

At the same meeting the representative of Somalia 
introduced two draft resolutions’ 39 co-sponsored by 
Guinea, Somalia and Sudan, in order to get the Council to 
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commit itself to firm political and coercive action. The 
second draft resolution (S/lOSOS) provided inter olia that 
the Council would reaffirm the inalicnablc right of the 
people of Southern Rhodesia to self-determination and 
indepcndcncc amJ the legitimacy of their struggle to secure 
the enjoyment of their rights; would also (I) reaffirm the 
principle that there should be no independence before 
majority rule in Zimbabwe; (2) call upon the Government 
of the United Kingdom not to transfer or accord to the 
illegal regime any of the powers or attributes of sover- 
eignty, and urge it to promote the country’s attainment of 
independence by a democratic system of government in 
accordance with the aspirations of the majority of the 
population; (3) urge the United Kingdom to convene as 
soon as possible a national conference in which the genuine 
political representatives of the people of Zimbabwe would 
be able to work out a settlement relating to the future of 
the Territory for subsequent endorsement by the people 
through free and democratic processes; (4) call upon the 
United Kingdom Government to create the conditions 
necessary to permit the free expression of the right to 
self-determination, including: (a) the release of all political 
prisoners, detainees and restrictees, (b) the repeal of all 
repressive discriminatory legislation, (c) the removal of all 
restrictions of political activity and the establishment of 
full democratic freedom and equality of political rights; 
(5) further, call on the United Kingdom Government to 
ensure that in any exercise to ascertain the wishes of the 
people of Zimbabwe as to their political future, the 
procedure to be followed shollld be in accordance with the 
principle of universal adult suffrage and by secret ballot on 
the basis of one-man one-vote without regard to race, 
colour or to considerations of education, property or 
II~~HI~~; (0) condemn the L...,,; Kingdom Cu.<cr::ment for 
its failure to take effective measures to bring an end to the 
illegal regime in Zimbabwe; (7) call upon all States to give 
full support and co-operation to the United Nations in all 
measures designed to enforce strictly the mandatory 
sanctions imposed by the Security Council in accordance 
with the obligations assumed by Member States under 
Article 25 of the Charter of the United Nations. 

In conclusion, the representative of Somalia declared 
that the sponsors considered the proposals of the two draft 
resolutions to be eminently reasonable, that they hoped for 
their unanimous adoption by the Council and that they 
welcomed comments and suggestions from other members 
of the Council.’ 4 O 

At the 1666th meeting on 29 September 1972, the 
representative of India stated that as long as the great 
Powers did not agree on effective steps to overthrow the 
illegal r&me in Rhodesia, the Council could do very little 
to promote the solution of the Zimbabwe problem. He 
recalled his delegation’s proposals made in this respect at 
Addis Ababa and suggested that the Council should set up 
suitable machinery to consider and implement these and 
other ideas. Turning to the two draft resolutions he put 
forth several amendments to the second one (S/10805), in 
paragraph 4, the phrase “calls upon the United Kingdom 
Government to create the conditions . ..” was unrealistic 
and should be changed into “calls upon the United 
Kingdom Government to try its utmost to bring about 
conditions necessary .,.“, and paragraph 6 was unaoceptablc 

I40 1665th mectmg, interven(lon by Somalia. 
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to his delegation and should be deleted because to condemn 
any Government would contribute nothing; because the 
British Government had made it clear that it could not 
bring about the fall of the illegal rCgime in Zimbabwe short 
of using force and that it would not use force; and because 
such a condemnation would raise the question of what the 
Council had done to find a solution in Zimbabwe.’ 4 ’ 

The representative of the United States held that it was 
not appropriate for the Council to urge the United 
Kingdom to take measures that required the use of force. 
After a detailed review of the manner in which the 
sanctions against Rhodesia were covertly violated by many 
States, he reiterated his delegation’s wish for a more 
systematic pursuit of all sanctions violations in terms of the 
total Rhodesian trade and warned that if the Council was 
serious about making sanctions work, it should avoid any 
one-sided approach and refrain from singling out the United 
States Government or any other Government without 
reference to the total problem.’ 42 

The representative of the United Kingdom, commenting 
on the suggestion for a constitutional conference, declared 
that after the upsurge of political activity in Southern 
Rhodesia during the presence of the Pearce Commission 
there had to be time for reflection and it was for the 
Rhodesians themselves to solve their own problems. Hence, 
compromise was the only way forward, and the proposal 
for a constitutional conference had to be seen in this light. 
It would not be practicable for his Government to call for a 
conference without the acquiescence of the Smith regime. 
The call for the conference was more likely to hamper than 
to help the process of consultation inside Rhodesia. Since 
his Government would not accept directives that would 
bind it to impractical courses of action, his delegation could 
not accept the provisions of the draft resolution in 
document S/10805. With regard to the draft resolution 
(S/10804) on sanctions, it contained no proposals that 
would advance the work of the Sanctions Committee which 
could best fulfd a meaningful role if it adhered to its 
mandate under resolution 253 (1968).’ 4 ’ 

The representative of SomaI’ia deplored the fact that the 
draft resolution S/lOSOS did not meet with the approval of 
the United Kingdom Government; responsibility rested 
with the United Kingdom, but certain guidelines for 
political action, e.g. the principle of “one man, one vote”, 
had to be established and used to guide the Council in 
dealing with the situation in Southern Rhodesia. He hoped 
the United Kingdom Government would reconsider its 
position. In order to complete the consultations about the 
two draft resolutions, he asked for a brief suspension of the 
meeting.’ 44 

Following the suspension of the meeting, the represent- 
ative of Somalia presented the amendments that the 
sponsors had accepted. In draft resolution S/10804, the 
revisions, aside from two minor changes in the preamble, 
affected paragraphs 3, 4 and 5. In paragraph 3, the ex- 
pression “calls upon the United States” would be changed 
to “urges the United States”; in paragraph 4 the phrase 

I41 1666th meeting. paras. S-24. 
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“including action under Chapter VII of the Charter” would 
be deleted and the words “and to report to the Council not 
later than 31 January 1973” were to be added at the end of 
the paragraph. In paragraph 5, the date “I December 1972” 
should be replaced by “31 January 1973” and the “1664th, 
1665th and 1666th” meetings should be added after “the 

1663rd”. With regard to draft resolution S/10805, the 
sponsors had accepted two minor changes in the preamble 
and in paragraph 4, first line, after the words “United 
Kingdom Government” the phrase I’... to try its utmost to 
bring about . ..” should be added and the words “to create” 
deleted. Paragraph 6 should be deleted in its entirety. In 
paragraph 7, “all measures” should read “effective 
measures”. In conclusion, the representative proposed on 
behalf of the sponsors that all references to Southern 
Rhodesia should carry in parenthesis also the name 
“Zimbabwe”, and expressed hope that the draft resolutions 
would now be acceptable to all members including those 
who had expressed reservations.’ 4 ’ 

At the same meeting the draft resolution S/l0804/Rev.l 

was adopted by 13 to none with 12 abstentions.14(j The 
resolution read as follows: 

The Securify Council, 

RecoIlinK its resolution 253 (1968) of 29 May 1968 and 
subsequent resolutions in which all States are required to implement 
and make effective the economic, political and other sanctions 
against Southern Rhodesia (Zimbabwe) decided upon by the 
Council in furtherance of the objective of ending the rebellion in 
that territory, 

Tuking info account its resolutions 314 (1972) of 28 February 
1972 and 318 (1972) of 28 July 1972 concerning the co-operation 

and obligations of States and the measures necessary to ensure the 
scrupulous observance and strict implementation of sanctions, 

Deeply concerned that, despite their obligations under Article 25 
of the Charter of the United Nations, several States continue to 
violate sanctions covertly and overtly in contravention of the 
provisions of retolution 253 (1968), 

Gruvely concerned about the dctrimcntal consequence5 which 
violations could cause to the effectiveness of sanctions and, in the 
wider sense. to the authority of the Council, 

Deeply concerned by the report of the United States of America 
that it has authorized the importation of chrome ore and other 
minerals from Southern Rhodesia (Zimbabwe), 

Condemning the refusal of South Africa and Portugal to 
co-operate with the United Nations in the observance and im- 
plcmcntation of sanctions against Southern Rhodesia (Zimbabwe), 

1. Reaffirms its decision that sanctions against Southern 
Rhodesia (Zlmbabwc) shall remain fully in force until the aims and 
objectives set out in resolution 253 (19.68) arc completely achicvcd; 

2. Culls upon all States to implement fully all Security Council 
resolutions establishing ganctions against Southern Rhodesia 
(Zimbabwe), in accordance with Article 25 and Article 2, para- 
graph 6, of the Charter of (he United Nations; 

3. Urges the United States of America to co-opcratc fully with 
the United Nrltions in the effective implementation of sanctions; 

4. Requests lhe Security Council Committee establishL’d in 
pursuance of rc<olution 253 (1968) concerning the qucction of 
Southern Rhodesia to undcrtskc. a< a matter of urgency, considcr- 
atIon of the 11 pc of action \rhi<h could be tclkcn in view of the open 
and pcrcistcnt rcTural of South AI‘rx;l and Portugd to implcmcnt 
sanction\; apinct the III+ rCgimc in Southern Rhodc<ia 
(Zimbahwc) ;~nd to report to thr Council not later than 31 January 
1973: 

’ 4 ’ /hid paras. 100-l 13. 

‘46 Ibid.. para. I IS. Adopted as resolution 320 (1972) 
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5. Fwtlrcr re91resrs the Committee to cxaminc and submit a 

report to thu Security Council not later than 3 I January 1973 on all 
propocals and suggestions made at the 1663rd to 1666th mectingr 

of the Council for cxtcnding the scope and improving the 
rffcctivcncsc of sanctions against Southern Khodcsia (Z’mbabwe). 

Then the Council voted on the draft resolution 
S/1080S/Rev.l for which the representative of Somalia 
requested separate votes on paragraphs 1 and 5.’ 4’ Para- 
graph 1 received 10 votes in favour, 1 against, with 
4 abstentions and failed of adoption, owing to the negative 
vote of a permanent member; paragraph 5 also received 10 
votes in favour, 1 against, with 4 abstentions and failed of 
adoption, owing to the negative vote of a permanent 
member. The draft resolution as a whole also received 10 
votes in favour, 1 against, with 4 abstentions and was not 
adopted, owing to the negative vote of a permanent 
member.’ 4 a 

The representative of the United States, speaking in 
explanation of the vote, stated that his delegation abstained 
in tl’e vote on S/10804, because given United States law it 
could not vote for the call by the Council with regard to 
sanctions across the board. His delegation also abstained on 
S/10805, because it agreed with otl:er members of the 
Council that at this juncture all elements in Southern 
Rhodesia needed to remain in contact and jointly seek a 
solution to the present impasse. His delegation did not 
consider force to be an appropriate or effective instrument 
to resolve the Rhodesian or any other southern African 
problem; it regarded the steps taken by the Rhodesian 
regime to suppress the advocates of peaceful and construc- 
tive change as exacerbating the difficult situation. His 
delegation recognized that a constitutional conference 
would be impracticable under present conditions, but it 
hoped that such a conference representing all African and 
Europea” Rhodesians could eventually be called.‘4 ’ 

In explaining his delegation’s abstention on S/ 10805, the 
representative of France called upon the Council to render 
justice to the political will affirmed by the United 
Kingdom, to abstain from useless criticism, to refuse to go 
beyond reaffirming its general purposes and to refrain from 
putting itself in the place of the administering Power.’ So 

The representative of Belgium expressed his appreciation 
to the sponsors of S/10804 for deleting the reference to 
Chapter VII from paragraph 4, since it would have pre- 
judged the outcome of the discussions in the Sanctions 
Committee. With regard to S’10805, his delegation ab- 
stained in the vote as it did not believe that the specific 
terms in paragraph 5 could be set by the Council.” ’ 

The representative of Sudan deplored the United King- 
dom’s abstention on S/10804, paragraph 5 bf which merely 
asked the Committee to study proposals for strengthening 
the sanctions. This mandate was the least the Council could 
ask, considering the slow and often evasive procedure in the 
Committee.’ ’ * 

14’ 1666th meeting. para. 117. 

14’ Ibid., paras. 119-121. 

‘49 hid, paras. 126.127. 

Iso Ibid., paras. 131-132. 

Is’ Ibid.. paras. 133-138. 

’ s2 IhId.. parzls. 144-145. 

The representative of Somalia pointed out that the 
United Kingdom and the four delegations which decided to 
abstain represented only one-third of the membership of 
the Council. In order to sl’ow that this one-third did not 
bear any relation to the number of those supporting draft 
resolution S/10805, the African Group of States would 
submit this document with the necessary amendments to 
the General Assembly for its vote for or against the basic 
political and human rights contained in the vetoed resol- 
ution.’ s3 

The President speaking as the representative of China 
stated that although his delegation had supported both 
draft resolutions, it had reservations concerning paragraph 3 
of S/10805, urging the British Government to convene a 
constitutional conference, because his Government had 
consistently held that, according to the principles of the 
Charter and the universal desire of the Zimbabwe people, 
tl’e people of Zimbabwe should be given energetic support 
to achieve the immediate independence of Zimbabwe.’ s4 

Decision of 22 May 1973 (17 I6th meeting): resolution 333 
(1973) 

Decisions of 22 May 1973 (1716th meeting): 

Rejection of three-Power draft resolution 

By letter’ ” dated 8 May 1973 addressed to the 
President of the Council, the representatives of Guinea and 
Kenya requested a meeting of the Council at the earliest 
possible time to consider the second special report’ s6 of 
the Sanctions Committee. 

At its 1712th meeting on 14 May 1973, the Council 
included the letter and the report in its agenda and adopted 
the agenda.’ ” At the 1713th meeting the representative of 
Somalia was invited, at his request, to participate in the 
discussion without the right to vote.‘SB The Council 
considered the issue at the 1712th to 1716th meetings from 
14 to 26 May 1973. 

At the 1712th meeting the representative of Guinea 
speaking as Chairman of the Committee presented the 
special report to the Council. She recalled that five years 
had elapsed since the adoption of sanctions by the Council 
and that justice had still not come to the African people in 
Southern Rhodesia. She deplored that the members of the 
Committee had failed to agree to the set of 24 proposals 
submitted by the African members who considered these 
points pertinent and reasonable. These proposals had been 
relegated to part IV of the report, although they were not 
exorbitant. The African delegations had recommended that 
exports from South Africa, Angola and Mozambique be 
closely controlled to increase the risks for cheating firms; 
that all States refuse landing rights to national carriers of 
the countries still granting landing rights to aircraft coming 
from Rhodesia or maintaining air services to that territory; 
tliat all States adopt legislation forbidding insurance cover- 

’ 53 Ibid., parax. 151.153. 

Is4 Ibid.. parw 157-158. 

“’ S’lO925, OR, 28th yr., Suppl. for April.June 1973. p. 36. 

Is6 S’lO920 and Corr.1. ibid., pp. 25-30. The report ~1s 
submlttcd to the Couwil on I5 April 1973. 
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age for flights to and from Rhodesia; that States prohibit 
shipping companies from carrying goods to or from 
Rhodesia and prohibit insurance coverage for such goods; 
that the blockade of Beira be extended to Lourenc;o 
Marques and that some States Members contribute to the 
British patrols; that States report to the Committee their 
current sources of supply for products they imported from 
Rhodesia before the imposition of sanctions; and that the 
Council call upon the United States to rescind its law 
permitting violation of the sanctions. She then turned to 
part III of the special report containing unanimous recom- 
mendations for measures to be taken by Governments, by 
the Committee or by the Secretary-General, and explained 
in greater detail the most important proposals, She con- 
cluded by expressing hope that at least these modest 
measures would be adopted by the Council.’ s9 

The representative of Yugoslavia also voiced regret that 
tl:e Committee was not able to submit stronger recom- 
mendations for action in view of the open defiance by 
South Africa and Portugal. The African proposals on this 
and the other points should be seriously considered by the 
Council for approval as essential for the effective im- 
plementation of the sanctions.’ 6o 

At the 1713th meeting on 16 May 1973, the represen- 

tative of Somalia* strongly supported the African proposals 
in parts III and IV of the special report and called them the 
absolute minimum that should be expected from the 
Council. He also endorsed the Russian and Chinese pro- 
posals as the optimum approach to the Rhodesian problem. 
He urged the Council to continue the sanctions and not to 
abandon its commitment to the efforts of establishing a just 
society in the Territory.’ ” 

At the same meeting the representative of the United 
States stated that what was required was to make the 
sanctions more effective rather than to expand them and 
that the Committee for the first time had come to grips 
with some of the stumbling blocks to full implementation. 
The agreed suggestions in the report offered a serious 
prospect of making sanctions more effective and were fully 
supported by his delegation. He expressed his appreciation 
to the African delegations for the proposals which they 
submitted to the Committee with the purpose of obtaining 
wider compliance with sanctions. His delegation could not 
accept all of them because they raised certain practical and 
legal difficulties.’ 6z 

The representative of France supported the recommend- 
ations in part III of the report and noted that they were 
within the terms of reference of the Committee. But his 
delegation could not agree with certain proposals in 
part IV, particularly those declaring a kind of economic war 
on southern Africa as a whole. No political solution could 
be obtained without the administering Power which he 
hoped would continue to seek a settlement leading Rho- 
desia to self-determination in accordance with the freely 
expressed wishes of the population.’ 63 

’ ” I7 1 ?th meeting. paus. S-33. 

I60 Ibid.. paras. 4547. 

16’ 1713th mccting.puras. IO-IS. 
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At the 1714th meeting on 17 May 1973, the represen- 
tative of Kenya said that the proposals in Part III of the 
Committee report were nothing but stop-gap measures 
designed to boost African morale which would do little to 
help the people in Rhodesia. Therefore, the African 
delegations intended to pursue in the Council itself the set 
of suggestions which were contained in part IV and would 
put the severest pressure on the illegal regime. He briefly 
reviewed the major proposals and emphasized in particular 
the need for the Committee to assume an activist role of 
forestalling the violation of sanctions and for that purpose 
to be authorized to deal with the companies and with 
non-governmental organizations like chambers of com- 
merce, trade unions and employers’ organizations directly 
and no longer through the Governments. 

Then he introduced two draft resolutions164 jointly 
submitted by Guinea, Kenya and Sudan, and explained that 
each of them corresponded to a clearly stated task in 
paragraphs 4 and 5 of resolution 320 (1972). The first draft 
resolution (S/10927) dealt with the issue of extending the 
scope and improving the effectiveness of sanctions follow- 
ing the African proposals in part IV of the Committee 
report. The second draft resolution (S/10928) contained 
measures to counter South Africa’s and Portugal’s defiance 
of sanctions.’ 6 s It provided that the Council would in the 
preamble reiterate its concern that its sanctions had failed 
so far, and its conviction that the sanctions could not 
terminate the illegal regime unless they were comprehen- 
sive, mandatory and effectively supervised and unless 
measures were taken against States which violated them, 
and would reaffirm that effective action had to be taken to 
end South Africa’s and Portugal’s refusal to implement the 
sanctions which undermined the effectiveness of these 
measures and constituted a violation of their obligations 
under Article 25 of the Charter, it further provided that the 
Council would (I) decide that all States should limit any 
purchase of chromium ores, asbestos, tobacco, pig iron, 
copper, sugar, maize and any products from South Africa, 
Mozambique and Angola to the quantitative levels prevail- 
ing in 1965; (2) request States to take the necessary 
measures, including enacting legislation denying or revoking 
landing rights to national carriers of countries that continue 
to grant such rights to aircraft from Southern Rhodesia or 
operate air services to Southern Rhodesia; (3) decide to 
extend the Beira blockade to cover all commodities and 
products from or destined for Southern Rhodesia to the 
port of Lourenco Marques; (4) urge the Government of the 
United Kingdom, as the administering Power, to take all 
effective measures to implement fully paragraph 3 above 
and to seek co-operation of other States in this task; and 
(5) condemn all those Governments, in particular South 
Africa and Portugal, that encouraged, assisted or connived 
at any violation of sanctions against Southern Rhodesia. 

The representative of the USSR recalled the resolution 
of the Committee of Twenty-Four adopted on 27 April 
1973 in which the Council was urged to expand its 
sanctions against the illegal rCgime in Southern Rhodesia by 
including all the measures under Article 41 of the Charter. 
The same body had also recommended to consider the 

‘64 ~jIO927. adopted wlthout change as resolution 333 (1973). 
s/lo928,OR. 28rhyr.. Suppl. /orApril-June 1973.~. 36. 
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application of sanctions against Portugal and South Africa. 
The Council could not disregard these insistent demands. 
He also reiterated his delegation’s proposals to decide that 
all States cease their purchases in South Africa, Moza~n- 

bique and Angola of goods which were the main Rhodesian 
export items, to introduce a compulsory embargo upon the 
sale to South Africa and Portugal of petroleum and 
petroleum products as well as a complete weapons embargo 
including the transfer of technology, and to expand the 
sanctions against Southern Rhodesia and in conformity 
with Article 41 to suspend all communications with 
Southern Rhodesia. In conclusion he welcomed the two 
draft resolutions and indicated his delegation’s support for 
all effective measures.’ 66 

At the beginning of the 1715th meeting on I8 May 
1973, the President announced that Australia, India, 
Indonesia, Panama, Peru and Yugoslavia had joined the 
three African delegations as co-sponsors of draft resolution 
S/l0927 and that Indonesia, Panama and Yugoslavia were 
also co-sponsoring document S/ 10928.’ 6 ’ 

At the same meeting the representative of China urged 
the Council to adopt the reasonable African proposals as 
preliminary measures to strengthen the sanctions against 
Southern Rhodesia, to condemn and extend the sanctions 
to South Africa and Portugal, and to condemn those big 
Powers who violated the sanctions against Southern 
Rhodesia. His delegation would vote for the two draft 
resolutions.’ 68 

The representative of the United Kingdom stated that 
paper sanctions which amounted to a declaration of 
economic warfare against the whole of Southern Africa and 
which his Government could not countenance would 
achieve nothing; instead, the existing comprehensive sanc- 
tions should be properly applied. The African proposals in 
part IV of the report could be implemented only if it was 
an easy matter to establish an evasion of the sanctions. As 
this was not the case, the bona fide trader would unjustly 
suffer, whereas the trader bent on breaking the sanctions 
could rely on not being found out. Therefore, it was at the 
point of the arrival of goods that action had to be taken to 
detect the evasions, and effective methods were available to 
carry out these controls. With regard to draft resolution 
S/10927 he expressed regret that the African delegations 
had gone beyond what had been agreed upon in part III of 
the report. Those recommendations were warmly supported 
by his delegation, but due to the inclusion of proposals 
which it regarded as inappropriate his delegation would 
have to abstain on the draft resolution as a whole.’ 69 

The representative of Kenya pointed out that the 
sponsors had replaced the word “proposals” in paragraphs 1 
and 2 of draft resolution S/l0927 with the word “sugges- 

-9 170 tions . 

After addressing the Council as representative of Sudan 
the President proposed to proceed to vote on the two draft 

~-- 
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resolutions in accordance with rule 3 1, paragraph 1 of the 
provisional rules of procedure.’ 7 ’ 

Upon request of the representative of Kenya the 
President suspended the meeting briefly to permit consul- 
tations.“’ When the meeting was resumed, the represent- 
ative of Kenya requested that the meeting be adjourned, so 
that his delegation and others could prepare thcmselvcs to 
challenge the impending veto against one of the draft 
resolutions.’ 73 Since there were no objections, the Presi- 
dent declared the meeting of the Council adjourned.’ ” 

At the 1716th meeting on 32 May 1976, the represen- 
tative of Kenya emphasized that the two draft resolutions 
were merely answers to the mandate issued by the Council 
in resolution 320 (1972) and that they were sponsored by 
numerous delegations, and he called for unanimous 
adoption of the drafts by the Council. With regard to the 
veto to be cast against the document in S/l0928 he pointed 
out that it would be exercised to thwart Council action 
against South Africa and Portugal although their defiance 
of the sanctions policy had been condemned by the Council 
as a threat to international peace and security.“’ 

The Council proceeded then to vote on the two draft 
resolutions in z,:cordance with rule 32, paragraph I of the 
provisional rules of procedure. The draft resolution 
S/10927 was adopted by I2 votes to none, with 3 absten- 
tions.’ 76 

The resolution read as follows: 
The Security Council, 

Recoiling its resolutions 320 (1972) of 29 Scptembcr 1972 and 
328 (1973) of 10 March 1973, 

Noting that measures so far instituted by the Security Council 
and the General Assembly have not brought to an end the illegal 
rCgime in Southern Rhodesia. 

Reiterating its grave concern that some States contrary to 
Security Council resolutions 232 (1966) of 16 December 1966. 253 
(1968) of 29 May 1968 and 277 (1970) of 18 March 1970 and to 
their obligations under Articlc 25 of the Charter of the United 
Nations, have failed to prevent trade with the illegal rtgime in 
Southern Rhodesia, 

Condemning the persistent refusal of South Africa and Portugal 
to co-operate with the United Nations in the effective observance 
and implementation of sanctions against Southern Rhodesia 
(Zimbabwe) In clear violation of the Charter of the United Nations, 

Having considered the second special report of the Committee 
established in pursuance of resolution 253 (1968) (S/ 10920 and 
Corr. 1). 

Taking note of the letter dated 27 April from the Chairman of 
the Special Committee on the Situation with regard to the 
Implementation of the Declaration on the Granting of Indcpend- 
encc to Colonial Countries and Peoples (S/10923), 

1. Approves the recommendations and suggestions contained in 
paragraphs IO to 22 of the second special report of the Committee 
established in pursuance of resolution 253 (1968); 

2. Requesfs the Committee. as well as all Covcmments, and the 
Sccrctary-General as appropriate, IO take urgent action to im- 
plcmcnt recommendations and suggestions referred to above; 

“I’ Ibid.. para. 62. 
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3. Requests States with legislation permitting importation of 
minerals and other products from Southcm Rhodesia to repeal it 
immcdiatcly; 

4. Culls upon States to enact and enforce immediately legis- 
lation providing for the imposition of scvcrc penalties on persons 
natural or juridical that evade or commit breach of sanctions by: 

(u) Importing any goods from Southern Rhodesia; 

(b) Exporting any goods to Southern Rhodesia; 

(c) Providing any facilities for transport of goods to and from 
Southern Rhodesia; 

(6) Conducting or facilitating any transaction or trade that may 
enable Southern Rhodesia to obtain from or send to any country 
any goods or services; 

(e) Continuing to deal with clients in South Africa, Angola, 
Mozambique, Guinea (Bissau) and Namibia after it has become 
known that the clients arc re-exporting the goods or components 
thcrcof to Southern Rhodesia, or that goods rcceivcd from such 
clients arc of Southern Rhodesian origin; 

5. Requests States, in the event of their trading with South 
Africa and Portugal, IO provide that purchase contracts with those 
countries should clearly stipulate, in a manner legally enforceable, 
the prohibition of dealing in goods of South Rhodesian origin; 
likewise, sales contracts with these countries should include a 
prohibition of resale or reexport of goods to Southern Rhodesia; 

6. Culls upon States to pass legislation forbidding insurance 
companies under their jurisdiction from covering air flights into and 
out of Southern Rhodesia and individuals or air cargo carried on 
them; 

7. Cal/s upon States to undertake appropriate legislative 
measures to ensure that all valid marine insurance contracts contain 
specific provisions that no goods of Southern Rhodesian origin or 
destined to Southern Rhodesia shall be covered by such contracts; 

8. Culls upon States to inform the Committee established in 
pursuance of resolution 253 (1968) on their present sources of 
supply and quantities of chrome, asbestos, nickel, pig iron, tobacco, 
meat and sugar, together with the quantities of these goods they 
obtained from Southern Rhodesia before the application of 
sanctions. 

The second draft resolution S/ 10928 received 11 votes 
in favour, 2 against, and 2 abstentions and failed of 
adoption, owing to the negative votes of two permanent 
members.’ ” 

The representative of the United States, speaking in 
explanation of vote, stated that the second draft resolution 
(S/10928) included several proposals on which his del- 
egation and others had expressed strong reservations in the 
Committee discussions. His delegation considered it un- 
realistic to call for broader sanctions until all members of 
the United Nations had demonstrated their willingness to 
take more seriously the sanctions already in force. In these 
circumstances his delegation did not believe that the draft 
resolution would enhance the ability of the United Nations 
to act effectively. The adoption of a resolution which was 
clearly unenforceable would seriously damage the repu- 
tation of the United Nations and further erode public 
confidence in its ability to act in a meaningful way. These 
considerations were the only reason for his Government’s 
decision to vote against the draft resolution.“’ 

THI’ SITUATION IN THI. LtIDDLk tAST 

Decision of 28 February 1972 ( 1634th meetmg): resolution 
313(1972) 

“’ 1716th mecting, para. 48. 

“’ Ibid.. paras. 86-87. 

By letter ’ I9 dated 25 February 1972 addressed to the 
President of the Security Council, the representative of 
Lebanon complained about a large-scale air and ground 
attack by lsracl against Lebanon on the morning of the 
same day and requested an urgent meeting of the Security 
Council in view of the extreme gravity of the situation 
endangering the peace and security of Lebanon, 

By letter’ so dated 25 February 1972 addressed to the 
President of the Security Council, the representative of 
Israel, after referring to his previous letter dated 24 
February,’ ” complained about a further attack by ter- 
rorists from Lebanese territory against an Israeli Border 
Police patrol as a result of which one Israeli was killed and 
eight wounded. He stated that in face of this and other 
attacks Israel was compelled to take action in self-defence 
against encampments of the terrorists on 25 February. In 
view of the gravity of the continuing armed attacks against 
Israel he requested an urgent meeting of the Security 
Council. 

At its 1643rd meeting on 26 February 1972, the Council 
included the complaints by Lebanon and Israel in the 
agenda listing each separately under the item “The Situ- 
ation in the Middle East”. Following the adoption of the 
agenda, the representatives of Lebanon and Israel,’ *2 and 
subsequently those of the Syrian Arab Republic and of 
Saudi Arabia’ a3 were invited, at their request, to parti- 
cipate without the right to vote in the discussion of the 
item which was considered at the 1643rd and 1644th 
meetings, held on 26 and 27 February 1972. 

At the 1463rd meeting the representative of Lebanon* 
charged that on 25 February a battalion of the Israeli 
armed forces, composed of 60 tanks and armoured cars and 
supported by air force and infantry units, had entered 
Lebanese territory and attacked several Lebanese villages. 
The Israeli air force also bombarded other villages causing 
death and destruction. On the same day, Israel had 
delivered a warning to Lebanon through the Mixed Armis- 
tice Commission that the Israeli action was in response to 
terrorist activities from Lebanese soil against Israel and that 
Israel would continue its incursions into Lebanon if the 
terrorist activities did not cease. The representative of 
Lebanon also reported that Israeli aggression was continu- 
ing. Recalling previous resolutions of the Security Council 
condemning Israel’s attacks against Lebanon, he deplored 
Israel’s defiance of the authority of the Security Council 
and its course of aggression threatening the territorial 
integrity and the peace of Lebanon. He rejected Israel’s 
attempt to hold the Lebanese responsible for the resistance 
by Palestinians against the illegal Israeli occupation. If Israel 
had not paralysed the Mixed Armistice Commission, re- 
liable information on the origin of the incidents in Israeli 
held territories would bc available. No border control, even 
if exercised with utmost care as in the Lebanese case, 
could be flawless. as experience all over the world demons- 
trated. 
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In view of Israel’s aggression in violation of Article 2 (4) 
of the Charter of the United Nations, the representative of 
Lebanon urged the Council to take measures whic’l would 
prevent Israel from resorting to further acts of aggression, 
to determine that these acts constituted a breach of the 
peace and a threat to the peace and to impose on Israel the 
appropriate sanctions provided for in Chapter VII of the 
Charter.’ 84 

The representative of Israel* declared that the Govcrn- 
ment of Lebanon was solely responsible for the creation of 
the situation in its border areas. For a long time and 
contrary to explicit obligations under international law, the 
Charter of the United Nations and the cease-fire established 
by the Security Council in 1967, the Government of 
Lebanon had permitted terrorist organizations to establish 
bases on its territory from which to carry out armed attacks 
against Israeli civilians and members of the armed forces 
and against Israeli property. The Lebanese Government had 
even entered into a written agreement with the terrorist 
organization providing for full co-operation between the 
Government and the terrorists. Israel held that every 
Government was bound by international law to refrain 
from attacks against another country and also obliged to 
prevent anybody from using its territory for such attacks or 
threats. Israel which had brought to the attention of the 
Council a large number of such attacks by terrorists had 
merely fulfilled its duty to protect its citizens from external 
attacks. The representative of lsrael deplored that the 
Council had done nothing to impress on Lebanon its 
obligation to prevent attacks from its territory against lsracl 
and requested that Lebanon be condemned for violating the 
cease-fire by its actions and by its omissions and be ordered 
to put an end to all terrorist activities from its territory 
against Israel.’ 8s 

At the same meeting, the representative of the USSR 
stated that the full-scale Israeli act of aggression constituted 
a particularly serious threat not only to peace and security 
in the Near East but to international peace as a whole. This 
violation of international law, of the Charter of the United 
Nations and of the decisions of the Security Council could 
not be masked as self-defence by Israel which tried to 
suppress the legitimate struggle of the Arabs for the 
liberation of their lands. The representative of the USSR 
called for the Council to condemn Israeli aggression, to 
implement its previous decisions by applying the provisions 
of Chapter VII of the Charter and to consider the question 
of expelling Israel from the United Nations for its ag- 
gression and violation of the Charter. lie also urged the 
members of the Council and primarily its permanent 
members to renew the consultations in SII 

At? 
ort of Ambassn- 

dor Jarring’s mission in the Middle East.’ 

The representative of France expressed the view that the 
Government of Lebanon did everything to control the 
activities of the f~du,~*~rr and could not be held account- 
able for events on lsracli territory. Ile reported that his 
Government had communicated to Israel that it could nof 
:‘srcc M,itti any reprisals against any St:‘te. in particular 
against a peace-loving St3rc’ like Lebanon which should hc 
given assistance by the Council. whereas Israel should 
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immediately withdraw its troops from Lebanese ter- 
ritory.’ *’ 

The representative of Yugoslavia referred to the quasi- 
unanimous opinion of the international community that 
peace in the Middle East must be based on the territorial 
integrity and sovereignty of all States without recourse to 
force and asked for effective measures to prevent attacks 
like the Israeli ones and make them impossible in the 
future.’ ‘* 

The representative of Japan recalled the proposal made 
by the Secretary-Genera1 in 1969 to station United Nations 
Observers on both sides of the Israel-Lebanon border to 
observe and maintain the Security Council cease-fire. The 
adoption of this proposal could have prevented the recur- 
rence of border incidents.’ *9 

The representative of the United Kingdom while deplor- 
ing the acts of terrorism by fedn,veen against Israel, denied 
that the Israeli measures against Lebanon were jus- 
tifiable.’ 9o 

The representative of Italy reiterated his Government’s 
support for the preservation of the integrity, political 
balance and welfare of Lebanon and stated that the Israeli 
reprisal exceeded by far the initial act of violence that 
allegedly prompted it, and violated the principles of the 
Charter, in particular the commitment of all Member States 
not to resort to the use of force to settle their disputes.’ 9 ’ 

The representative of Belgium appealed for respect for 
the territorial integrity and sovereignty of all States in the 
Middle East and urged Governments not to have recourse to 
force. He requested specifically that Israel refrain from any 
attack within the Lebanese territory, that Lebanon prevent 
the misuse by the Palestinian fighters of the hospitality 
offered to them for raids on Israeli territory and that the 
international control organ established under the Armistice 
Agreement of 1949 function without delay with the 
participation of Israel.’ 92 

The representative of China asked for Israel’s condem- 
nation by the Security Council and for Israel’s immediate 
withdrawal from Lebanese territory.’ 9 3 

The representative of the USSR, in reference to the 
statement by the representative of Japan, pointed out that 
the proposal by the Secretary-General was made without 
the knowledge and agreement of the Security Council and 
that in accordance with the practice and the provisions of 
the Charter such a proposal should have been made only on 
the decision of the Council. He also suggested that the 
Council pass a brief resolution condemning Israeli ag- 
gression and calling for an immediate withdrawal from thr 
Lebanese territory and warned against adjournment siqe die 
hecause such a postponement under the pretest of consul- 
tations w,ould prolong the aggressor’s presence on Lebanese 
soil ’ 94 
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Recalling the Preamble and Article 2 (3) and (4) of the 
Charter, the representative of Somalia urged the Council to 
call upon Israel to respect the sovereignty and territorial 
integrity of Lebanon and immediately to desist from its 
incursions into Lebanese territory.’ 95 

The representative of Japan replying to the statcmcnt of 
the representative of the USSR stated that he had simply 
asked for the Secretary-General to make his views known if 
the Council were to raise the question of observers in future 
proceedings.’ 9 6 

At the end of the 1643rd meeting, the President (Sudan) 
proposed to adjourn the meeting since the members of the 
Council seemed generally inclined to continue consider- 
ation of the issue at a later stage. The Council decided 
without objection to adjourn the meeting.’ 97 

At the 1644th meeting on 27 February 1972, t!le 
representative of Lebanon* explained that due to con- 
tinued aggression by the Israeli air force his Government 
had urgently requested that the Council be convened again. 
He reiterated his call for measures under the pertinent 
Articles of the Charter against Israel.’ 9a 

The representative of Argentina stated that Israel’s claim 
that it acted in self-defence, recognized as legitimate by 
international law and in Article 5 1 of the Charter, was not 
valid because its reprisals against Lebanon were far in excess 
of what could be considered permissible self-defence in 
terms of need and proportionality.’ 9 9 

The representative of Guinea also rejected Israel’s 
assertion that its reprisal was an act of self-defence and 
urged the Council to demand an immediate withdrawal of 
Israeli troops from Lebanon and to impose relevant 
sanctions under the Charter.“’ 

At the same meeting the representative of Italy in- 
troduced a draft resolution sponsored by Belgium. France, 
Italy and the United Kingdom, which read as follows: 

The Security Council, 

Deploring all actions which have resulted in the loss of innocent 
lives, 

Demands that Israel immediately desist and refrain from any 
ground and air military action against Lebanon and forthwith 
withdraw all its military forces from Lebanese territory. 

He appealed to the other members of the Council to 
refrain from proposing amendments and to proceed to vote 
on the draft resolution in order to permit speedy action in 
the rapidly deteriorating situation.201 

The representative of the United States expressed deep 
regret that Israel had prolonged its attacks on Lebanese 
territory and reiterated his Government’s full support for 
the territorial integrity and political independence of 
Lebanon. He welcomed the draft resolution, but proposed 
to amend the preambular paragraph by adding “on both 

’ 95 1643rd meeting, paras. 196.200. 
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sides”. This change would express the humanitarian con- 
cern felt by the Council members.202 

The representatives of the United Kingdom and France 
appealed to tile representative of the United States not to 
insist on the amendment in order to perrrit the speedy and 
unanimous adoption of the draft reso!ution.203 In accord- 
ance with the wishes of the co-sponsors the representative 
of the United States agreed not to press his amcndment.204 

The representative of China opposed the preambular 
paragraph and proposed that it be replaced by the phrase 
“Condemning Israel’s aggression against Lebanon”. If this 
change were unacce 
should be de!eted.20 P 

table to the sponsors, the preamble 

The representative of Somalia proposed to amend the 
preambular paragraph by speaking of “innocent civilian 
lives” and to include in the preamble a call to all Member 
States to refrain from the threat or use of force against the 
territorial integrity or political independence of any State. 
He added that the imposition of sanctions under 
Chapter VII should not be ruled out if Israel continued to 
violate the territory of neighbouring States.‘06 

The representative of Yugoslavia suggested that the 
preambular paragraph be de!eted.20’ 

In view of the various amendments and suggestions the 
representative of France asked that the Council recess for 
ten minutes to allow the sponsors of the draft to consult 
briefly.2 ’ * 

Following the recess, the President speaking as represent- 
ative of Sudan declared that the draft resolution fell far 
short of what was required and that more decisive and 
drastic action should be taken.‘09 

Speaking on behalf of the sponsors, the representative of 
Italy announced that it would be difficult for them to 
delete the preambular paragraph, but that they agreed to 
having the two paragraphs put to separate votes.2 I0 

At the same meeting, on 28 February 1972, the 
preambular paragraph of the draft resolution was voted 
upon and received 8 votes in favour to 4 against, with 
3 abstentions, and was not adopted, having failed to receive 
the required majority of votes. The remainder of the draft 
resolution was unanimously adopted.2 I1 It read as follows: 

The Security Council, 

Demands that Israel immediately desist and refrain from any 
ground and air military action against Lebanon and forthwith 
withdraw all its military forces from Lebanese territory. 
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Decision of 19 April 1972: 

Conso~sus of the members of the Secvrity Council 

A consensus of the members of the Security Council was 
issued on I9 April 1952 which read as follows:2’ ’ 

The Prcsidcnt of the Security Council has held consultations with 
the mcmhcrc of the Council following the rcqurct of the Pcrmancnt 

Kcpretentative of Lchnnon that the Security Council take necessary 
action to station additional United Nations obscrvcrs in the 
lsracl-Lebanon sector. as conveyed to the President of the Security 
Council and contained in annex I of his memorandum of 31 March 
1972 to the Secretary-Central, and in paragraph I of the anncxcd 
memorandum dated 4 April 1972 from the Sccrotary-General to the 
President of the Security Council. The President also informed and 
consulted the Secretary-General. Fxccptionally, a formal meeting of 
the Security Council was not considcrcd ncccssary in this instance. 

In the course of thcsc consultations, the members of the Security 
Council reached without objection a consensus on the action to he 
taken in response to the request of the Lcbanesc Government and 
invited the Secretary-GcnrrJ to proceed in the manner outlined in 
his above-mcntioncd memorandum. They further invited the 
Sccrctary-General to consult wiith the Lebancsc authorities on the 
implcmcntalion of these arrangements. 

They also invited the Sccrctary-Central to report periodically to 
the Security Council and in doing so to give his views on the need 
for the continuance of the above measures and on their scale. 

Decision of 26 June 1972 (I 650th meeting): resolution 3 16 
(1972) 

By letter ” ’ dated 23 June 1972 addressed to the 
President of the Security Council, the representative of 
Lebanon complained about Israel’s persistent aggression 
against Lebanon that had culminated in a large-scale air and 
ground attack on 21, 22, and 23 June, and requested an 
urgent meeting of the Security Council in view of the 
extreme gravity of the situation. 

By letterl” dated 23 June 1972 addressed to the 
President of the Security Council, the representative of 
Israel requested an urgent meeting of the Security Council 
to consider the continued armed attacks, shelling, sabotage, 
incursions, acts of air piracy and other acts of terror and 
violence perpetrated from Lebanese territory against Israel. 

At its 1648th meeting on 23 June 1972, the Council 
included the letters by Lebanon and Israel in the agenda 
listing each separately under the item “The situation in the 
Middle East”. Following the adoption of the agenda, the 
representatives of Lebanon and Israel,2 I5 and at the 
1649th meeting those of the Syrian Arab Republic, Egypt, 
Kuwait and Jordan?’ 6 were invited, at their request, to 
participate without the right to vote in the discussion of the 
item which was considered at the 1648th to 1650th 
meetings from 23 to 26 June 1972. 

At the 1648th meeting, the representative of Lebanon* 
said that on 21 June an Israeli patrol had entered Lebanese 
territory and destroyed Lebanese vehicles and that at the 
same time a Syrian military delegation who paid a 

21 2 S/l061 I (Conscnsuc of the memherr of lhc Sccurily 
Council). OR. 27th yr., Suppl. for April-June 1972. pp. 32-33: SW 
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2’ * 1648th meetmg, paras. I-3. 

2 ’ 6 1649th meeting. parar. 2-3. 

traditional exchange visit to the Lebanese army, had been 
ambushed by an Israeli military atmoured unit, while the 
delegation escorted by a Lebanese officer and five military 
policemen had been travelling in civilian cars about 400 
mctres inside Lebanese territory. Four Lebanese military 
policemen had been killed; the fifth was injured and died of 
his wounds in Israel. Five Syrian officers and the Lebanese 
officer had been kidnapped, one Syrian officer had been 
wounded and another had managed to escape. 

After describing in detail further Israeli attacks he 
rejected Israel’s charge that the Syrian officers had been 
captured while they were engaged in hostile acts against 
Israel and that infiltration or shelling of Israel had taken 
place from Lebanese territory. 

The increase of the number of armistice observers on the 
Lebanon-Israel border had pleased the Government of 
Lebanon, but Israel’s intransigence and defiance made their 
effective functioning difficult and had again led to Israel’s 
acts of aggression against Lebanon. The representative 
reiterated his appeal to the Security Council to take 
decisive action under Chapter VII of the Charter and asked 
specifically for the very strong condemnation of Israel for 
its repeated acts of aggression and for the Council’s 
insistence on the immediate return of the kidnapped Syrian 
and Lebanese officers to Lebanon.’ ’ ’ 

At the same meeting, the representative of Israel* said 
that on 20 June Arab terror organizations based in Lebanon 
had opened bazooka fire on an Israeli civilian bus and 
wounded two elderly passengers. Similar attacks occurred 
on the next two days. The Israeli air force and artillery 
reacted in self-defence and struck against the bases from 
which the terrorists operate. On 21 June, an Israeli patrol 
encountered a military convoy approximately 100 metres 
from the border; the convoy opened fire on the patrol, and 
in the ensuing clash five Syrian officers, one Lebanese 
officer, a soldier and four gendarmes were taken prisoner. 
As long as Lebanon repudiated its obligation to ensure that 
its territory was not used for aggression against its 
neighbour, Israel had no alternative but to act in self- 
defence. As an example for Lebanon’s role he cited the Lod 
airport massacre on 30 May which had been committed by 
terrorists who had been trained for that criminal mission in 
a terrorist camp near Beirut. He deplored the inability of 
the Security Council to stop Arab armed attacks against 
Israel or even to condemn these attacks from neighbouring 
Arab States.2’ ’ 

At the 1650th meeting on 26 June 1972, the Council 
decided to add, as subitem(b) of the first item on its 
agenda (“The situation in the Middle East”), the “Letter 
dated 26 June 1972 from the Permanent Representative of 
the Syrian Arab Republic to the United Nations addressed 
to the President of the Security Council”2’ 9 in which the 
representative requested that the Syrian Arab Republic be 
considered an integral party to the Lebanese complaint. 
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At the same meeting, the representative of France 
introduced a draft resolution sponsored by Belgium. France 
and the United Kingdom220 and urged its unanimous 
adoption.” ’ 

The representative of the llnited States submitted a 
draft resolution* *’ under which the Security Council 
would, inter oka. condemn acts of violence in the area; call 
for an immediate cessation of a11 such acts, and call on all 
Governments concerned to repatriate a11 armed forces 
prisoners held in custody.* * 3 

Scvcral representatives* 24 stated that they would prefer 
a stronger condemnation of the Israeli act of aggression, but 
that they were prepared to vote in favour of the rather 
weak three-Power draft resolution. 

At the same meeting, the draft resolution sponsored by 
Belgium, France and the United Kingdom was adopted by 
13 votes to none with 2 abstentions. ” It read as follows: 

The Security Council. 

flaving considered the agenda conraincd in document S/Agenda/ 
l650/Rcv.l, 

flaving nored the contents of the letters of the Pcrmancnt 
Representative of Lebanon, the Pcrmancnt Representative of lsracl 
and the Permanent Rcprcscntative of the Syrian Arab Republic. 

Recalling the con~nrus of the members of the Security Council 
of 19 April 1972. 

fluving nored the supplementary information provided by the 
Chief of Staff of the United Nations Truce Supervision Organization 
contained in documents S/7930/Add.1584 to Add.1640, of 26 
April to 21 June 1972. and particularly documents S/7930/ 
Add.1641 to Add.1648. of 21 to 24 June 1972, 

Huving henrd the statements of the represcntativcs of Lebanon 
and of Israel. 

Deploritfg the tragic loss of lift resulting from all acts of violcncc 
and retaliation. 

Gravely concerned at Israel s failure to comply with Security 
Council resolutions 262 (1968) of 31 December 1968.270(1969)of 
26 August 1969. 280 (1970) of 19 May 1970, 285 (1970) of 
5 Scptcmbcr 1970 and 313 (1972) of 28 February 1972 calling on 
lsracl to desist forthwith from any violation of the sovereignty and 
territorial integrity of Lebanon. 

I. Culls upon lsracl lo strictly abide by the aforcmentioncd 
resolutions and to refrain from all military acts against Lebanon; 

2. Condemns. while profoundly deploring all acts of violence. 
the repeated attacks of Israeli forces on Lebanese territory and 
population in violation of the principles of the Charter of the 
United Nations and Israel’s obligations thercundcr; 

3. Expresses the strong dcsirr that appropriate steps will Icad, as 
an immediate contcqucncc, to the rrlcasc in the shortest possible 
time of all Syrian and Lebanese military and security personnel 
abducted by Israeli armed forcrs on 21 June 1972 on Lebanese 
territory; 

4. Declurer that if the above-mcntioncd steps do not result in 
the release of the abducted pcrsonncl or if Israel fails to comply 
with the prcscnl rctolution, the Council will reconvene at the 

carliect to consider furthrr action. 
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The draft resolution submitted by the United States was 
not put to the vote in view of the adoption of the 
three-Power draft resolution.2 * 6 

After the vote the representative of the United States 
stated that his delegation was obliged to abstain because it 
considered the draft resolution as unbalanced and therefore 
unacceptable.227 

The representative of Belgium said that the natural right 
of self-defence enshrined in Article 51 of the Charter was 
limited to the single case of armed aggression and that the 
incidents which provoked Israel’s reprisals could not be 
described as an act of aggression on the part of 
Lebanon.” ’ 

Decision of 21 July 1972 (1653rd meeting): resolution 317 
(1972). 

By two separate letters’ * 9 dated 5 July addressed to the 
President of the Security Council, the representatives of the 
Syrian Arab Republic and of Lebanon requested a meeting 
of the Security Council in view of Israel’s refusal to abide 
by Security Council resolution 3 16 ( 1972). 

By letter”’ dated 17 July addressed to the President of 
the Security Council, the representative of Israel requested 
an urgent meeting of the Council to consider the mutual 
release of all prisoners of war, in accordance with the 
Geneva Convention relative to the Treatment of Prisoners 
of War of 12 August 1949. 

At the 165 1st meeting on 18 July an extended proce- 
dural debate took place concerning the provisional agenda 
which included the two letters by Syria and Lebanon as 
well as the letter by Israel.23’ The motion by Somalia to 
delete item (3) (the letter by Israel) from the provisional 
agenda was voted upon and received 8 votes in favour to 
none against with seven abstentions and was not adopted 
falling short of the required majority of votes.* ‘* After 
further discussion the Council. at the recommendation of 
the President, decided to consider the Lebanese and Syrian 
requests first and to schedule a later Council meeting to 
consider the Israeli request.* 33 Following the adoption of 
the revised agenda, the representatives of Syria, Lebanon, 
Israel, Afghanistan, Islamic Republic of Mauritania and 
Morocco’ 4 were invited, at their request, to participate 
without the right to vote in the discussion of the item 
which was considered at the 165 1st to 1653rd meetings 
from 18 to 21 July 1972. 

At the 1651st meeting, the President read a message 
from the Secretary-General in which he reported on the 
effort to implement resolution 316 (1972): at the request 
of the representatives of Lebanon and Syria he had 
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exercised his good offices for the return of the Lebanese 
and Syrian officers; at the moment a generally acceptable 
solution was not yet in sight and he continued to pursue his 
efforts with all parties concerned in this matter.23s The 
President added that his own efforts had been equally 
unavai1ing.2 36 

At the same meeting, the representative of Lebanon* 
sharply criticized Israel’s lawlessness and persistent defiance 
of Security Council resolutions. He rejected Israel’s 
attempts to link the release of the abducted Lebanese and 
Syrian personnel to a general exchange of prisoners of war. 
Since Israel’s acts of aggression violated the principles of 
the Charter and threatened international peace and secu- 
rity, Lebanon advocated the application of sanctions 
against Israel to enforce the rule of law. He proposed two 
alternatives to the Council for consideration: the Council 
could condemn Israel for its failure to release the abducted 
personnel, reaffirm resolution 316 (1972), call upon Israel 
to release the abducted personnel unconditionally and 
immediately and empower the President of the Council and 
the Secretary-General to take appropriate measures to that 
effect; or the Council would in addition dispatch a military 
or civilian commission or delegation representing the 
Council to Israel to impress upon the Israeli government the 
importance of the call by the Council for the immediate 
and unconditional release of the abducted personnel.2 37 

The representative of the Syrian Arab Republic* de- 
nounced the abduction as a flagrant violation of the law of 
the sovereignty of nations and rejected Israel’s claim that 
the abducted officers were prisoners of war, a claim that 
had already been rejected by the Council. Israel could not 
apply the provisions of one of the four Geneva Conventions 
and disregard the other three, The Council should condemn 
Israel for its non-compliance with the Council decision and 
call upon it to release the abducted personnel uncon- 
ditionally. Failing this, sanctions should be applied against 
Israel. Moreover, Article 6 of the Charter should be applied 
against Israel who had been admitted to membership in the 
United Nations under the condition that it should abide by 
the decisions and resolutions of the United Nations.’ 3 * 

The representative of the USSR said that Israel’s 
aggressive policy represented a serious threat to the cause of 
universal peace and proved its unwillingness to fulfil one of 
the most important obligations of the Charter of the United 
Nations, contained in Article 25: to accept and carry out 
the decisions of the Security Council. The Security Council 
should condemn Israel’s failure to implement resolution 
316 and consider further action to ensure its implement- 
ati0n.l 3 9 

At the 1652nd meeting on 20 July 1972, the represent- 
ative of Somalia introduced a draft resolution sponsored by 
Guinea, Somalia, Sudan and Yugoslavia240 and urged that 
the Council act quickly and without further debate since 
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the draft resolution did not constitute a departure from 
resolution 316(1972).24’ 

The representatives of Panama and Belgium requested 
that the Council be adjourned because they had not been 
able to get from their Governments instructions on how to 
vote on the draft resolution. The rcprcscntativc of Belgium 
added that he would be obliged to submit a formal motion 
for adjournment on the basis of rule 33 (3) of the Council’s 
provisional rules of 
accede to his request. P 

rocedure. if the Council could not 
” 

The sponsors of the draft resolution agreed to the 
requests and the Council was adjourned.2 43 

At the 1653rd meeting on 21 July 1972, the represent- 
ative of Panama announced that on specific instructions 
from his Foreign Ministry he would vote in favour of the 
draft resolution.244 

The representative of India announced that his Govem- 
ment would co-sponsor the draft resolution.24 5 

At the same meeting, the draft resolution sponsored by 
Guinea, India. Somalia, Sudan and Yugoslavia was adopted 
by 14 to none with 1 abstention.246 It read as follows: 

The Security Council, 

Ikuving considered the agenda adopted by the Security Council 
at its 1651st meeting held on I8 July 1972, 

flaving nored the contents of the letters of the Permanent 
Representative of the Syrian Arab Republic and the Char&$ 
d’affaircs ad inrerim of Lebanon. 

Huving heurd the statements of the representatives of Lebanon 

and of the Syrian Arab Republic, 

ffuving noted with uppreciution the efforts made by the 
President of the Security Council and by the Secretary-General 
following the adoption of resolution 316 (1972) of 26 June 1972. 

1. Reaffirms resolution 316 (1972) adopted by the Security 
Council on 26 June 1972; 

2. Deplores the fact that despite these efforts, effect has not yet 
been given to the Security Council’s strong desire that all Syrian and 

Lebanese military and security personnel abducted by Israeli armed 
forces from Lebanese territory on 21 June 1972 should be released 
in the shortest pos\ihle time; 

3. Culls upon Israel for the return of the above-mentioned 
personnel without delay; 

4. Requesfr the President of the Security Council and the 
Secretary-General to make renewed efforts to secure the implemcnt- 
ation of the present resolution. 

Decision of IO September 1972 (I 661nd meeting): 

Rejection of draft resolutiotl 

By letter24 ’ dated 9 September 1972 addressed to the 
President of the Security Council, the representative of the 
Syrian Arab Republic requested an urgent meeting of the 
Security Council to consider Israel’s continuing attacks on 

241 1652nd meeting, 5-13. puras. 

242 Ibid.. PJII.JIII~ 40: Bclplum: 42-44. para. paras. 

143 Ibid.. pdras. 53.55. 

z44 1653rd meeting, para. 5. 

z4 ’ Ibid., paras. 1 O-1 1. 

246 Ibid.. para. 14. Adopted as resolution 317 (1972). 

‘47S/10782. OR, 17th ,vr.. S~rppl. for Jul.v-Sep. I9 
pp 97-98. 

72. 



120 Chapter VIII. Maintenance of international peace and security 
-__- .-_____- 

, 

Syrian territory, of which he had informed the Council in 
his letter of 8 September.24 * 

By letter249 dated 10 September 1972 addressed to the 
President of the Security Council, the representative of 
Lebanon a!so requested a meeting of the Council in view of 
the gravity of the situation endangering the peace and 
security of Lebanon, and especially in view of the recent 
events reported in his letter of 8 September.’ 5o 

At the 1661st meeting on 10 September 1972, the 
President stated that the meeting had been convened at the 
request of the Syrian Arab Republic, but that a few 
minutes before the meeting, the representative of Lebanon, 
in his letter dated 10 September, had also requested the 
meeting. Accordingly, he suggested to amend the pro- 
visional agenda and to add the letter of the representative 
of Lebanon. Since there was no objection, the provisional 
agenda was adopted in the amended form.251 Following 
the adoption of the agenda, the representatives of Syria and 
Lebanon were invited, at their request, to participate, 
without the right to vote, in the discussion of the item.2 ” 
The President reported to the Council that he had informed 
the representative of Israel in the afternoon of 9 September 
of the decision to convene the meeting of the Council and 
that the representative of Israel had replied in the evening 
of 9 September that he could not attend the meeting since 
10 September was Jewish New Year.? 53 The Council 
considered the item at the 1661st and 1662nd meetings on 
10 September 1972. 

At the 1661st meeting, the representative of the Syrian 
Arab Republic* stated that on 8 and 9 September Israel 
had launched new aerial attacks against Syrian communities 
killing and wounding many civilians. The Vice-Premier of 
the Israeli Council of Ministers had described these oper- 
ations as a first stage in a total offensive. In view of this 
clear-cut aggression by Israel he called upon the Security 
Council to compel Israel to halt immediately all military 
operations, to condemn it for this act of aggression and to 
take all a ropriate measures to prevent a renewal of 
aggression.PP4 ’ 

The representative of Lebanon* said that several Leba- 
nese places had been attacked on 8 September by Israeli 
military aircraft causing death and injury among innocent 
civilians. None of these communities had served as com- 
mando bases, as alleged by Israel. He urged the Council to 
condemn Israel for this premeditated attack against Lebanon 
and to take measures to prevent any recurrence of such 
attacks.2 ” 

Recalling the tragic events during the Olympic Games in 
Munich the representative of the United States declared 
that the complaint by Syria could not be considered 
without connecting it to the events in Munich. The Syrian 
Government and other Governments in the area encouraged 
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rather than condemned the terrorism against Israel and 
therefore could not be absolved of responsibility for the 
cycle of violence and counter-violence in the Middle East. 
His Government would not support one-sided resolutions of 
the kind recently adopted by the Council. He suggested 

that the Council deplore the renewal of terrorist attacks 
and the loss of innocent lives on both sides as well as the 
outbreak of renewed violence in the Middle East, that it 
delcare encouragement of acts of terrorism unacceptable in 
civilized societies and inimical to the maintenance of the 
cease-fire in the Middle East. The Council should also 
condemn the terrorist attack of S September in Munich and 
urge States that were harbouring and supporting such 
terrorists to cease their support and to put an end to acts of 
terrorism.2 56 

The representative of Somalia asked the Council to call 
for an immediate cessation of all military operations in the 
region and introduced to that effect a draft resolution,257 
subsequently co-sponsored by Guinea and Yugoslavia,2 ‘a 
according to which the Council would call on the parties 
concerned to cease immediately all military operations and 
to exercise the greatest restraint in the interest of inter- 
national peace and security.2s9 

Another draft resolution260 was submitted by the 
representative of the United States, according to which the 
Council would (1) condemn the attack in Munich on 
5 September by terrorists of the so-called Black September 
organization, and (2) call upon those States harbouring and 
supporting such terrorists to cease their encouragement and 
to take all necessary measures to bring about the immediate 
end of such senseless acts.26 ’ 

The representative of the USSR expressed surprise about 
the pretext under which the Israeli representatives had 
refused to attend the Council meeting, while the Govem- 
ment of Israel conducted armed aggression at the same 
time. In view of the urgency of the requests of Syria and 
Lebanon he suggested that the draft resolution introduced 
by Somalia should be voted upon immediately. The key to 
the solution of the conflict in the Middle East still was the 
withdrawal of Israeli troops from the occupied territories 
and the implementation of Council resolution 242 (1967). 
He sharply rejected any attempt to link the new acts of 
aggression by Israel with the distressing incident in Munich, 
for which Syria and Lebanon bore no responsibility.262 

The representative of Belgium asked for a suspension of 
the meeting in order that the Council members could study 
the two draft resolutions in detail and contact their 
Governments for instructions on how to vote.263 

The representative of Somalia replied that since his draft 
resolution was purely an act of humanity, it did not require 
any instructions and could be voted upon the same day.264 
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Following a procedural discussion,265 the President 
adjourned the meeting until later that aftcrnoon.266 

At the 1662nd meeting on 10 September, the rcpresen- 
tative of the IJnited Kingdom introduced three amcnd- 
ments267 to the three-Power draft resolution. The amend- 
ments, sponsored by Belgium, France, Italy and the llnitcd 
Kingdom, provided for (I) the insertion of a second 
preambular paragraph in which the Council would deplore 
all acts of terrorism and viojc’ncc and all breaches of the 
cease-fire in the Middle East. (2) the replacement, in the 
operative paragraph, of the words “the parties” by “all 
parties”, and (3) the replacement, in the operative para- 
graph, of the words “cease immediately all military 
operations” by “take all measures for the immediate 
cessation and prevention of all military operations and 
terrorist activities.” 

The representative of the United Kingdom added that 
the meaning of these amendments would be clear and that 
the Council should condemn every resort to force against 
national or international law.z68 

The representative of Somalia declared that the amend- 
ments would alter the thrust of the draft resolution which 
was directed towards the regulation of the relationships 
within the membership of the United Nations and therefore 
urged an end of the military operations without condem- 
ning or condoning the acts of violence in the Middle 
East .’ 6 ’ 

The representatives of Yugoslavia’ ” and Guinea”’ as 
co-sponsors of the draft resolution also emphasized its 
interim quality and warned that the amendments intro- 
ducing extraneous considerations would weaken the draft 
resolution and the chances for the cessation of all military 
operations. 

Following statements bl the representatives of India,’ 72 
Panama.273 the USSR, 74 Japan2” and the United 
States 2 76 the Council proceeded to the vote. According to 
a suggkstion by the representative of India, the amendments 
(S/10786) submitted by the four European Members were 
voted on separately.’ ” The first paragraph of the 
amendments received 8 votes in favour, 4 against and 
3 abstentions and was not adopted, having failed to obtain 
the required majority. The second paragraph received 
9 votes in favour and 6 against ;Ind was not adopted owing 
to the negative vote of two permanent members of the 
Council. The third paragraph received 8 votes in favour and 
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7 against and was not adopted, having failed to obtain the 
required majority.2 ‘a 

The three-Power draft resolution received I3 votes in 
favour, I against, and 1 abstention and was not adopted 
owing to the negative vote of a permanent member of the 
Council.2 ’ 9 

Following the vote, the representative of the United 
States stated that his delegation had decided to vote against 
the draft resolution because it could not consent to a 
double standard condemning the unwillingness of States to 
control their own military forces, but keeping silent on 
their unwillingness to control irregular forces of terror and 
murder in their territory.280 

The representative of the USSR said that in conditions 
where Israel continued its aggression and undermined a 
peaceful settlement on the basis of United Nations de- 
cisions, the need arose to adopt additional measures against 
the aggressor under Chapter VII of the Charter and to 
impose appropriate sanctions.2B’ 

The representative of Sudan deplored the use of the veto 
against a call for the ending of aggression and the sparing of 
human life, especially because the United Nations relied 
upon the permanent members of the Council to help in 
the maintenance of peace.2a2 

Before adjourning the meeting, the President announced 
that he had been inforrtied by the representative of the 
Ur.ited States that he would not insist on a vote on his draft 
resolution at that meeting.283 

Decision of 20 April 1973 (1710th meeting): resolution 
331 (1973) 

Decision of 21 April 1973 (171 lth meeting): resolution 
332 (1973) 

By letter2 a4 dated 12 April 1973 addressed to the 
President of the Security Council, the representative of 
Lebanon referred to his previous letter’*’ dated 11 April 
1973, in which he had brought to the attention of the 
Council details regarding the Israeli act of aggression against 
Lebanon on the morning of 10 April, and requested, in 
view of the gravity of that act and the threat it posed to the 
peace and security in the Middle East, an urgent meeting of 
the Council. 

At its 170Sth meeting on 12 April 1973, the Council 
included the letter by Lebanon in the agenda. Following 
the adoption of the agenda, the representatives of Lebanon, 
Israel and Egypt,2*6 of Saudi Arabia,“’ at the 1706th 
meeting those of Algeria and the Syrian Arab Republic,2nR 
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at the 1708th meeting the representative of Tunisia,‘*9 
and at the 1710th meeting the representative of Jordanz9’ 
were invited, at their request, to participate without the 
right to vote in the discussion of the item which was 
considered at the 1705th to 17 I I th meetings from 12 to 2 1 
April 1973. 

At the 1705th meeting, the representative of Lebanon* 
stated that as he had already described in his letter of 11 
April, a squad of 35 Israeli terrorists in civilian clothes had 
landed on 10 April in the south of Beirut and driven in 
civilian Lebanese cars to various points in the city, where 
they attacked several buildings and killed three leading 
members of the Palestinian Liberation Organization. They 
also killed and wounded other people in the city and in a 
refugee camp in the vicinity of Beirut airport. The 
representative of Lebanon stressed again that his country 
continued to depend on the United Nations and in 
particular on the Security Council for its protection. The 
rui.~rr d’@rre for the United Nations was to protect the 
security of the small countries and the peaceful existence of 
their inhabitants. The repeated acts of aggression against 
Lebanon by Israel could not go unpunished. Therefore he 
called upon the Council to go beyond a mere condemnation 
of Israel aggression and to take action to put an end to 
it 291 

The representative of the United States categorically 
denied charges that his country had somehow helped carry 
out the aggression in Lebanon and was still harbouring 
several of those involved in its embassy, and described this 
“big lie” as a fabrication by those who were opposed to a 
peaceful settlement and wanted to incite new destruction 
and more deaths of innocent people.’ 9z 

The representative of Israel+ charged that Lebanon had 
convened the Security Council to ask for the continuation 
of terrorism and declared that his Government was duty- 
bound to protect the lives of its citizens and to put an end 
to assaults against them. This was the objective of its action 
in the night of 9-10 April against terrorist bases in the 
Beirut area. Israel would note acquiesce in the continued 
presence of terrorist groups on Lebanese soil. Lebanon 
could extricate itself from its predicament only by observ- 
ing its international obligations and eliminating the terrorist 
groups and their activities from its territory. The Charter of 
the United Nations as well as the interests of international 
peace and security required that responsible Governments 
and the Security Council refused support to Lebanon as 
long as it remained a base for murderous terrorism.19 3 

At the 1706th meeting on 13 April, the representative of 
Algeria* called Israeli defiance of international law and of 
the decisions of international organizations a serious threat 
to international order and deplored the failure of the 
international community to react to the Israeli measures 
taken with the aim of insuring its permanent presence in 
the territories acquired by force. The Israeli actions went 
far beyond the breach of international law and claimed 
futilely to furnish a reply to ttle inalterable aspirations of 

2n9 I708111 meeting. para. 5. 
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the Palestinians. Israel’s behaviour re resented one of the 
gravest dangers to world equilibrium.’ r 4 

The representative of the Syrian Arab Republic* argued 
that Israel, a State which trampled under foot the resol- 
utions of the international community, should have no 
place in the Organization. Similarly, the Council could no 
longer postpone the adoption of appropriate measures to 
eliminate the consequences of Israeli aggression.2 9 ’ 

The representative of the USSR pointed out that Israel 
had been among the States that refused to support General 
Assembly resolution 2936 (XXVII) on the non-use of force 
in international relations and the permanent prohibition of 
the use of nuclear weapons. Israel’s act of aggression 
violated not only the United Nations Charter but also the 
new rule of international law expressed in that resolution. 
tle proposed that the Council should reaffirm the renun- 
ciation of the use or threat of force to settle disputes 
between States. His Government which was categorically 
opposed to international terrorism, condemned Israeli 
terrorist methods that had been raised to State policy. He 
reiterated his suggestion that the permanent members of 
the Council resume their consultations on the Near East in 
order to help the Special Representative of the Secretary- 
General. He called upon the other members of the Council 
not only to condemn Israel’s latest acts of aggression but 
also to impose effective sanctions against Israel up to and 
including its expulsion from membership in the United 
Nations.“’ 

The representative of Sudan stated that it was the duty 
of the United Nations to uphold the right of the Palestinian 
Arabs not as refugees but as a legitimate liberation 
movement. Israel’s acts of aggression in Lebanon should be 
strongly condemned, and if Israel continued to promote 
terrorism, the Council should consider applying effective 
measures along the lines stipulated by the Charter.19’ 

The representative of Yugoslavia also called for Israel’s 
condemnation and declared that it was high time for the 
Council to review the whole Middle Eastern situation and 
to examine what should be done to arrive at the implemen- 
tation of resolution 242 (1967) as well as other resol- 
utions.2 9 ’ 

At the 1707th meeting on I6 April, the representative of 
Egypt+ stated that in the wake of Israel’s most recent 
aggression in Lebanon the Council had to consider measures 
envisaged by the Charter, such as complete or partial 
interruption of economic relations, communications and 
severance of diplomatic relations. He called it unbelievable 
that Israel continued to receive increasing massive military 
and economic assistance from one Member State. A ban on 
military supplies and financial aid to lsrael would be 
essential for the attainment of peace in the Middle East. He 
also announced his Government’s intention to ask later in 
the meeting for a full review of the entire Middle East 
situation by the Council. including a request for the 
submission of the comprehensive report by the Special 
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Representative of the Secretary-General, Ambassador 
Jarring2 9 9 

On 19 April, France and the United Kingdom submitted 
a draft rcsolution3” which provided inter aliu in operative 
paragraph 4 for a warning by the Council that if Israel were 
to repeat such attacks the Council would meet to consider 
what further and more effective measures could bc taken to 
ensure against their repetition. 

On the same day, Guinea, India, Indonesia and Yugo- 
slavia submitted an amendment ,30’ which provided for the 
addition of another paragraph at the end of the British- 
French draft resolution, whereby the Council would call on 
all States to refrain from providing any assistance which 
encouraged such military attacks or impeded the starch for 
a peaceful settlement. 

At the beginning of the 1710th meeting on 20 April, the 
President drew the attention of the members of the Council 
to the revision302 of the original draft resolution submitted 
by France and the United Kingdom, to the amendment 
sponsored by Guinea, India, Indonesia and Yugoslavia, and 
to a draft resolution submitted by Egypt.303 He informed 
the Council that he had received a request from the Foreign 
Minister of Egypt that his draft resolution be considered 
and voted upon first, since the Minister had to depart from 
New York on the same day. Recalling rule 32 of the 
Provisional Rules of Procedure according to which principal 
motions and draft resolutions should have precedence in 
the order of their submission, he announced that as there 
were no objections, he would give priority to the Egyptian 
draft resolution.304 

The representative of Egypt introduced the draft resol- 
ution asking for an in-depth review of the situation in the 
Middle East by the Council and in preparation of that 
examination for a comprehensive report by the Secretary- 
General on the efforts undertaken by the United Nations 
since 1967, and he inquired from the Secretary-General as 
to how long it would take to prepare such a report.” ’ 

The Secretary-General indicated that it should be pos- 
sible to 
weeks.‘Og 

repare the requested report in three to four 

The representative of Sudan moved formally, under rule 
38 of the rules of procedure, that the Council approve by a 
unanimous vote the draft resolution introduced by 
J%pt. 307 Subsequently, the President asked the Council 
whether it would approve the draft resolution without a 
vote. Since there were no objections. hc declared that the 
draft resolution had been adopted.308 It read as follows: 

299 1707th meeting, paras. 19-24. 

3oo S/10916. OR. 28rh yr., Suppl. for April-June 1973. p. 24. 

30’ s/10917. ibid., p. 24 

‘O* S/IOYI6’Rev. 1. adopted without chanpc as resolution 332 

(1973) 

30’ S!‘10918, adopted ulthout chdnpc as rcrolutlon 331 (1973). 

304 17 10th meeting. paras. 5-X. 

‘OS Ihrd, par;ls. 10-18. 

306 Ihid.. pdr~. 19 

307 Ibid.. par3. 3s 

3”R /hid, par.~. 65. Adopted a\ resolution 331 (1973) 

The Security Council. 

Having heard the statement of the Foreign Minictcr of the Arab 
Republic of I:gypt. 

I. Requests lhc Secretary-General to submit to the Security 
Council as early as possible a comprchcnsive report giving full 
account of the cffortc undertaken by the IJnitcd N.itionc pertaining 
to the Gtuation in the Middle East since June 1967; 

2. Decides to meet. following the submission of the Secretary- 
(;cncral’s report, to csaminc the situation in the Middle I%c: 

3. Requests the Sccretsry-Gcncral to invite Mr. Cunnar Jarring, 
the Special Rcprccentativc of the Sccrctary-General. to bc available 
during the Council’s meetings in order to render assistance to the 

Council in the course of its deliberation<. 

After the adoption of the Egyptian draft resolution, the 
representative of France introduced the revised draft 
resolution submitted by the United Kingdom and France, 
in which the word “deplores” in operative paragraph 1 had 
been replaced by the word “condemns” and operative 
paragraph 4 had been deleted. IIe indicated that the 
sponsors had no objection to having the amendment 
submitted by Guinea, India, Indonesia and Yugoslavia 
incorporated in the draft resolution as a new operative 
paragraph 4.3 O 9 

Speaking on behalf of the four sponsors, the represen- 
tative of Guinea announced that they were withdrawing the 
amendment to the British-French draft resolution because 
it referred to the original draft and not to the revised text. 
Then she proposed that the Council be adjourned under 
rule 33, paragraph 3 so that consultations could con- 
tinue.’ ’ O 

At the 171 Ith meeting on 21 April, the revised draft 
resolution sponsored by France and the United Kingdom 
was adopted by 1 I votes to none, with 4 abstentions.3’ ’ It 
read as follows: 

The Security Council, 

Having considered the agenda contained in document S/Agenda/ 

1705. 

Having noted the contents of the letter of the Permanent 
Representative of Lebanon to the United Nations (S/10913), 

Having heurd the statements of the representatives of Lebanon 
and Israel. 

Grieved at the tragic loss of civilian life, 

Grave/v concerned at the deteriorating situation resulting from 
the violation of Security Council resolutions, 

Deeply deploring all recent acts of violence resulting from the 
violation of Security Council resolutions, 

Recalling the General Armistice Agrecmcnt between lsracl and 
Lebanon of 23 March 1949 and the cease-fire cstabliched pursuant 
to recolutions 233 (1967) of 6 June 1967 and 234 (1967) of 7 June 

1967. 

Rt,calling its resolutions 262 (1968) of 3 1 December 1968, 270 
(1969) of 26 August 1969. 280 (1970) of 19 May 1970 and 316 
(1972) of 26 June 1972. 

1 Expresses deep concern over and condcmnc all acts of 
violence which endanger or take innocent human IIVCS: 

2 Condrtnns the repeated military attack< conducted by Israel 
clqun\t Lebanon and IsrJcl’x violation of Lebanon’s territorial 
Intcgrlty and rovzrclrnty 111 contravention of the Charter of the 
I’nitcd Nations. 01 the Armistice Agreement hrtuccn I<racl and 
Leb.mon and of the Council’s cease-fire resolution\: 

‘09 /hid.. paras. 71-72. 
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” ’ 17 I I th mcctlnp. following a brief suspension of the mect- 
ing. Idopted as resolution 332 (1973). 
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3. Culls upon Israel to desist forthwith from all military attacks 
on Lebanon. 

1’XAMlNATION OF THE SITUATION 
IN THE MIDDLE EAST 

Decision of 14 June 1973 (1726th meeting): 

Statement by the President 

Decision of 26 July 1973 (1735th meeting): 

Rejection of fhc eight-Power draft resohction 

In accordance with resolution 331 (1973) the Council 
convened at the 1717th meeting on 6 June 1973, following 
tile submission of the Secretary-General’s report, to exam- 
ine the situation in the Middle East. The Council included 
in its agenda resolution 331 (1973) and the Report of the 
Secretary-General under Security Council resolution 331 
(1973) dated 18 May 1973. ‘I2 Following the adoption of 
the agenda, the representatives of Egypt, Israel, Jordan, the 
United Republic of Tanzania, Chad, the Syrian Arab 
Republic, Nigeria, Algeria,” ’ at the 1718th meeting the 
representatives of Morocco, the United Arab Emirates,’ ’ 4 
Somalia,31s at the 1719th meeting the representatives of 
Guyana and Mauritania,3 ’ 6 at the 1720th meeting the 
representatives of Qatar, Kuwait’ ’ ’ and Saudi Arabia,’ ’ a 
at the 172 1st meeting the representative of Lebanon,’ ’ 9 at 
the 1722nd meeting the representatives of Iran320 and 
Bahrain,“’ and at the 1734th meeting the representative 
of Tunisia,“’ were invited, at their request, to participate, 
without vote, in the discussion of the item on the agenda. 
The Council considered the question at the 1717th to 
1726th and 1733rd to 1735th meetings from 6 to 14 June 
and 20 to 26 July 1973. 

At the beginning of the 1717th meeting the President 
(USSR) recalled that the Council in adopting resolution 
331 (1973) had decided to meet to examine the situation in 
the Middle East. He added that pursuant to that resolution, 
the Secretary-General had submitted to the Council a 
detailed report on the effortb undertaken by the United 
Nations pertaining to the situation in the Middle East since 
1967, and the Special Representative of the Secretary- 
General, Ambassador Gunnar Jarring, would take part in 
the meetings of the Council. He stressed how unacceptable 
it was that the situation in the Middle East continued to be 
an explosive threat to international peace and security.323 
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The Secretary-General briefly introduced his report 
which he said described great efforts but little progress, and 
emphasized that the Council could not succeed in the quest 
ror a peaceful settlement in the Middle East if the parties 
concerned did not wish to avail themselves of its efforts and 
its advanta 

! 
es as a forum of discussion and an instrument 

for peacc.3 4 

The representative of Egypt* said that his Government 
had requested this series of meetings of the Council after 
six years of effort and endurance had failed to put an end 
to Israeli occupation of Arab territory. He reviewed the 
development of the conflict since 1947 emphasizing the 
original boundaries within which the Jewish State had been 
recognized by the United Nations, and the systematic 
expulsion of the Palestinians from their land by the Israeli 
rulers who had violated the original frontiers and seized 
large parts of adjoining Arab territories, most recently in 
the war of June 1967. He then considered in great detail 
the development since 1967 contrasting Israel’s initial 
willingness to withdraw from all occupied territories with 
its recent refusal stated in reply to the questions raised by 
the Special Representative that it would not withdraw to 
the pre-5 June boundaries. Egypt had accepted the Council 
resolution 242 (1967) and in response to the aide-mCmoire 
of the Special Representative dated 8 February 1971 had 
declared its readiness to enter into a peace agreement with 
Israel if lsrael also carried out its obligations under the 
Charter and as requested by the Special Representative. 
Israel, however, had insisted that the so-called Jarring 
initiative of 8 February 1971 was outside his terms of 
reference, although the representatives of the four per- 
manent members supported Ambassador Jarring’s aide- 
mCmoire and expressed satisfaction with Egypt’s response. 

He charged that the Israeli Government still aimed at 
keeping the sfafus quo in order to perpetuate the oc- 
cupation until the surrender of the Arabs. While Israel 
insisted on negotiations without prior conditions, it effec- 
tively posed several preconditions: it would not return to 
the boundaries of 5 June 1967, and it would maintain the 
occupation during the negotiations. He called upon all 
members of the United Nations to reject these and other 
violations of valid international law and to refrain from 
giving Israel aid that might help it in its continued 
occupation. 

He urged the Council to demand the immediate and 
unconditional withdrawal of the Israeli forces of oc- 
cupation from all the territories they now occupied and to 
affirm the sanctity of international borders. It should also 
resolve that the rights and aspirations of the Palestinian 
nation be respected, including their right to live in peace 
within secure and recognized boundaries in their homeland 
of Palestine. In conclusion he reaffirmed Egypt’s respect for 
the Charter of the United Nations and its acceptance of all 
United Nations resolutions concerning the problem of the 
Middle East and invited the President of the Council to ask 
the representative of Israel whether or not Israel accepted 
the principle of non-acquisition of territory by force. His 
Government envisaged a comprehensive settlement of the 
conflict and could never accept a partial or interim 
settlement as proposed by Israel .3 2 ’ 
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The representative of Israel* reaffirmed his Govem- 
ment’s position that it did not wish to freeze the existing 
situation or to perpetuate the cease-fire lines but wished to 
replace them in peace with secure and agreed boundaries to 
be established through negotiation with each of its Arab 
neighbours. He reviewed the efforts and proposals to 
promote a peaceful settlement since 1967 and stressed that 
the Israeli suggestions for negotiations between the parties 
involved had always been rejected by the Arab Govem- 
ments. With regard to the aide-memoire of the Special 
Representative dated 8 February 1971 he stated that his 
Government had been asked not only to withdraw to the 
old line but to do so in a prior commitment, because the 
Arab Governments had tried thereby to change the whole 
tenet of resolution 242 (1967) which called for the 
establishment of secure and recognized boundaries through 
and as a consequence of, negotiations. His Government 
could not accept this unilateral abrogation of the stipu- 
lations of resolution 242 (1967) especially in view of the 
fact that Egypt had committed itself merely to a peace 
agreement with Israel without accepting the resolution in 
toto. 

tie added that Israel would not introduce or accept the 
involvement of third powers in the search for a peaceful 
settlement because these third forces would further com- 
plicate the situation without contributing to the solution of 
the conflict. Instead, Israel continued to advocate the 
dialogue between the parties, one method that had not yet 
been applied in all these years, and remained prepared to 
enter into free negotiations without pre-conditions from 
any party.” ’ 

The representative of Jordan* emphasized that the 
principle of the inadmissibility of the acquisition of 
territory by war, stated unequivocally in resolution 242 
(1967), allowed no ambiguity in how the provision for the 
withdrawal of Israeli armed forces from the occupied 
territories was to be understood. After a review of the years 
of occupation and of the vain efforts to implement the 
decisions of the United Nations and to solve the conflict he 
criticised Israel’s use of the term “negotiation” which 
turned the goal of negotiation meaningless inasmuch as 
Israel made its own claims and territorial ambitions not 
negotiable and rejected a priori’ the two main Arab claims, 
the termination of Israeli occupation and respect for the 
inalienable rights of the Palestinian Arabs expelled from 
their homes. He concluded by stressing the principal 
importance of these objectives on which a lasting peace 
could be founded and by calling upon the Council to fully 
play its role as a party to this conflict.” ’ 

At the 1718th meeting on 7 June 1973, the rep- 
resentative of the United Republic of Tanzania* said that at 
its tenth ordinary session the Organization of African Unity 
Assembly of Heads of State and Government had desig- 
nated certain Foreign Ministers including himself to make 
the feelings of Africa known to the Council regarding the 
situation in the Middle East which they viewed as a direct 
threat to their own security. The United Nations could not 
accept the Israeli position which had resulted in acts of 
State terrorism and whose endorsement would mean the 
endorsement of the acquisition of territories through the use 
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of force. The Organization of African Unity had suggested 
to its members to consider taking all measures, political and 
economic, against Israel if it did not heed the call of the 
international community for the withdrawal from the 
occupied territories. In flagrant violation of United Nations 
resolutions Israel continued to deny the Palestinian people 
their right to self-determination, to consolidate the fruits of 
conquest and to commit brutal acts of aggression against 
the State of Lebanon. He called upon the Council to decide 
on effective measures to eliminate the consequences of the 
war of 1967 and to establish conditions for a just and 
lasting peace, and he stressed the expectation that the 
Council would take all appropriate measures to enforce its 
decisions including certain measures under the Charter.’ 28 

The representative of Nigeria* demanded that if inter- 
national peace and security were going to be based on the 
principles of the Charter of the United Nations, all parties 
to disputes brought before the organization should be 
willing to avail themselves of its legitimate efforts and 
institutions to resolve them. He urged Israel to pay more 
heed to the resolutions of the United Nations in order not 
to force the African countries to adopt measures that 
would not promote the Israeli cause for friendship and 
understanding in Africa. He concluded that the representa- 
tives of Africa, deeply conscious of Articles 2 and 25 of the 
Charter, were confident that the Council would be able to 
respond to the questions which the Foreign Minister of 
Egypt had raised in the name of justice and peace.j ’ 9 

The representative of Syria* declared that peace had 
escaped the Middle East so far because the Palestinian Arab 
peoples were deprived of their inalienable right to self- 
determination, a right that had been proclaimed in Article 1 
of the Ch:rter of the United Nations as one fundamental 
right. Israel was guilty of armed aggression against its Arab 
neighbours and of annexation of Arab territories in 
violation of United Nations resolutions, e.g. resolution 236 
(1967). If the acquisition of territories by force were 
admissible, the United Nations would have lost its raison 
d’dre, if not, the Security Council would have to adopt the 
necessary measures to redress the situation. The United 
Nations should put an end to Israeli aggression and bring 
about the Israeli withdrawal from the occupied territories 
and the free exercise by the Palestinians of their right to 
self-determination.’ 3o 

At the 1719th meeting on 8 June 1973, the represen- 
tative of Guyana* stated that the Arab-Israeli conflict could 
not be resolved without a solution of the central issue of 
the plight of the Palestinian Arabs and that the acquisition 
of territory by the threat or use of force in flagrant 
violation of international law could not be condoned. He 
referred in this connexion to the resolution on the Middle 
East adopted by the Conference of Foreign Ministers of 
Non-Aligned Countries held in Guyana, which spelled out 
these principal conditions for peace.3 3 I 

The representative of Egypt suggested that the Council 
could make Israel comply with international law. The 
Charter gave the Council the right to impose sanctions, but 
.~- ___- 
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he would not even contemplate the possibility of the 
Council doing so until all States present in the Council had 
been persuaded to be more faithful to the Charter than to 
their own friendships and weaknesses. The only measure 
left was a resolution spelling out clearly that territories 
could not be acquired by force and that Israel should 
withdraw from the territories occupied in 1967.“’ 

At the 1720th meeting on 11 June 1973, the represen- 
tative of Kuwait* said that the Israeli rejection of the 
legitimate rights of the Palestinians constituted the major 
obstacle to peace. The respect for these rights and the strict 
adherence to the principle of non-acquisition of territory 
by force were the pillars for a durable peace in the region. 
Israel’s theory of secure borders merely covered its policy 
of expansion and was illegal and contrary to the United 
Nations Charter. The continued occupation of Arab terri- 
tories constituted an unprecedented challenge to the 
world’s security and order. It was the urgent task of the 
Security Council to bring about the Israeli withdrawal and a 
just peace. To fail in this task would result in the ruin of 
the world organization.’ ’ 3 

The representative of Algeria* also reaffirmed the basic 
demands for a peaceful settlement, i.e. the inadmissibility 
of acquisition of territories by war, the necessity to work 
for a just and lasting peace, the tiithdrawal of Israeli forces 
from the occupied territories, and the just settlement of the 
problem of the Palestinian people. The provisions of 
Chapters VI and VII of the Charter gave the Council the 
means of assuming its responsibilities correctly and of 
e:lsuring that all the members of the international com- 
munity respected its authority and decisions.’ 34 

At the 1721st meeting on 11 June 1973, the represen- 
tative of Sudan declared that the African States stood by 
resolution 242 (1967) which they did not consider ambigu- 
ous. They called for its implementation and urged the 
Council to set a time limit for the total withdrawal of Israeli 
armed forces from all occupied Arab lands. He read out 
certain paragraphs of the resolution adopted by the 
Organization of African Unity in Addis Ababa in which 
Israel’s obstructive attitude which prevented the resump- 
tion of the Jarring Mission was deplored; in which Israel 
was invited to publicly declare its adherence to the 
principle of non-annexation of territories through the use 
of force, and in which Israel was asked to withdraw 
immediately from all the occupied Arab territories. 335 

At the same meeting, the representative of Egypt 
addressed three questions to the Secretary-General about 
the aide-mCmoire of the Special Representative dated 
8 February 1971: first, as the aide-memoire dealt only 

with the Egyptian sector, did the Special Representative 
intend to issue other aide-mCmoires for Jordan, about 
Palestinian refugees, and for Syria, if Syria should express 
its willingness to receive such an aide-memoire? Second, 
could the Secretary-General confirm Ambassador JErring’s 
explanation that the absence of a reference to the Gaza 
Strip, which was entrusted to the administration of Egypt 
irl accordance with the Egyptian-Israeli Armistice Agree- 
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ment of 1949, was without prejudice to the status of the 
strip as Arab territory from which Israel should withdraw? 
Third, could the Secretary-General also confirm that the 
Permanent Representative of the United States, in his 
capacity as the Chairman of the meeting of 24 June 1971 
of the four-Power talks, did indeed inform the Secretary- 
General officially, if orally, that the representatives of the 
four permanent members of the Council welcomed and 
supported the initiative of the Special Representative in his 
aide-mtmoirc of 8 February and believed that in taking that 
initiative he was acting fully in accordance with the terms 
of his mandate under resolution 242 ( 1967)?3 3 6 

The representative of the United Kingdom said that 
there had been useful bilateral exchanges between the 
United States and the Soviet Union and consultations 
between representatives of the four permanent members of 
tile Council. These latter consultations, the so-called four- 
Power talks, were not formally set up by the United 
Nations and were therefore not covered in any detail in the 
Secretary-General’s report. Though the talks did not suc- 
ceed in finding a solution to the Middle East problem, and 
while the participants recognized that the terms of a 
settlement could not be dictated from outside, progress was 
made in particular on international guarantees. If it 
appeared that further consultations between permanent 
members of the Council would be useful, his delegation 
would be ready to take part in them. He suggested that in 
line with resolution 242 (1967) the primary objective of 
any action taken by the Council should be to provide 
renewed impetus to the mission of the Special Represen- 
tative in such a way that it would generate its own 
momentum.33’ 

At the 1722nd meeting on 12 June 1973, the represen- 
tative of Guinea, in referring to the resolution adopted by 
the Organization of African Unity in Addis Ababa, stated 
that Africa was launching an appeal to the States Members 
of the United Nations to refrain from delivering weapons 
and other military equipment to Israel and to refrain from 
giving it moral support which would enable it to perpetuate 
the occupation of Arab territories. His delegation re- 
affirmed its unqualified support for the just Palestinian 
cause. He asked whether tne Council would finally take the 
efficacious measures provided by the Charter to give effect 
to its decisions.’ ‘s 

The representative of Murocco* urged the United 
Nations to assume in the serious situation all its responsi- 
bilities by taking definite action to compel Israel to comply 
with the United Nations resolutions which entailed the 
Israeli withdrawal from all the occupied territories and 
respect for the inalienable rights of the Palestinian people. 
Resolution 242 (1967) which Israel misinterpreted, spoke 
first and foremost of the inadmissibility of the acquisition 
of territory b 
the Charter.’ Y ’ 

force and referred explicitly to Article 2 of 

The representative of Yugoslavia reaffirmed the prin- 
ciples of non-acquisition of territory by force, of the total 
and unconditional Israeli withdrawal from the territories 
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occupied in 1967, of the right of all States in the Middle 
East to live in peace and free development within secure 
and recognized borders, of respect for the inalienable rights 
of the Palestinian people, and of the solution of the conflict 
by peaceful means. The great Powers or the permanent 
members of the Security Council could and should contrib- 
ute to a peaceful solution, provided they proceeded from 
the position of implementing the basic decisions of the 
IJnited Nations and secured the support of the international 
community for their action.340 

At the 1723rd meeting on 12 June 1973, the President 
speaking as the representative of the Soviet Union said that 
the Middle East constituted the most dangerous hotbed of a 
military threat in the world. Israel’s policy of aggression, 
expansionism, of violating the principle of the inadmissi- 
bility of the acquisition of territory by force and of defying 
the decisions of the United Nations in that respect was 
responsible for the continuation of the dangerous conflict 
in that region. Israel’s actions were in flagrant violation of 
resolution 242 (1967) whose observance it hypocritically 
proclaimed. Israel would have to withdraw from the Arab 
territories in accordance with the fundamental norm 
enshrined in a number of important United Nations 
decisions of the inadmissibility of the acquisition of 
territory by force. Israel was sabotaging the initiative of the 
Special Representative, which the four permanent members 
of the Council had welcomed, and had announced to the 
world that it would not return to the frontier line which 
existed before 5 June 1967. Its demands for frontier 
modifications had expanded from minor modifications to 
insubstantial and by now substantial alterations. 

He added that the Soviet Union was opposed to any 
attempts to bypass the Council and the United Nations and 
to supplant them by unilateral mediation and intervention 
of individual States. The Council charged with the responsi- 
bility for the maintenance of international peace had the 
right to impose its binding decisions on Israel, as the 
pr,jvis!rrns of Chapter VII of the Charter indicates! The 
Soviet Union stood ready to ,support any constructive 
effort including the four-Power consultations and the 
mission of the Special Representative to attain a just and 
lasting peace in the Middle East.34 ’ 

The representative of Iran* also emphasized the prin- 
ciple of the inadmissibility of the acquisition of territory by 
force and the continued viability of resolution 242 (1967) 
for peace in the area. A sincere application of that 
resolution, including lsraeli withdrawal from the occupied 
Arab lands, could and would lead to an equitable settle- 
ment, especially since both sides had again stated their 
willingness to enter into talks without preconditions.342 

The representative of Israel recalled that following a 
resolution of the Council of 1948 the Arabs accepted direct 
negotiations with Israel which resulted in the Armistice 
Agreements of 1949, and suggested that if the Arab States 
desired genuine peace with Israel now, there could be no 
reason that would justify their refusal to enter negotiations 
with Israel without preconditions.343 
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Exzrcising the right of reply, the President speaking as 
the representative of the Soviet Union pointed out that the 
present situation was very different from that of 1948 
when Israel did not occupy vast stretches of Arab terri- 
tories, had not been condemned as aggressor by the United 
Nations and there existed no resolution 242 nor the 
machinery of mediation by the Special Representative. If 
lsracl committed itself to the withdrawal of all its troops 
from the occupied Arab territories, the Council could adopt 
a resolution on talks that would be similar to that of 1948, 
but the representative of Israel would have to make a 
binding official statement to that effect .3 4 4 

At the 1724th meeting on 13 June 1973, the represen- 
tative of Saudi Arabia* called for the complete and 
unconditional withdrawal of Israeli forces from all the 
occupied territories and for the right of the Palestinian 
people to return to their homeland. If the Zionists refused 
to withdraw from the occupied territories, his Government 
shared Egypt’s belief that there would be no other choice 
than to resort to action which would compel them to do 
so.‘4 s 

The representative of Kenya recalled several Articles of 
the Charter and pertinent resolutions of the United Nations 
and stated that the situation in the Middle East constituted 
a threat to international peace and security. The opinion 
that resolution 242 (1967) formed the basis for a general 
revision of boundaries in the area was erroneous because it 
could never have been the intention of the Security Council 
to sanction the breach of the principle of the sanctity of 
existing boundaries.34 6 

The representative of France stated that the continued 
occupation by Israel of large areas of Arab territory 
constituted a standing violation of the principles recognized 
by the community of nations, in particular the principle of 
inadmissibility of the acquisition of territory by force. The 
Arab States had an inalienable right to sovereignty and 
territorial integrity. The principles for a settlement were 
well known, including the principle to refrain from the 
threat or use of force and other norms of the Charter as 
well as those in resolution 242 (1967). The essential 
elements of that resolution were inseparable: there could be 
no withdrawal without commitments for peace, and there 
could be no commitments for peace without withdrawal. 
Icrael’s reply to the aide-memoire of the Special Represen- 
tative of 8 February 1971 constituted a prior condition 
which nothing could justify. The concept of secure and 
recognized boundaries was not contradictory to the prin- 
ciple of withdrawal from the occupied territories. It simply 
expressed the need to define all the frontiers and give them 
the status of internationally recognized boundaries. The 
Council should clearly reaffirm the validity of resolution 
242 (1967) in its totality and decide to resume the efforts 
of the Secretary-Genera1 and his Special Representative to 
promote a peaceful settlement .3 4 ’ 

The representative of the United Arab Emirates* re- 
called that right after the war of June 1967 Israel had 
supported a Latin American draft resolution in the General 
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Assembly demanding the urgent withdrawal of Israeli forces 
from all occupied territories and had at that time favoured 
ti.e transformation of the old armistice lines into per- 
manent frontiers. The provisions of resolution 242 (1967) 
had to be understood against this background.34a 

Keferring to a fundamental question raised by the 
Foreign Minister of Egypt, the representative of Lebanon* 
stated that the Charter and several resolutions and declar- 
ations adopted by the United Nations ruled out the 

acquisition of territory by force.3 4 9 

At the same meeting, the representative of the United 
Arab Emirates, exercising the right of reply, added that the 
omission of the words “all” and “the” in operative 
paragraph 1 of resolution 242 (1967) had been explained 
by the sponsors as necessary to leave the possibility of 
agreed minor border modifications. If the Israeli Govern- 
ment agreed to this interpretation and was ready to 
withdraw from the occupied territories subject to such 

minor modifications, it should inform the Special Represen- 
tative accordingly and indicate the minor modifications it 
requested. That would be indeed a far cry from the recently 
announced territorial claims that were totally unacceptable 
to the Arabs.“’ 

At the 1725th meeting on 14 June 1973, the Secretary- 
General replied to the three questions addressed to him by 
the representative of Egypt: first, Ambassador Jarring had 
informed the representatives of Egypt and Israel of his 
intention to submit an aide-m&moire relating to Israel and 
Jordan, and if Syria were to accept resolution 242 (1967), 
to submit a memorandum relating to Syria. Second, since 
under the Egyptian-Israeli Armistice Agreement of 1949 
Gaza which was not Egyptian territory, was put under 
Egyptian administration pending the conclusion of a peace 
settlement, it was not covered by the aide-mCmoire, as 
explained by Ambassador Jarring at that time. Third, the 
Secretary-General was not present at nor associated with 
the four-Power meetings. He was briefed informally and for 
his own information by the representative of the permanent 
member who had presided over a particular meeting. A note 
on the oral report to his predecessor on the four-Power 
meeting on 24 June 1971 confirmed in a general sense what 
the Foreign Minister of Egypt had stated about that 
particular point.” ’ 

Referring to three additional questions raised by the 
Foreign Minister of Egypt on 11 June 1973, the President 
(USSR) replied that the answers could be found in the 
appropriate provisions of the Charter of the United Nations 
and also in the decisions of the General Assembly and the 
Security Council and cited Articles 1, 2 and 55 as well as 
numerous resolutions and declarations to show the univer- 
sal validity of the principles of the non-acquisition of 
territory by force, of the territorial integrity of States and 
of the self-determination of peoples.’ ” 

Speaking on a point of order, the representative of the 

United States stated that since there had been no consul- 
____- 
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tations on the three questions addressed to the Council, he 
assumed that the President had spoken in his individual 
capacity.35 3 

The representative of Australia reaffirmed his Govern- 
ment’s belief that resolution 242 (1967) provided the basis 
for a just and durable settlement and suggested that since 
both Egypt and Israel had declared their readiness to enter 
into talks without preconditions, it should be possible for 
them to approach such negotiations.354 

The representative of Indonesia expressed his country’s 
support for the struggle of the Palestinian people to secure 
their just and lawful rights, without which no settlement 
could be achieved in the Middle East. tIis country also 

supported the demands for the Israeli withdrawal from all 
the territories occupied since 1967. He asked whether the 
Council members assisted by the Secretary-General should 
not try to search for new constructive moves in closed 
session or through informal consultations rather than 
through debating the issue in open session. His Government 
looked especially to the permanent members and in 
particular to the two super-Powers for their contribution to 
the solution of the problem, since the Charter had accorded 
them a special position with the right of veto.3ss 

The representative of Peru reaffirmed his Government’s 
loyalty to the principles contained in resolution 242 
(1967), i.e. the provisions of Article 2 of the Charter, and 
to the obligations devolving upon the parties which they 
should discharge in accordance with Articles 24 and 25 of 
the Charter. The Council could not sanction any acquisition 
of territory by force, and the Arab States should recognize 
the State of Israel, while Israel would withdraw from the 
occupied territories and participate in a solution of the 
problem of the Palestinian people.3 ’ 6 

The representative of Austria referred to the principles 
enunciated by his Government already in October 1967 as 
still valid guidelines for the search for a settlement; these 
included the territorial integrity of all States of the area and 
the right to live in peace and security, the settlement of 
disputes by peaceful means and the duty to refrain from 
the threat or use of force, and the inadmissibility of the 
acquisition of territory by war or hostilities.’ ” 

At the 1726th meeting on 14 June 1973, the represen- 
tative of the United States stated that resolution 242 
(1967) remained the crucial element of the search for peace 
in the Middle East. The resolution had not addressed the 
question of who was responsible for the outbreak of the 
war nor had it called for unconditional Israeli withdrawal. 
The principles and provisions of the resolution which his 
Government endorsed as a whole included the inadmissi- 
bility of the acquisition of territory by war and the need to 
work for a just and lasting peace, the withdrawal of Israeli 
armed forces from territories occupied and the termination 
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of all claims of belligerency and respect for the sovereignty, 
territorial integrity and political independence of every 
State within secure and recognized boundaries, guarantees 
for the freedom of navigation and for the territorial 
inviolability and independence of every State, and the 
necessity for a just settlement of the refugee problem, i.e. 
provisions for the legitimate aspirations of the Palestinians. 
Ilis Government could not believe that a peace agreement 
would bc possble without serious direct or indirect ncgo- 
tiations between the parties themselves. These negotiations 
would have to set the final borders on which the resolution 
was silent. His Government was prepared to facilitate and 
sustain any such process of negotiation until the purpose of 
the Council’s action of 1967 was fulfilled.35a 

The representative of Panama recalled the Latin Amer- 
ican draft resolution submitted during the Emergency 
Session of the General Assembly in June 1967, which the 
Arabs did not support, but for which Israel had voted, and 
which called for the total Israeli withdrawal. His Govern- 
ment still deemed resolution: 242 (1967) to offer a sound 
basis for peace through negotiations and agreements. It also 
supported the principle of the inadmissibility of the 
annexation of territories by force and the guarantee of 
Israel’s sovereignty and of its rigl;t to live in peace within 
secure and recognized boundaries.’ ” 

The representative of India stated that Israel’s unwilling- 
ness to withdraw to the pre-5 June 1967 lines and to 
confirm the principle of the non-acquisition of territory by 
war was inconsistent with its claim that it had accepted 
resolution 242 (1967). The resolution did not contain the 
word “negotiations”, and Ambassador Jarring’s efforts had 
failed because of Israel’s attitude. He suggested that in 
accord.;nce with resolution 242 Israel should declare its 
adherence to the principle of the inadmissibility of terri- 
torial acquisitions through war and commit itself to 
withdraw from all Arab lands occupied since 1967. The 
Arabs should commit themselves to respect the sovereignty, 
territorial integrity, political independence and the right of 
every State to live in peace within secure and recognized 
boundaries. Both Israel and the Arab States would declare 
that they would respect the rights of the Palestinian people 
i 1 every field. The Secretary-General or his Special Rep- 
resentative could publish the points on which both sides 
agreed in response to Ambassador Jarring’s aide-memoire of 
8 February 1971. The representative of India deplored the 
failure of the four-Power consultations which the Council 
had entrusted to these permanent members, as a most 
dangerous trend severely impeding the ability of the 
Council to arrive at effective decisions.360 

The representative of China said that there could be no 
true settlement of the Middle East question, as long as the 
lost territories of the Arab States were not recovered and 
the Palestinian people’s right to national existence was not 
restored. He charged the two super-Powers with the 
responsibility for the “no war, no peace” situation in their 
contention for strategic points, oil resources, and spheres of 
influence in the region. He called again for the condem- 
nation of the Israeli Zionists for their prolonged aggression, 
for their immediate withdrawal, for the restoration of the 
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right to national existence of the Palestinian people, and for 
the firm support by all Governments and peoples to the 
Palestinian and other Arab pcoples.‘6 ’ 

The representative of Bahrain expressed the hope that 
the Council would bring Israel to declare its support for the 
principle of the non-acquisition of territory by force, to 
withdraw their troops from all occupied territories and to 
recogllizc the right of the people of Palestine to self- 
dctermination.362 

At the same meeting, the representative of Egypt stated 
that the Council should already have passed to the 
submission and adoption of a resolution condemning the 
military occupation of Arab lands, and the usurpation of 
the rights of the Palestinian nation, and calling for the 
respect of established international boundaries, but that hc 
understood that the Council needed more time to deliber- 
ate on the future course to be taken.’ 6 3 

At the end of the meeting, the President read the 
following statement:364 

Some tcnrative suggestions have been made to me concerning the 
desirability of suspending for a reasonably short period the formal 
Security Council meetings dealing with the examination of the 
situation in the Middle East. Among delegations which have 
informed me that they think such a suspension might be appropriate 
are those of Austria, France and the United Kingdom. 

The exchange of views on this matter with the members of the 
Security Council has revealed a common view that such a suspension 
would bc useful. It can be used for further pondering on the results 
of the discussion of the question in the Security Council by both 
the members of the Council and the representatives of the States 
participating in the consideration of this question. In the light of the 
report of the SecretaryGeneral on the efforts undertaken by his 
Special Representative and the statements made by all States 
participating in the present debate, the suspension could also be 
used for further unofficial consultations among the members of the 
Security Coucil as to the next steps of the Council. 

There is a general understanding that the Security Council would 
resume its examination of the situation in the Middle East. for 
which purpose a meeting of the Council will bc convened in the 
middle of July on a date to be determined following consultations 
among the members of the Council. 

In accordance with the agreement of 14 June 1973, the 
Council resumed the examination of the situation in the 
Middle East at its 1733rd meeting on 20 July 1973. 

The representative of Egypt recalled the obligation of 
members of the United Nations under Article 25 of the 
Charter to carry out the decisions of the Security Council 
and the fact that the Charter empowered the Council to 
take the measures necessary for the implementation of its 
resolutions, including the suspension of membership, ex- 
pulsion, diplomatic and economic sanctions and coercive 
military action against the aggressor or law-breaker. In his 
view there were three options before the Council: first, it 
could take the necessary measures under the relevant 
Articles of the Charter to force Israel to withdraw from the 
occupied territories and to comply with the Council’s 
decisions. This would be the proper course, but at least one 
permanent member would use its veto against such a 
decision. Second, t,;e Council could remain inactive and 
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thereby undermine the entire United Nations system. 
Third, the Council could call for the application of the 
Charter principles, condemn Israel’s policy of occupation 
and of violating the territorial integrity of the three Arab 
States, and invite States to refrain from giving Israel any aid 
in maintaining its policy of occupation and coercion.’ 6s 

The representative of Israel stated that Egypt’s de- 
mands were contrary not merely to resolution 242 (1967) 
but also to basic provisions of the Charter and he invoked 
Article 51 of the Charter in defence of Israel’s actions 
against the Arab neighbours.3 6 6 

The representative of the Soviet Union warned again 
that the Middle East Conflict remained explosive and 
created a threat to international peace and security and 
reminded the Council that during the discussion of this 
issue in June, thirty-one of the thirty-two participants had 
spoken against the acquisition of territory by force and in 
favour of territorial integrity of the States in the Middle 
East. They had also supported the strict observance of the 
principle approved at the twenty-seventh session of the 
General Assembly, namely the principle of the non-use of 
force in international relations. The Council had so far not 
followed the Assembly’s recommendation that the Council 
adopt a corresponding resolution on taking effective 
measures to prevent the use of force in inter-State relations. 
The large majority of the members of the Council and of 
the United Nations regarded the following principles and 
provisions as the basis of a just peace settlement in the 
Middle East: the inadmissibility of the acquisition of 
territory by means of war, the non-use of force in 
international relations, respect for the territorial integrity 
and political independence of States in the area, the total 
and unconditional withdrawal of all Israeli troops from all 
occupied territories, respect for the legitimate rights of the 
Arab people of Palestine and the need for compliance with 
resolution 242 (1967). 

He called upon the other permanent members of the 
Council to actively assist Ambassador Jarring and to agree 
to the resumption of the consultations of the permanent 
members. The settlement should be sought on the basis of 
resolution 242 (1967) and of the aide-memoire of 
8 February 1971 of the Special Representative. His dele- 
gation stood ready to co-operate with other delegations to 
prepare and adopt an effective resolution and measures to 
promote the establishment of peace in the Middle East.367 

The representative of Egypt urged the Council to adopt 
the only resolution open to it under international law and 
the Charter and to order the immediate termination of the 
Israeli occupation.36B 

At the 1734th meeting on 25 July 1973, the President 
stated that as a result of consultations among members of 
the Council a draft resolution had been prepared and was 
sponsored by the delegations of Guinea, India, Indonesia, 
Panama, Peru, Sudan and Yugoslavia.3 69 
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The representative of India reported that the delegation 
of Kenya had joined the sponsors, and introduced the draft 
resolution, whereby the Council would emphasize its 
primary responsibility for the maintenance of international 
peace and security, emphasize further, that all Members of 
the United Nations were committed to respect the resol- 
utions of the Security Council in accordance with the 
provisions of the Charter, reaffirm resolution 242 (1967), 
would be conscious that the rights of the Palestinians had 
to be safeguarded, would take note of the report of the 
Secretary-General which included an account of the objec- 
tive and determined efforts of his Special Representative 
since 1967, and would (1) deeply regret that the Secretary- 
General was unable to report significant progress by him or 
by his Special Representative in carrying out the terms of 
resolution 242 (1967), and that nearly six years after its 
adoption a just and lasting peace in the Middle East had still 
not been achieved, (2) strongly deplore Israel’s continuing 
occupation of the territories occupied as a result of the 
1967 conflict, contrary to the principles of the Charter, 
(3) express serious concern at Israel’s lack of co-operation 
with the Special Representative of the Secretary-General, 
(4) support the initiatives of the Special Representative of 
the Secretary-General taken in conformity with his 
mandate and contained in his aide-mCmoire of 8 February 
1971, (5) express its conviction that a just and peaceful 
solution of the problem of the Middle East could be 
achieved only on the basis of respect for national sover- 
eignty, territorial integrity, the rights of all States in the 
area and for the rights and legitimate aspirations of the 
Palestinians, (6) declare that in the occupied territories no 
changes which might obstruct a peaceful and final settle- 
ment or which might adversely affect the political and 
other fundamental rights of all the inhabitants in these 
territories should be introduced or recognized, (7) request 
the Secretary-General and his Special Representative to 
resume and to pursue their efforts to promote a just and 
peaceful solution of the Middle East problem, (8) decide to 
afford the Secretary-General and his Special Representative 
all support and assistance for the discharge of their 
responsibilities, (9) call upon all parties concerned to 
extend full co-operation to the Secretary-General and his 
Special Representative, ‘&d (10) decide to remain seized of 
the problem and to meet again urgently whenever it became 
necessary .3 ‘O 

At the 1735th meeting on 26 July 1973, the represen- 
tative of the USSR stated that his delegation as well as the 
co-sponsors of the draft resolution would like the Council 
to adopt a stronger draft resolution than the one proposed. 
The principle of the non-acquisition of territory by force 
should have been more clearly reflected, and a paragraph on 
the need for the immediate, unconditional and total 
withdrawal of all Israeli troops from all occupied Arab 
territories should have been included. In view of the 
position of the nonaligned members of the Council and of 
Egypt and Jordan, his delegation would support the draft 
resolution.3 ” 

At the same meeting the eight-Power draft resolution 
received 13 votes in favour to 1 against and failed of 
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adoption owing to the negative vote of a permanent 
member; one member did not participate in the vote.3’2 

Following the vote, the representative of the United 
States said that the draft resolution was highly partisan and 
unbalanced and that its adoption could only have added 
another obstacle to getting serious negotiations started 
between the parties. It would have fundamentally changed 
the principles contained in resolution 242 (1967), under- 
mining the one agreed basis for the construction of a 
settlement. For that reason his Government felt compelled 
to vote against the draft resolution. His delegation had 
offered reasonable and carefully thought-out amendments, 
which, however, were not accepted by the sponsors. 
Operative paragraph 2 of the draft resolution deplored only 
Israel’s continuing presence in the occupied territories, but 
failed to mention the other fundamental elements con- 
nected with the demand for withdrawal in resolution 242 
(1967): peace between the parties, the right of all States in 
the area to live within secure and recognized boundaries 
and peace on the basis of agreement between the parties. 
An amendment designed to restore these principles of the 
central provision of resolution 242 had been rejected by the 
sponsors. Its acceptance could have brought the draft 
resolution into some measure of conformity with the 
essential provisions of resolution 242 (1967).3’3 

The president speaking as the representative of the 
United Kingdom stated that the draft resolution had not 
weakened or changed the value of resolution 242 (1967). 
The phrase “the rights of the Palestinians” as used in the 
draft resolution referred essentially to the refugees and 
their rights under General Assembly resolution 194 (III) 
and its inclusion did not constitute a fresh prerequisite for a 
settlement or affect the provisions of resolution 242 
(1967). Nevertheless, his Government believed that any just 
and lasting peace in the Middle East had to take account of 
the legitimate interests and aspirations of the Pales- 
tinians.’ 14 

Decision of 15 August 1973 (17.4Oth meeting): resolution 
337 (1973) 

By lette?” dated 11 August 1973 addressed to the 
President of the Security Council, the representative of 
Lebanon complained about the invasion of Lebanese air 
space by the Israeli air force which intercepted a civilian 
plane and forced it to fly to Israel and land at a military 
base, and requested an urgent meeting of the Security 
Council to deal with this grave threat to Lebanon’s 
sovereignty and international aviation. 

At its 1736th meeting on 13 August 1973, the Council 
included the letter by Lebanon in the agenda. Following 
the adoption of the agenda, the representatives of Lebanon, 
Israel, Egypt, 1raq,3 76 and at the 1737th meeting the 
representative of Democratic Yemen3” were invited, at 
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their request, to participate without the right to vote in the 
discussion of the item on the agenda. The Council also 
agreed, at the 1737th meeting, to a request made by the 
representative of Sudan in a letter3 78 dated 13 August 1973 
that it extend an invitation under rule 39 of the provisional 
rules of procedure to Mr. Talib El-Shebib, Permanent 
Observer of the League of Arab States to the United 
Nations.37g The Lebanese complaint was considered at the 
1736th to 1740th meetings from I3 to 15 August 1973. 

At the beginning of the 1736th meeting, the President 
also drew the attention of the members of the Council to a 
letter’s’ dated 1 I August 1973 by the representative of 
Iraq addressed to the President in connexion with the item 
under consideration.381 

At the same meeting, the representative of Lebanon* 
stated that on the evening on 10 August Israeli air force 
units entered Lebanese air space and circulated over Beirut 
and central and southern areas of Lebanon thereby endang- 
ering civilian aviation arriving at and departing from Beirut 
International Airport. A civilian airliner belonging to the 
Middle East Airlines and chartered by Iraqi Airways took 
off from Beirut to Baghdad, but was soon after its 
departure intercepted by two Israeli jet fighters and forced 
to follow them to Israeli territory and to land at an Israeli 
military air base under the threat of being shot down. 
Members of the Israeli aimed forces in combat uniforms 
and with guns in their hands entered the plane and 
subjected its passengers and crew to military interrogation. 
After the plane had been detained for over two hours, it 
was permitted to take off and returned to Beirut airport. 

The representative of Lebanon continued that Israel had 
engaged in an act of air piracy and State terrorism against 
international law, and he called for the condemnation of 
this latest act of aggression as well as for the consideration 
by the Council of the wide range of measures under the 
Charter of the United Nations to prevent Israel from 
endangering international peace and security in the future. 
In conclusion, he urged the Council to bring the resolution 
it might adopt to the attention of the International Civil 
Aviation Organization for its consideration.‘*’ 

The representative of Iraq* declared that the abduction 
of the civilian airliner was a unique and shocking precedent 
that a Member State of the United Nations used piracy as 
an instrument of national policy and that this act con- 
firmed the serious continued threat to international civil 
aviation by Israeli military actions. Israel posed now a 
permanent threat to international peace and security. In 
response to the persistent Zionist challenge the Council 
should adopt not merely verbal condemnations, but rather 
immediate steps for the application of disciplinary measures 
against this international outlaw.383 

The representative of Egypt* also denounced the Israeli 
action as an act of State terrorism and as a threat to 
international peace and to the security of international civil 
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aviation, and asked the Council to decide to apply against 
lsrael the sanctions stipulated in the Charter to prevent 
further crimes of aggression.384 

The representative of Israel+ stated that the Israeli air 
force jets had diverted tile airplane because there had been 
reason to believe that several terrorist leaders, in particular 
George Habash, were on the flight. After the identity of the 
passengers had been checked, the aircraft, with all aboard, 
had been allowed to proceed to its destination. Measures by 
individual States against terrorism were even more urgent 
and indispensable as a result of the sabotage by Arab States 
of all international action against the terrorists. Israel could 
not forego its right of self-defence and the duty to protect 
its citizens nor could it forego military defence action 
against terrorism launched from the territory of Arab 
States. Israel still hoped that the international community 
would stamp out international terrorism and ensure the 
safety and security of international air travel.365 

The representative of the USSR indicated that his 
delegation was prepared to support the Council in the 
preparation of effective measures, including sanctions 
against Israel which had systematically and deliberately 
violated the decisions of the United Nations and the basic 
purposes and principles of its Charter.3 *’ 

At the 1738th meeting on 14 August 1973, the 
President speaking as the representative of the United 
States deplored the violation of Lebanese sovereignty, of 
the United Nations Charter and of the rule of law in 
international civil aviation by Israel and emphasized that 
the commitment to the rule of law in international affairs 
imposed certain restraints on the methods Governments 
could use to protect themselves against those who operated 
outside the law. The United States would join again in 
urging all States, all individuals and all political groups in 
the Middle East to refrain from actions which would 
imperil the lives of innocent people and the safety of 
international travel.3B’ 

At the 1739th meeting on 15 August, the representative 
of Peru stated that the Israeli action could not be termed an 
act of self-defence as defined in Article 51 of the Charter 
for reasons that flow from the text of the article, but also 
from the way in which the premeditated incident had taken 
place.“’ 

At the 1740th meeting on 15 August 1973, the 
representative of the United Kingdom introduced a draft 
resolution389 co-sponsored by France. He stated that the 
co-sponsors sought to reflect the views of all members of 
the Council and thus to enable the Council to take a 
decision without delay and unanimously.3 9o 

Then the draft resolution was unanimously adopted.“’ 
It read as follows: 
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The Security Council. 

flaving considered the agenda contained in document 
S/Agenda/ 1736, 

I/wing noted the contents of the letter from the Permanent 
Representative of Lebanon addrcsscd to the President of the 
Security Council (S/10983), 

Having heard Ihc statcmcnt of the reprcscntativc of Lebanon 
concerning the violation of Lebanon’s sovcrcignty and territorial 
integrity and the hijacking. by the Israeli air force, of a Lebanese 
civilian airliner on lcasc to Iraqi Airways, 

Gravely concerned that such an act carried out by Israel. a 
Member of the United Nations, constitulcs a serious interference 
with international civil aviation and a violation of the Charter of the 
United Nations, 

Recognizing that such an act could jeopardize the lives and 
safety of passengers and crew and violates the provisions of 
international conventions safeguarding civil aviation, 

Recalling its resolution 262 (1968) of 31 December 1968 and 
286 (1970) of 9 Septcmbcr 1970, 

1. Condemns the Government of Israel for violating Lebanon’s 
sovereignty and territorial integrity and for the forcible diversion 
and seizure by the Israeli air force of a Lebanese airliner from 
Lebanon’s air space; 

2. Considers that these actions by Israel constitute a violation 
of the Lebanese-lsracli Armistice Agreement of 1949, the cease-fire 
resolutions of the Security Council of 1967, the provisions of the 
C’harrcr of the United Nations, the international conventions on civil 
aviation and the principles of international law and morality; 

3. Culls on the International Civil Aviation Organization to take 
due account of this resolution when considering adequate measures 
to safeguard international civil aviation against these actions; 

4. Calls on Israel to desist from any and all acts that violate 
Lebanon’s sovereignty and territorial integrity and endanger the 
safety of international civil aviation and solemnly warns Israel that, 
if such acts are repeated, the Council will consider taking adequate 
steps or measures to enforce its resolutions.” 

Decision of 22 October 1973 (1747th meeting): resol- 
ution 338 (1973) 

Decision of 23 October 1973 (1748th meeting): resolution 
339 (1973) 

By letter 392 dated 7 October 1973 addressed to the 
President of the Security Council, the representative of the 
United States requested a meeting of the Security Council 
to consider the situation in the Middle East, in accordance 
with Article 24 of the Charter of the United Nations by 
which the Member States had conferred primary respon- 
sibility for the maintenance of international peace and 
security on the Security Council. 

At its 1743rd meeting on 8 October 1973, the Council 
included the letter by the United States in the agenda. 
Following the adoption of the agenda, the representatives 
of Egypt, Israel and Syria,393 and at the 1745th meeting 
the representatives of Nigeria” 4 and Saudi Arabia3 9 s were 
invited, at their request, to participate without the right to 
vote in the discussion of the item on the agenda, which was 
considered at the 1743rd to 1748th meetings from 8 to 23 
October 1973. 

At the beginning of the 1743rd meeting, the President 
drew the attention of the members of the Council to several 
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documents396 which had been issued in connexion with 
the item under consideration. 

At the same meeting, the representative of the United 
States said that his Government had requested the meeting 
of the Council in order that it might deal urgently with the 
current situation in the Middle East. The outbreak of 
hostilities on a massive scale and the breakdown of the 
cease-fire had not been averted despite intensive efforts by 
his Government in the last minutes to prevent the recourse 
to tragic violence. These efforts included consultations with 
Egypt and Israel as well as with the permanent and other 
members of the Council and the Secretary-General. In so 
serious a situation his Government as a permanent member 
of the Council decided to exercise its responsibility under 
the Charter and hoped that the Council could restore its 
historic role of constructive ameliorator in this area. In 
order to end the current fighting and to promote a 
restoration of the cease-fire and eventually a stable peace, 
the following principles must in the judgement of his 
Government be applied by the Council: first, military 
operations must be halted. Second, conditions must bc 
restored in the area that would be conducive to a 
settlement of the long-standing differences in the Middle 
East; there must be respect for the rights and positions of 
all the States in the region; and the beginning should be 
made by a return of the parties concerned to the positions 
before hostilities broke out. Third, the Council must be 
mindful of the need for universal respect for the integrity 
of those instruments and principles of settlement for the 
Middle Eastern dispute which had received the adherence of 
the interested parties and the support of the Council. The 
representative of the United States concluded by affirming 
his willingness to discuss these and any other principles as a 
basis for further action by the Council.397 

Recalling the review of the Middle Eastern situation in 
the Council on 6 June 1973 and at subsequent meetings, 
the representative of Egypt* stated that the negative vote 
cast by the United States on that occasion had rendered the 
collective will of the Council inoperative and had thus 
helped to block any advance in the Arab search for an end 
to Israeli occupation and for a just and lasting settlement in 
the region. He charged that Israel advocated a policy of 
conquest, occupation and territorial expansion, t!lat it had 
rejected Mr. Jarring’s aide-memoire of February 1971 and 
called for direct negotiations in which the conqueror could 
deal with the vanquished and dictate the peace terms, 
thereby implementing its expansionist aims. Israel’s ob- 
structionist attitude was coupled with a systematic policy 
of colonization of the occupied territories documented in 
many United Nations records. The same policy led to the 
new Israeli attack against Egypt on 6 October and to similar 
acts of aggression against Syria. Egyptian forces responded 
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to this policy and returned to Egyptian territory east of the 
Suez Canal. 

Denying the allegations that Egypt had attacked first, 
the Egyptian representative asked the Secretary-General if 
United Nations observers had been stationed at El Sukhna 
and El Zaafarana and could confirm the Israeli attack on 
these localities. llc rejected the suggestion that the parties 
be asked to return to the positions occupied before the 
hostilities had broken out, since it did not mean the return 
to the positions before the war of 1967 but an invitation to 
one country to offer part of its territory for occupation by 
another State.3 9 R 

The representative of China cited the express provision 
of Article I, paragraph I of the United Nations Charter for 
“the suppression of acts of aggression” and asked what the 
United Nations had done in accordance with that principle 
against past and present Israeli acts of aggression. He 
termed the suggestion that Egypt and Syria should with- 
draw to their position prior to their counter-attack against 
the aggressor, an open encouragement to aggression and 
permission for the Israeli aggressors to perpetuate their 
occupation of Arab territories. He called for the condem- 
nation of all Israeli acts of aggression in the strongest terms 
and for the firmest support to the Egyptian, Syrian and 
Palestinian peoples in their action to resist the ag- 
gressors.’ ’ 9 

The representative of Israel* strongly denied the 
Egyptian charge about an Israeli naval attack at Sukhna and 
Zaafarana and urged the other parties to the conflict to 
embark together with Israel upon the adventure of nego- 
tiated peace.4oo 

The representative of the USSR said that the approach 
of the Soviet Union was determined by the fact that the 
war continued between Israel, which had occupied the land 
of others, and the Arab States, the victims of Israeli 
aggression, which were striving to recover their land. The 
solution of tale problem should be sought by the implemen- 
tation of the existing United Nations resolutions, with a 
complete 1s;acli withdrawal from the occupied Arab terri- 
tories as a first step. Until Israel stated its willingness to 
withdraw all its troops ,from occupied territories, the 
adoption of any new resolution in the Council would 
merely be once more exploited by the aggressor to continue 
its policy of annexation and occupation.4o’ 

At the 1744th meeting on 9 October 1973, the 
representative of Yugoslavia declared that the Arab 
countries and the Arab people of Palestine were resisting 
the aggressor on the basis of the legitimate right to 
self-defence, liberation of their occupied territories and 
self-determination in conformity with the Charter of the 
United Nations. Resistance to aggression and the defence of 
the principles of the Charter constituted in themselves a 
contribution to peace. Peace and security could be realized 
only on the basis of the complete withdrawal of Israeli 
forces from the occupied territories and through the 
implementation of the national rights of the Arab people of 
Palestine. Should Israel persist in its aggression, occupation 
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and annexation, it would be necessary to consider the 
application of sanctions against it within the meaning of 
Chapter VII of the Charter of the United Nations.402 

At the same meeting, the representative of the Syrian 
Arab Republic* stated that in the present system of the 
United Nations the Organization was paralysed by the 
improper use of the right of veto which had recently been 
utilized against justice and logic and against the will of 
fourteen members of the Council. The war that Israel 
launched against Syria and Egypt on 6 October was the 
direct result of the promise that the United States would 
never let the Security Council adopt a resolution against the 
interests of Israel. Israel’s call for a return to the positions 
held before 6 October was unacceptable since no country 
could agree to negotiate without prior condition while its 
territory was occupied by a foreign Power which declared 
that it would never withdraw from the major part of the 
territory occupied.4o 3 

At the beginning of the 1747th meeting on 21 October 
1973, the President drew the attention of the members of 
the Council to a draft resolution, co-sponsored by the 
USSR and the United States.4 O4 

The representative of the United States stated tha.t the 
aim of their joint draft resolution was to bring an 
immediate ceasefire in place and to begin promptly 
negotiations between the parties under appropriate auspices 
in order to seek a just and durable peace based on Security 
Council resolution 242 (1967). He also reported that both 
the Soviet Union and the United States believed that there 
should be an immediate exchange of prisoners of war.4o s 

The representative of the USSR declared that the 
continuing war in the Middle East required that the 
Security Council take the most urgent and immediate 
measures to end the bloodshed and to implement a peaceful 
settlement on the basis of resolution 242 (1967). He urged 
the Council to act immediately in accordance with the 
Charter of the United Nations and to take the necessary 
decision without delay.406 

After further discussion, ’ the draft resolution co- 
sponsored by the USSR and the United States was adopted 
by 14 to none; one member did not participate in the 
vote.40’ The resolution read as follows: 

The Security Council, 

1. Calls upon all parties to the present fipllting to cease all firing 
and terminate all military activity immediately. no later than 12 
hours after the moment of the adoption of this decision, in the 
positions they now occupy; 

2. Cuffs upon the parties concerned to start immediately after 
the cease-fire the implementation of Security Council resolution 
242 (1967) in all of its parts; 

3. Decides that, immediately and concurrently with the ccasc- 
tire, negotiations shall start between the partics concerned under 
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appropriate auspices aimed at establishing a just and durable peace 
in the Middle Fast. 

At the 1748th meeting on 23 October 1973, the 
representative of Egypt* said that he had asked for a 
meeting of the Council to consider the non-implementation 
of its resolution 338 (1973) and the breakdown of the 
cease-fire ordered by the Council.4 O8 

The representative of Israel* recalled that on 21 October 
his Government had expressed its readiness to comply with 
the proposed cease-fire provided the other parties would 
also accept and observe it. Only the Egyptian Government 
had agreed to the cease-fire on the Arab side. Subsequently 
it became clear that Egypt did not translate its declaration 
of acceptance into action and never stopped shooting. The 
fact of Egyptian aggression was the cause of Israel’s military 
actions since the previous day and would determine Israel’s 
attitude towards any draft resolution submitted to the 
Security Council. His Government also regarded the release 
of all war prisoners as an indispensable condition of any 
cease-fire.409 

At the same meeting, the representative of the United 
States introduced a draft resolution which was sponsored 
by the USSR and the United States.4 lo 

The representative of the USSR stated that the aim of 
the joint draft resolution was to contirm the decision of the 
Council of 22 October and that it also contained a request 
to the Secretafl-General immediately to send United 
Nations observers to the cease-fire area. He emphasized that 
the USSR a;ld the United States considered that the troops 
of the parties should be returned to the positions they 
occupied at the time the cease-fire adopted in resolution 
338 (1973) came into force. He concluded with the request 
that the Council take a decision immediately and 
formally proposed that in view of the urgency of the 
situation the draft resolution be put to the vote at once.4’ ’ 

Following a brief procedural discussion regarding this 
proposal, in which the President of the Council and the 
representatives of China and of the USSR participated, the 
meeting was suspended for a short period.4 ” 

After the resumption of the meeting the representative 
of China voiced his pr&est against the manner in which 
the USSR and the United States were trying to impose on 
the Council their joint draft resolution without giving the 
other members time for consideration and for seeking 
instructions from their Goverments, and he opposed the 
use of the Council as a tool in the hands of the two 
super-Powers. He rejected the previous draft resolution as 
well as the new one, because they failed to condemn Israel’s 
expanded aggression and to make any mention of the 
demand for Israel’s total withdrawal from all occupied 
territories. He expressed his confidence that the Arab and 
Palestinian people would continue to break through the 
situation of “no war, no peace” which the two super- 
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Powers tried to reimpose on them, and on their own 
initiative finally win liberation.4 ’ 3 

The draft resolution co-sponsored by the USSR and the 
United States was adopted by 14 to none; one member did 
not participate in the vote.4 I4 The resolution read as 
follows: 

The Security Council, 

Referring to its resolution 338 (1973) of 22 October 1973, 

1. Confirms its decision on an immediate cessation of all kinds 
of firing and of all military action, and urges that the forces of the 
two sides be returned to the positions they occupied at the moment 
the cease-fire became effective; 

1. Requests the SccrctaryGeneral to take measures for imme- 
diate dispatch of United Nations observers to supervise the 
observance of the cease-fire between the forces of lsracl and the 
Arab Republic of Egypt, using for this purpose the personnel of the 
United Nations now in the Middle East and first of all the personnel 
now in Cairo. 

Decision of 25 October 1973 (1750th meeting): resolution 
340 (1973) 

Decision of 26 October 1973 (175 1st meeting): 

1 : f ytii)t: l t,’ .*LYI ,I;! mk :.~cusurcs 

In accordance with a request by the representative of 
Egypt who communicated it both in oral and written form 
on 25 October 1973 to the President, the Council was 
convened on the same date to resume its consideration of 
the situation in the Middle EasL4 Is 

At the beginning of 1749th meeting on 25 October, 
after the agenda had been adopted and the invitations 
issued since the 1743rd meeting had been renewed, the 
representative of Egypt* stated that his Government had 
asked for the urgent meeting of the Council to consider the 
continuing Israeli violations of the cease-fire decided in the 
resolutions 338 and 339 of 22 and 23 October 1973, but 
that in the meantime Israel had started a new war, a new 
aggression on the East Bank of the Suez Canal, where 
Egyptian forces had been massiveI!, attacked, as well as 
along the whole front except in the North. He charged that 
the United Nations military observers had been prevented 
by the Israeli military authorities from proceeding to their 
destinations. He asked the members of the Council to do 
their best to make sure that the observers were able to be 
stationed at their places and requested that the two Powers 
that brought the resolutions to the Council see to it that 
they were strictly implemented.4 ’ 6 

The representative of Israel* rejected the Egyptian 
charges as unfounded and declared that Egypt had never 
searched for a peaceful solution. At a moment when the 
fighting in violation of resolution 338 had died down, the 
time had come for a serious effort to make the cease-fire 
effective, and his Government reiterated its pledge to 
extend its full co-operation to General Siilvasvuo 
and UNTS0.4 ’ ’ 
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The representative of Sudan emphasized the duty of the 
Council and in particular of the two co-sponsoring Powers 
to implement these resolutions. There was no need yet to 
invoke Chapter VII of the Charter against Israel which 
should be condemned by the Council for its latest 
aggression .4 ’ a 

The representative of the USSR demanded that the 
Council should immediately adopt measures to ensure 
Israel’s compliance with the decisions and resolutions of the 
Council which so far constituted only a first step. The time 
had come for the Council to reflect upon Chapter VII of 
the Charter and to adopt appropriate strict sanctions 
against Israel. The Council should appeal to all Members of 
the United Nations to sever diplomatic relations and any 
other ties with Israel, an aggressor State which was 
incorrigibly violating the decisions of the General As- 
sembly, the Security Council and the United Nations as a 
whole. Turning to the issue of the nationality of the United 
Nations observers, he noted with concern that all of them 
came from Western States and urged the Council to apply 
the principle of the United Nations Charter concerning 
equitable geographic distribution also to the recruitment of 
these military observers in the Middle East .4 ’ 9 

I he representative of the United States reiterated his 
Government’s commitment to resolutions 338 and 339 and 
to the return of the parties to the positions they occupied 
when the cease-fire became effective. These decisions could 
be implemented with the assistance of the United Nations 
observers who should be promptly increased and placed 
along the military lines.410 

At the same meeting, at’ter a suspension of a few hours, 
the representative of Kenya deplored the inability of the 
two super-Powers to stop the war and introduced a draft 
resolution4 ” on behalf of Guinea, India, Indonesia, 
Kenya, Panama, Peru, Sudan and Yugoslavia, which inter 
ah contained in operative paragraph 1, a demand for the 
observation of the cease-fire and for the withdrawal of the 
parties to the positions occupied at 1650 hours GMT on 22 
October 1973; in operative paragraph 3 a decision to set up 
a United Nations Emergency Force under the authority of 
the Council and a request to the Secretary-General to 
report within 24 hours on the implementation of this 
decision; and in operative paragraph 5 a request to all 
Member States to extend their full co-operation in the 
implementation of this resolution as well as resolutions 338 
and 339. He urged the adoption of the draft resolution as 
soon as possible.4 * ’ 

At the beginning of the 1750th meeting on 25 October 
1973 the President drew the attention of the members of 
the Council to the revised draft resolution.4z 3 

The representative of Kenya reported that as a result of 
consultations certain amendments had been proposed 
which he accepted on behalf of the other sponsors of the 
draft resolution. The first amendment concerned operative 

4 ’ * Ibid.. intervention by Sudan. 

4 I9 Ibid., IJSSR, first intervention. 

420 /hid.. lntsrvcntion by the United States. 
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Rev.1 subsequently adopted as resolution 340 (1973). 
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paragraph 1 in which the word “withdraw” was replaced by 
the word “return”, because the latter described more 
accurately the moves to be undertaken by the parties to the 
conflict. In operative paragraph 3 the words “under its 
authority” were shifted and placed behind the word 
“immediately” and the following phrase was added after 
the words “Emergency Force”: “to be composed of 
personnel drawn from States Members of the United 
Nations except the permanent members of the Security 
Council”. The last amendment affected operative para- 
graph 5 in which the phrase “to the United Nations” was 
inserted between the word “co-operation” and the word 
“in”. In conclusion he asked for unanimous support so that 
the Council would achieve its objectives in the Middle East 
as soon as possible.4 24 

The representative of China said that China had always 
been opposed to the dispatch of so-called “peace-keeping 
forces” and maintained that position also with regard to the 
Middle East, because such a practice could only pave the 
way for further international intervention and control with 
the super-Powers as the behind-the-scenes boss, the evil 
consequences of which would gradually be recognized by 
the Arab people. Only out of consideration for the requests 
made by the victims of aggression would China refrain from 
vetoing the draft resolution and not participate in the 
voting.4zs 

At the same meeting, the representative of the USSR 
announced that his delegation would vote for the draft 
resolution although it did not agree on principal grounds to 
the exclusion of the permanent members of the Council 
from participation in the United Nations force. If the 
aggressor continued to violate the decisions of the Council, 
the Council would then have to resort to sanctions 
according to Chapter VII of the Charter. He called again for 
strict observance of the principle of equitable geographical 
representation in setting up the observer force and for its 
operation in strict accordance with the Charter, i.e. under 
the immediate authority of the Council which should itself 
take decisions concerning all aspects of the establishment of 
the force and the discharge of its peace-keeping 
functions.4 ” 

The representative of Guinea expressed the hope that 
despite the reservations that paragraph 3 had evoked from 
some delegations all members of the Council and in 
particular its permanent members would oversee and ensure 
the strict application of the draft resolution and that the 
financial implications would not hamper the implemen- 
tation of its provisions.4 2 ’ 

The representative of the United Kingdom stated that 
the specific exclusion of forces of the permanent members 
from the proposed forces was in the view of his delegation 
without prejudice to the composition of the peace-keeping 
force which would later be needed to guarantee a final 
peace agreement and in which his Government would be 
willing to participate. He further said that his delegation 
interpreted the term “under its authority” in operative 
paragraph 3 as referring to the ultimate responsibility of the 

424 1750th meetmp, Kenya, first intervention. 
425 Ibid.. China, lirst intervention. 

426 Ibid, USSR, first intervention. 
42’ Ibid.. Guinea, first intervention. 
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Council for policy and not to the day-to-day operational 
control of the force.42 a 

The representative of France indicated that his det- 
egation would vote in favour of the draft resolution, subject 
to one reservation concerning the exclusion of the per- 
manent members from the emergency force pursuant to 
operative paragraph 3. tlis Government held that the fact of 
not committing the responsibility of the permanent 
members weakened the impact of the Council’s decision 
and renewed its willingness to participate in a real peace- 
keeping force. For these reasons the French delegation 
requested a separate vote on the words “except the 
permanent members of the Security Council” in operative 
paragraph 3 of the revised draft resotution.4 2 9 

The representative of Saudi Arabia* asked whether all 
Powers were willing to contribute to financing the emerg- 
ency force and whether the Secretary-General could give an 
idea of its initial expenses. The Secretary-General replied 
that he would report to the Council on the following da 
the first approximate estimate of the expenses involved.43 r 

Replying to a question of the President, the represen- 
tative of Kenya accepted on behalf of the co-sponsors of 
the revised draft resolution the request of France for a 
separate vote.4 3 ’ 

At the same meeting, tht words “except the permanent 
members of the Security Council” in operative paragraph 3 
of the revised draft resolution were maintained with 13 
votes in favour, none against and 1 abstention; one member 
did not participate in the vote. The revised draft resolution 
as a whole was adopted by 14 votes to none; one member 
did not participate in the voting.“32 

The resolution read as follows: 
The Security Council. 

Recalling its resolutions 338 (1973) of 22 October and 339 
(1973) of 23 October 1973, 

Noting wirh regret the reported repeated violations of the 
cease-fire in non-compliance with resolutions 338 (1973) and 339 
(1973), 

Noting with concern from the Secretary-General’s report that 
the United Nations military observers have not yet been enabled to 
place themselves on both sides of the cease-fue line, 

1. Demunds that immediate and complete cease-fire be observed 
and that the parties return to the positions occupied by them at 
1650 hours GMT on 22 October 1973; 

2. Requesfs the SecretaryGeneral, as an immediate step, to 
increase the number of United Nations military observers on both 
sides; 

3. Decides to set up immediately, under its authority, a United 
Nations Emergency Force lo be composed of personnel drawn from 
States Members of the United Nations except the permanent 
members of the Security Council, and requests the Secretary- 
General lo report within 24 hours on the steps taken to this effect; 

4. Requesfs the SecretaryGeneral to report lo the Council on 
an urgent and continuing basis on the state of implementation of 
the present resolution, as well as resolutions 338 (1973) and 339 
(1973); 

428 Ibid., intervention by the United Kingdom. 
429 Ibid.. intervention by France. 
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5. Requesfs all Member States to extend their full co-operation 
to the United Nations in the implementation of the present 
resolution, as well as resolutions 338 (1973) and 339 (1973). 

At the same meeting. the Council aulhoriyed the 

Secretary-General to take certain urgent interim measures, 
as proposed by him,433 namely, to transfer contingents 

from the llnited Nations Peace-keeping Force in Cyprus to 
Egypt and to appoint General Siilasvuo, Chief of Staff of 
UNTSO. as the interim Commander of the IJnited Nations 
Emergency Force established under resolution 340 
( 1973).434 

At the I75 1 st meeting on 26 October 1973. the Council 

continued its discussion of the situation in the Middle East. 
In addition to those previously invited, the representative 
of Zambia was invited, at its request, to participate without 
the right to vote in the discussion of the item on the 
agenda.4 3 s 

The representative of Egypt stated that his delegation 
had requested the convening of the Security Council in 
order not only to speak about a breach of peace, but also to 
warn of a grave danger that threatened to extend beyond 
the Middle East. Violating the three resolutions adopted by 
the Council, Israel had still not observed the cease-fire and 
in his judgement a new major offensive was imminent. Israel 
had also set impractical and impossible conditions for its 
permission to let a convoy with medical and other vital 
supplies pass to the Egyptian forces in the Sinai. He asked 
Israel and in particular the United States whether the 
cease-fire would finally be implemented and appealed to 

the Council to concern itself with the new situation in 
order to revive the hopes for some movement towards 
peace.436 

The representative of Israel charged that since the 
adoption of resolution 338, Egypt had been violating the 
cease-fire while claiming that Israel was violating it, even 
though Israeli forces reacted only to Egyptian assaults; he 
also asserted that Egypt alleged new fighting and new Israeli 
attacks when in fact there was no fighting going on at all. 
He added that Israel had delayed the convoy of trucks 
because it still had not received the list of prisoners held by 
Egypt and Syria and that instead Israel had delivered 
supplies of blood and plasma via planes to the encircled 
Egyptian forces.4 3 ’ 

At the same meeting the representative of the USSR 
denounced the Israeli violations of the cease-fire and called 
upon the Council to take appropriate measures against 
these acts of aggression. tie renewed his appeal to the other 
four permanent members to resume the consultations 
regarding the search for peace in the Middle East, which 
were currently stalled by the refusal of two of them to do 
so. In conclusion he read a statement by Secretary-General 
Brezhnev, in which he expressed support for resolution 338 
and urged that peace talks should immediately begin 

43’ S’l 1049: Letter dated 25 October 1973 from the Sccretary- 
(iencral IO the President of the Security Council, OR, 28th yr.. 
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between the parties under appropriate auspices and that the 
USSR stood ready to take part in the necessary guarantees 
of a comprehensive peace settlement.4 3R 

The representative of the United States reaffimled his 

Government’s stand for strict observance of the cease-fire 
and suggested that the Council proceed systematically in its 

task of endin the fighting and beginning the peace 
negotiations.4 3 8 

The representative of China rejected, the call for 
consultations among the five permanent members because 
these talks had never in the past been authorized by the 
Council nor had they been held within the framework of 
the United Nations and because his Government refused to 
become a part of an attempt by the big Powers to impose a 

settlement on the Palestinians and other Arab people.44o 

After further discussion, the representative of India 
suggested two interim measures in order to make sure that 
the situation would not get worse in the Middle East. The 
Secretary-General should be authorized to send additional 
men from Cyprus if he considered such a step necessary. 
Further, the Secretti:y-Gcncral and t!lc I‘r:sid:r.: i>f the 
Council should send telegraphic appeals to the parties to 
co-operate fully and effectively with the International Red 

Cross for the proper discharge of its humanitarian task.44’ 

Referring to the two proposals made by the represen- 
tative of India, the President of the Council stated that in 
the absence of any objection he considered these proposals 
as approved by the Council.4 42 

The Secretary-General declared that he would actively 
consider the first proposal and that he would consult with 
the President of the Council about the necessary steps as 
regarded the second proposa1.443 

Decision of 27 October 1973 (1752nd meeting): resolution 
341 (1973) 

At the 1752nd meeting on 27 October 1973 the Council 
resumed the consideration of the situation in the Middle 
East. The agenda included in addition to the letter from the 
United States the report of the Secretary-General on the 
implementation of Security Council resolution 340 
(1973).444 In accordance with the decisions taken at 
previous meetings, the representatives of Egypt, Israel, 
Syria, Nigeria, Saudi Arabia and Zambia were again invited 
to participate in the discussion. 

At the beginning of the meeting, the President drew the 
attention of the members of the Council to the report of 
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the Secretary-General and to the draft resolution proposed 
by Australia, approving the rcport.44S 

Speaking in explanation of his vote, the representative of 

China reaffirmed his Government’s opposition to the 
dispatch of the so-called United Nations Emergency Force 

to the Middle East as well as to the sending of troops by the 
five permanent members. Therefore, his Government could, 

of course, not pay the expenses of the emergency force. His 

delegation would not participate in the voting on the draft 
rcsolution.446 

At the same meeting, the Council adopted the Australian 
draft resolution by 14 votes to none; one member did not 
participate in the votc.447 The resolution read as follows: 

The Security Council, 

1. Approves the report of the Secretary-General on the im- 
plementation of Security Council resolution 340 (1973) contained 
in document S/l lOSZ/Rev.l dated 27 October 1973; 

2. Decides that the Force shall be established in accordance 
with the above-mentioned report for an initial period of six months, 
and that it shall continue in operation thereafter. if required, 
provided the Security Council so decides. 

After the vote, the representative of France stated that 
his Government wanted to emphasize the exclusive com- 
petence of the Security Council in the matter of peace- 
keeping and the maintenance of international security in 
accordance with Article 24 of the Charter. The Council 
should not only determine the establishment of the force, 
but it should also have control over all operations that 
might be ordered by it. This meant that the Council had to 
define the terms of reference, duration, size and com- 
position of the force, to appoint the commander, to decide 
on the basic directives for the commander, to regulate the 
financing of the force and to ensure constant control over 
the application of its directives. Since the Council was not 
in a position to discharge this responsibility on a continuing 
basis, his delegation envisaged, in application of Article 29 
of the Charter, the establishment of a subsidiary organ of 
the Council which would lessen the Council’s work without 
prejudice to the primary responsibilities of the Council 
under the Charter. The committee would be in constant 
contact with the Secretary-Genera1 and could for instance 
propose to the Council the name of the Commander and 
draft basic directives. The representative of France accepted 
the proposed mode of financing of the emergency force 
within the regular United Nations budget, but indicated his 
delegation’s willingness to agree to a complete exemption 
of the least advanced developing countries from con- 
tributin 

% 
to the financing of the peace-keeping oper- 

ations. * 

The representative of Sudan said that notwithstanding 
the noble motives of the French suggestion, his delegation 

considered the contribution to the peace-keeping force too 
significant for the least developed countries to be excluded 
from participating in it.449 

44s 1752nd meeting, President’s opening statement. The draft 
resolution S/l 1054 was adopted without change as resolution 
341 (1973). 
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The representative of Saudi Arabia* pointed out that the 
emergency force might have to be extended for many years, 
which might bring the total expenditure to more than SI 
billion. The report of the Secretary-General should not have 

bypassed Article 17, paragraph I of the Charter according 
to which the budget of the organization had to be approved 
by the General Assembly and not the Security Council. 
Article 19 should also have been considered, in view of 

previous experiences.4 So 

Decision of 2 November I973 (I 754th meeting): 

Statement by the fiesident 

At the 1754th meeting on 2 November 1973 the Council 
resumed the consideration of the situation in the Middle 
East. The agenda included in addition to the letter from the 

United States the progress reports of the Secretary-General 
on the United Nations Emergency Force.45’ 

After renewing the invitations to the representatives of 
Egypt, Israel, Syria, Nigeria, Saudi Arabia and Zambia to 
participate in the discussion, the President of the Council 
stated that he was authorized to make a statement 
representing the agreement of the members of the Coun- 
cil.4 52 The statement read as follows: 

United Nations Emergency Force (Security Council resolution 

340 (1973) of 25 October 1973): implementation-second phase 

1. The members of the Security Council met for informal 
consultations on the morning of 1 November 1973 and heard a 
report from the Secretary-General on the progress so far made in the 
implementation of Security Council resolution 340 (I 973). 

2. After a lengthy and detailed exchange of views it was agreed 
that in regard lo the next stage of implementation of resolution 340 
(1973): 

(u) The SecretaryGeneral will immediately consult, to begin 
with. Ghana (from the African regional group), Indonesia and Nepal 
(from the Asian regional group), Panama and Peru (from the Latin 
American regional group), Poland (from the Eastern Europe regional 
group) and Canada (from the Western European and other States 
group), the latter two with particular responsibility for logistic 
support, with a view to dispatching contingents to the Middle Fast 
pursuant to Security Council resolution 340 (1973). The Secretary- 
General will dispatch troops to the area from these countries as soon 
as the necessary consultatiqns have been completed. The Council 
members agreed that at least three African countries are expected to 
send contingents lo the Middle Fast. The present decision of the 
Council is intended to bring about a better geographical distribution 
of the United Nations Emergency Force. 

(h) The SecretaryGeneral will regularly report to the Council 
on the results of his efforts undertaken pursuant to sub- 
paragraph ((I) so that the question of balanced geographical distri- 
bution in the force can be reviewed. 

3. The above-mentioned agreement was reached by members of 
the Council with the exception of the People’s Republic of China 
which dissociates itself from it. 

Decision of 12 November 1973 (1755th meeting): 

Authorizing the FresWent to send a rep1.v to the 
SecretapGeneral 

At its 1755th meeting on 12 November 1973 the 
Council considered the item entitled “Letter dated 8 

4so Ibid., intervention by Saud) Arabia. 
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November 1973 from the Secretary-General addressed to 
the President of the Security Council concerning the 
appointment of the Commander of the United Nations 
Emergency Force”.4 ” The President stated that he had 
received a letter in which the Secretary-General recalled 
that with the authorization of the Council he had ap- 
pointed Major-General Siilasvuo as the interim Commander 
of UNEP, and in which he further indicated that it was his 
intention, if the Council consented, to appoint the Gcncral 
as the Force Commander.4 ’ 4 The Council authorized the 
President to send the following reply to the Sccretary- 
Ceneral:455 

I have the honour to acknowledge receipt of your letter dated 
8 November 1973 by which you informed me of your intention to 
appoint General Siilasvuo, at present interim Commander of the 
United Nations Emergency Force, as the Force Commander, if the 
Security Council consents. In accordance with your request I have 
brought this matter to the attention of the members of the Council. 

In reply I wish to inform you that the members of the Security 
Council give their consent to this appointment, with the exception 
of the People’s Republic of China which dissociates itself from it. 

ARRANGEMENTS l-‘OR TtlE PROPOSED PEACE 

CONFFRENCE ON THE MIDDLE I-AS-l 

Decision of 15 December 1973 (1760th meeting): res- 
olution 344 (1973) 

At the 1760th meeting held on 15 December 1973 in 
private, the Security Council included in its agenda the item 
“Arrangements for the proposed peace conference on the 
Middle East.” The Council decided without any objection 
not to invoke rule 5 1 of the provisional rules of procedure, 
to circulate the verbatim record of the meeting in all the 
working languages as an unrestricted document in accord- 
ance with rule 49, and to issue a communique through the 
Secretary-General at the end of the meeting under 
rule 55.4s6 

The President drew the attention of the members of the 
Council to the draft resolution sponsored by the ten 
non-permanent members Australia, Austria, Guinea, India. 
Indonesia, Kenya, Panama, Peru, Sudan and Yugoslavia.“’ 

The representative of Guinea recalled operative para- 
graph 3 of resolution 338 (1973) and emphasized again that 
the phrase “under appropriate auspices” referred to those 
of the United Nations. In the distressing situation of the 
Middle East everything had to be done to respect the role 
and responsibility of the Security Council. For this reason 
the 10 non-permanent members of the Council had 
submitted the draft resolution.4s6 

The draft resolution was adopted by 10 to none with 4 
abstentions; one member did not participate in the 
vote.4s 9 The resolution read as follows: 

4s3 S/11103. OR, 28thyr., Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1973, p. 223. 
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The Security Council, 

Comidcring that it has decided by its resolution 338 (1973) of 

22 October 1973 that talks among the parties to the Middle East 
conflict for the implementation of resolution 242 (1967) of 22 
Novcmbcr 1967 should bc held under “appropriate auspiccr”. 

Noting that a pcacc confcrrncc on the Middlr I:ast situation is to 
begin shortly at (icncva under the auspices of the United Nations, 

I. ~~prc~ssc~s the hope that the Peace Confcrcncc will make 
speedy progress towards the establishment of a just and durable 
peace in the Middle I!act; 

2. Expresses its confidence that the SecretaryGencral will play 
a full and effective role at the Conference, in accordance with the 
relevant resolutions of the Security Council and that hc will preside 
over its procccdingc. if the parties so desire; 

3. Requests the SccretaryCencral, to keep the Council suitably 
informed of the devclopmcnts in negotiations at the Confcrcncc, in 
order to enable it to review the problems on a continuing basis; 

4. Requests the SecrctaryCencral to provide all necessary 
assistance and facilities for the work of the Conference. 

Following the vote, the representative of France stated 
that his Government could not accept that the Council 
abdicated the exercise of the responsibility of the United 
Nations in this question to the point of seeming to be 
extraneous to the negotiations, that were about to open. if 
the Genllva Cuilfcr~....: s~;I~v.L~ positive rebults, the Council 
would have to give its approval to the final settlement by 
accompanying it with suitable guarantees. Therefore, the 
Council was duty-bound to recall before the inauguration 
of the Conference the link between the negotiations and 
the Council. The draft resolution was deficient in that it did 
not spell out the role of the Secretary-General and that it 
had been submitted although the Council did not even 
know under what conditions the Secretary-General would 
be invited to the Conference. The draft resolution also 
failed to determine the procedure by which the Secretary- 
General would keep the Council informed. For these 
reasons, his delegation was constrained to abstain on the 
draft resolution.4 do 

The representative of the United Kingdom explained 
that his delegation had abstained from the vote because the 
two co-sponsors of resolution 338, from which the sched- 
uled conference had evolved, had not yet endorsed the 
draft resolution? 6 ’ . 

The representative of the United States said that his 
delegation felt it could not support the resolution while the 
negotiations regarding invitations to the Geneva Conference 
were still proceeding.462 

At the close of the 1760th meeting the Security Council 
approved in accordance with rule 55 of its provisional rules 
of procedure an official communiquC which was issued by 
the Secretary-General.46 3 

Decision of 8 April 1974 (1765th meeting): resolution 346 
(1974) 

At the 176Sth meeting on 8 April 1974 the Security 
Council included the following item in its agenda: The 
-~-. 
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Situation in the Middle East: Report of the Secretary- 
General on the United Nations Emergency Force.4 6 4 

At the beginning of the meeting the President stated that 
the Council had received the draft resolution which had 
been elaborated in the course of intensive consultations 
among aH the members of the Council.4 6 5 

The representative of China restated his Government’s 
opposition in principle to the dispatching of UNEF and 
explained that his delegation had refrained from voting 
against resolution 340 (1973) only out of consideration for 
the wishes of the victims of aggression. On the basis of that 
earlier stand his delegation would not participate in the 
vote on the draft resolution providing for the extension of 
the mandate of UNEF! 6 6 

The representative of Kenya called for equal treatment 
of all the countries that had contributed contingents to the 
United Nations Emergency Force with regard to the 
reimbursement of their expenses and stressed the need for 
equal treatment of al) UNEF contingents by the parties to 
the dispute.467 

Following these two statements, the Council adopted 
the draft resolution by 13 to none; two members did not 
participate in the voting.468 The resolution read as follows : 

The Security Council, 

Recalling its resolution 340 (1973) of 25 October and 341 
(1973) of 27 October 1973 and the agreement reached by members 
of the Security Council on 2 November 1973, 

Huving reviewed the functioning of the United Nations Emerg- 
ency Force set up under these resolutions as reported by the 
Secretary-General, 

Noting from the report of the Secretary-General of 1 April 1974 
(S/11248) that in the present circumstances the operation of the 
United Nations Emergency Force is still required, 

1. Expresses Its appreciution to the States which have contrib- 

uted troops to the United Nations Emergency Force and to those 
which have made voluntary financial and material contributions for 
the support of the Force; 

2. Expresses its uppreciafion to the Secretary-General for his 
efforts in implementing the decisions of the Security Council 
regarding the establishment and fupctioning of the United Nations 
Emergency Force; 

3. Commends the United Nations Emergency Force for its 
contribution to efforts to achieve a just and durable peace in Middle 
East; 

4. N&es the Secretary-General’s view that the disengagement of 
Egyptian and Israeli forces is only a first step towards the settlement 
of the Middle East problem and that the continued operation of the 
United Nations Emergency Force is essential not only for the 
maintenance of the present quiet in the Egypt-lsrael sector but also 

to assist, if required, in further efforts for the establithment of a just 
and durable peace in the Middle East and accordingly decides that, 
in accordance with the rccommendalion in paragraph 68 of the 
Secretary-General’s report of 1 April 1974, the mandate of the 
United Nations Emergency Force, approved by the Security Council 
m its resolution 341 (1973). shall bc cxtendcd for a further period 
of six months, that is, until 24 October 1974; 

5. Nofes wiflt surisfiction that the SccretaryCcnerJ is exerting 
every effort to solve in a satisfactory way the problems of the 

464 S/I 1248 (Report of the Srcrctary-General), OK. ZYfh .YI.. 
Suppl. f;~r April-June, I9 74, pp. 88-95. 

4b5 1765th mcering, President’s opening statement. Thr draft 
resolution S/l I253 was subscqucntly adopted as resol- 

urion 346 (1974). 

466 Ibid., intervention by China. 

467 Ibid., intervention by Kenya. 

468 Ibid.. following the intervention by Kenya. Adopted as 
resolution 346 (1974): 

United Nations Emergency Force, including the urgent ones referred 
to in paragraph 71 of his report of I April 1974; 

6. Further notes wifh sutisfucfion the SecretaryGeneral’s inten- 
tion to keep under constant review the required strength of the 
Force with a view to making reductions and economics when the 
situation allows; 

7. Culls upon all Member States, particularly the partics 
concerned, to extend their full support to the United Nations in the 
implcmcntation of the prcscnt resolution; 

8. Requests the Secretary-General lo report to the Security 
Council on a continuing basis as requested in resolution 340 
(1973). 

Following the vote, several representatives addressed 
themselves to the issue of equal reimbursements for the 
countries participating in the emergency force469 and to 
the restrictions of the freedom of movement that had been 
imposed unilaterally by one party to the dispute on some 
UNEF contingents4” and asked for special efforts by the 
Security Council and by the Secretary-General to remedy 
those shortcomings. Two representatives also emphasized 
the central role of the Security Council in this peace- 
keeping operation which differed markedly from previous 
operations in that respect.4’1 

Decision of 24 April 1974 (1769th meeting): resolution 
347 (1974) 

By letter’ 72 dated 13 April 1974 addressed to the 
President of the Security Council, the representative of 
Lebanon complained about a new case of Israeli aggression 
against six Lebanese villages as a result of which two 
civilians had been killed, others wounded and thirteen 
civilians kidnapped, and he requested an urgent meeting of 
the Security Council to consider this grave situation. 

At its 1766th meeting on 15 April 1974, the Council 
included the letter by Lebanon in the agenda. Following 
the adoption of the agenda, the representatives of Lebanon, 
Israel, Syria, Eppt4 73 
Saudi Arabia4 ‘I 

and subsequently Kuwait474 and 
were invited, at their request, to partici- 

pate without the right to vote in the discussion of the item 
which was considered at the 1766th to 1769th meetings 
from 15 to 24 April 1974. 

At the 1766th meeting, the representative of Lebanon* 
stated that on the night of 12-13 April Israeli armed forces 
had attacked six Lebanese frontier villages inhabited solely 
by civilians, killed two civilians, wounded two, kidnapped 
thirteen persons and dynamited 3 1 homes. The attacks had 
been carried out under the pretext that the assailants 
responsible for the reprehensible attack on Kiryat Shmona 
had come from Lebanon. Lebanon deplored acts of 
violence, such as the incident at Kiryat Shmona, wherever 
they may occur, but it could not be held responsible for 
acts that were committed by elements acting outside its 
borders and control. Israel’s action against the Lebanese 

469 /bid.. Peru, United Republic of Cameroon, USSR, Byelo- 
russian SSR, Indonesia, France, Iraq. 

470 ,‘bid., Mauritania. USSR, Byelorussian SSR, Indonesia. 
France, Iraq. 

47’ Ibid., USSR, Byelorusslan SSR. 

472 S/11264, OR, ZYrh yr.. Suppl. for April.June 1974. 
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475 /biti., following Israel’s second intervention. 



villages constituted a premeditated act of aggression which 
should not merely be condemned by the Council, but 
against which the Council should take appropriate and 
effective measures under the rclcvant Articles of the 
Charter of the United Nations.4 76 

The representative of Israel* said that in recent years 
Lebanon had become a main centre for Arab terrorist 
operations directed mainly against Israel. The most recent 
example was the massacre of 18 persons in Kiryat Shmona 
by a group of terrorists who had crossed into Israeli 
territory from Lebanese territory. These facts had been 
confirmed by leaders of the terrorist movement in Beirut. It 
was up to Lebanon to prevent the use of its territory for 
attacks against Israel. Israel was forced to take counter- 
measures on 12-13 April since Lebanon did not wish to 
meet its responsibility and end all terrorist activities on its 
soil. While Israel sought peace with its neighbours, it was 
determined to defend its rights and protect its citizens.477 

The representative of the Syrian Arab Republic* de- 
clared that the Council had to deal with Israeli state 
terrorism which was fundamentally distinct from acts of 
individual violence expressing despair. Israel’s most recent 
attacks against Lebanon were criminal acts in flagrant 
violation of the principles of the United Nations Charter, 
the resolutions of the Security Council, the Geneva 
Conventions and the fundamental principles of inter- 
national law and human rights. The Council should con- 
demn those acts and take the necessary measures to prevent 
their repetition.4’* 

At the 1767th meeting on 16 April 1974 the rep- 
resentative of the USSR stated that the Israeli act of 
aggression against Lebanon constituted one new link in the 
chain of their crimes of annexation and appropriation of 
foreign lands, flagrantly violating the principle of the 
inadmissibility of the acquisition of territory by means of 
war or the use of force. Israel was still in defiance of the 
Security Council and its decisions. The USSR categorically 
opposed international terrorism and with similar determin- 
ation it opposed a policy of aggression and state terrorism 
carried out by Israel. His country condemned the intrusions 
and attacks by one State against a neighbouring State under 
any pretext whatsoever. His delegation believed that the 
Council should not only categorically condemn the new 
acts of aggression by Israel but also take effective measures 
to put an end to them.“19 

The representative of the United Kingdom said that if 
the terrorists had indeed entered Israel from Lebanese 
ground, it would be right to remind the Lebanese Govern- 
ment of its duty under international law to take all 
reasonable steps to terminate the operations of the terrorist 
organizations. His delegation held the view that a 
Government-organized operation into the territory of 
another sovereign State could not be justified under the 
Charter. It was the duty of the Council and of the United 
Nations to do all to prevent the renewal of violence and 
counter-violence and to build a just and lasting peace in the 
Middle East .4 a’ 

476 1766th meeting, Lebanon. first intervention. 
4’7 Ibid.. Israel. first mtervention. 
478 Ibid., Syrian Arab Republic, first intervention. 

479 1767th meeting, USSR, first intervention. 

480 Ibid., intervention by the United Kingdom. 

The representative of France declared that his Govern- 
ment condemned such acts of violence as those in Kiryat 
Shmona and the raids and reprisals by lsraeli forces on 
Lebanese soil. The Council should pronounce itself against 
all acts of violence, regardless of their origins or reasons, 
and appeal to all parties, in the interests of peace to refrain 
from any act that might jeopardize the ongoing nego- 
tiations.4 * ’ 

At the 1769th meeting on 24 April 1974 the President 
drew the attention of the members of the Council to a draft 
resolution submitted by several members after lengthy 
consultations.4 *’ 

At the same meeting, the representative of the United 
States said that with a single amendment the draft 
resolution might win wide support in the Council and 
proposed that operative paragraph 2 be amended to read: 

Condemns all acts of violence. especially those which”-at that 
point the four words “as at Kiryat Shmona” should bc inscrtcd- 
result in the tragic loss of innocent civilian life 

QKJ urges au 
concerned to refrain from any further acts of violence. 

The representative of Mauritania opposed the amend- 
ment because the mention of Kiryat Shmona entailed the 
reference to a third party which was not present at the 
Council meeting. Noiudgement could be rendered without 
hearing that party! * 

The amendment proposed by the United States received 
6 votes in favour, 7 against, and 2 abstentions and was not 
adopted, having failed to acquire the necessary 
majority.48s 

The draft resolution as a whole was adopted by 13 to 
none; two members did not participate in the vote.4 *6 The 
resolution read as follows: 

The Securiry Council, 

Huving considered the agenda item contained in document 
S/Agenda/l769/Rev.l, 

Having noted the contents of the letters dated 12 and 13 April 
1974 from the Permanent Representative of Lebanon (S/l 1263 and 
S/l 1264) and the letter dated 11 April 1974 from the Permanent 

ReprcsentaGve of Israel (S/l 1259). 

Huving heurd the statements of the Foreign Minister of Lebanon 
and of the representative of Israel, 

Recalling its previous relevant resolutions. 

Deeply disturbed at the continuation of acts of violence, 

Grove/y concerned that such acts mighht endanger efforts now 
taking place to bring about a just and lasting peace in the Middle 
East, 

1. Condemns Israel’s violation of Lebanon’s territorial integrity 
and sovereignly and calls once more on the Government of Israel to 
refrain from further military actions and threats against Lebanon; 

2. Condemns all acts of violence, especially those which result 
in the tragic loss of innocent civilian life. and urges all concerned lo 
refrain from any further acts of violence: 

48’ Ibid., intervention by i.rancc. 

482 1769th mcctmg Presldenr’s opening statement. S/I 1275. 
adopted without change as resolution 347 (1974). 

483 Ibid.. L’nited States. first intervention. 

484 ibid., .Maurilania, first intervention. 

4*s Ibid.. following Mauritania’s first intervention. 

4B6 Ibid., following Mauritania’s second intervention. Adopted 
as resolution 347 (1974). 



142 Chapter VIII. Maintenance of international peace and security 

3. Culls upon all Governments concerned to respect their 
obligations under the Charter of the United Nations and inter- 
national law; 

4. Culls upon Israel forthwith to release and return to Lebanon 
the abducted Lcbancsc civilian?; 

5. Culls upon all partics to refrain from any action which might 
endanger negotiations aimed at achieving a just and lasting pcacc in 
the Middle I+,(. 

Th: representative of the USSR declared that his 
delegation would have much preferred to support a stronger 
draft resolution prepared by the non-aligned members but 
not submitted because of insufficient support and that it 
voted in favour of the adopted draft only in recognition of 
the wishes of the country that had brought the complaint 
before the Council.487 

The President speaking as the representative of Iraq said 
that his delegation had refrained from participating in the 
vote because the draft merely constituted a condemnation 
of Israel and fell short of firmer action against Israeli 
aggression and lawbreaking. It also took exception with the 
attempt to view individual acts of violence on the same 
level as acts of aggression by one Member State against 
another.4 *’ 

The representative of Lebanon* deplored that the 
Council had not taken the effective measures against Israel 
that it had announced if Israel failed to comply with 
previous Council decisions.4”9 

t 
Decision of 31 May 1974 (1774th meeting): resolution 350 

(1974) 

By letter490 dated 30 May 1974 addressed to the 
President of the Security Council, the representative of the 
United States requested an urgent meeting of the Council 
to consider the situation in the Middle East, in particular 
the disengagement of Israeli and Syrian forces. 

At its 1773rd meeting on 30 May 1974, the Council 
included the letter by the United States and a report of the 
Secretary-General on the same matter4” h the agenda. At 
the 1774th meeting on 31 May 1974 the Rpresentatives of 
Israel and the Syrian Arab Republic492 were invited, at 
their request, to participate in the discussion without the 
right to vote. The Council considered the question at the 
1773rd and 1774th meetings on 30 and 3 1 May 1974. 

At the 1773rd meeting, following the adoption of the 
agenda, the Secretary-General introduced his report includ- 
ing the texts of the agreement on disengagement between 
Israeli and Syrian forces and the protocol concerning the 
United Disengagement Observer Force. He said that he 
would take the necessary steps in accordance with the 
provisions of the protocol to set up the Observer Force, if 
the Council so decided, and that he intended to follow the 
same general principles as those defined in his report on the 
implementation of resolution 340 (1973). In the first 
instance, he would draw the new Observer Force from 
United Nations military personnel already in the area. He 

4a7 1769th meeting. intervention by the USC. 
48a /bid., intervention by President as representative of Iraq. 

489 Ibid.. intervention by Lebanon. 

490 S/l 1304, OR, 29th yr., Suppl. for April-lunc 1974. p. 146. 

49’ S/1130? and Add.I.ibid., pp. 144-145. 

492 1774th meeting, President’s opening statement. 

would keep the Council fully informed of all the devel- 
opments in this matter.493 

At the beginning of the 1774th meeting on 31 May 
1974, the President drew the attention of the members of 
the Council to the draft resolution which had been 
submitted by the United States and the USSR.4 94 

At the same meeting the representative of the United 
States introduced the draft resolution and asked the 
Council to authorize the creation of the United Nations 
Disengagement Observer Force which constituted the next 
critical step on the road toward a permanent peace in the 
Middle East. He endorsed the statement by the Secretary- 
General concerning the principles to guide the new Ob- 
server Force and urged speedy adoption of the draft 
resolution.’ 95 

The representative of the USSR stated that the disen- 
gagement agreement was only a step towards the fulfilment 
of the major task, the total liberation of the Arab territories 
from Israeli occupation. Following the completion of the 
disengagement of Syrian and Israeli troops, the Geneva 
conference should proceed to a consideration of a compre- 
hensive settlement in the area. He welcomed the statement 
by the Secretary-General with regard to the principles 
underlying the new Observer Force, but pointed out that 
there was no need to increase the expenses for the 
maintenance of the United Nations Forces in the Middle 
East, since units would be transferred from UNEF to the 
Observer For<e along the Israeli-Syrian cease-fire lines. He 
urged the Council to adopt the draft resolution and noted 
that after the expiration of the initial period of six months 
the Council would have to consider its renewal.4 96 

The representative of China reaffirmed his delegation’s 
stand against the involvement of the two super-Powers in 
the Middle East and its disassociation from the dispatch of 
troops in the name of the United Nations under whatever 
form. Consequently, his delegation would not participate in 
the voting on the draft resolution! 97 

The draft reiolution sponsored by the United States and 
the USSR was adopted by 13 to none; two members did 
not participate in the voting.498 The resolution read as 
follows: 

The Securiry Council, 

Huving considered the report of the SecretaryGeneral contained 
in documents S/I 1302 and Add.1. and having heard his statement 
made at the 1773rd meeting of the Security Council, 

1. Welcomes the Agreement on Disengagement between Israeli 
and Syrian Forces, negotiated in implementation of Security 
Council resolution 338 (1973) of 22 October 1973; 

2. Tukes notes of the Secretary-General’s report and the 
annexes thereto and his statement; 

3. Decides to set up immediately under its authority a United 

Nations Disengagement Observer Force, and requests the Secretary- 
General to take the necessary steps to this effect in accordance with 
his above-mentioned report and the annexes thereto; the Force shall 

493 1773rd meeting, statement by the SecretaryGeneral. 

494 1774th meeting, President.5 opening statement S/l 1305/ 
Rev. 1, subsequently adopted IS resolution 350 (1974). 

495 Ibid.. intervention by the l’nited States. 
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bc established for an initial period of six months, subject to renewal 
by further resolution of the Security Council; 

4. Rcqrr~.r the Sccrctary-<~cncral to keep the Security Council 
fully informed of further drvclopmcntf. 

Speaking in explanation of the vote, the representative 
of the United Kingdom declared that his delegation had 
stressed the need to carry out the functions of the Observer 
Force as economically as possible without however impair- 
ing its efficiency. lie welcomed the Secretary-General’s 
intention to set up the new Force on the basis of the same 
principles as those governing UNI’F. The new Force would 
operate as long as it was authorized by the Council, and it 

would not be withdrawn without a decision of the Council 
to that effect.499 

The representative of France emphasized that the 
Council had to decide the modalities governing the Force 
including an increase of the number of contingents, if 
required, and reaffirmed his Government’s reservations with 
regard to the exclusion of units drawn from the permanent 
members of the Council from the Force personnel .’ O” 

Following the statements in explanation of vote, the 
Secretary-General said that he would propose interim 
arrangements to transfer the Austrian and Peruvian contin- 
gents from UNEF to the new Force, supported by logistical 
units from Canada and Poland, and to appoint Brigadicr- 
General Gonzalo Briceilo of Peru as interim Commander of 
UNDOF. The new operation would inevitably involve 
additional expenditure. He would make every possible 
effort to keep additional expenditures to a minimum, 
inasmuch as the effectiveness of the Force would permit. 
He would inform the Council in the due course of the 
concrete financial implications of the new operation.“’ 

The representative of the USSR stated that his del- 
egation had no principal objections to most of the 
proposals made by the Secretary-General and was ready to 
vote in favour of them if they were put to the vote. But his 
delegation had one reservation in that it would prefer to see 
no increase in either size or cost of the United Nations 
forces in the Middle East, espbcially since the General 
Assembly had approved a fixed sum for the UNEF troops 
and it would be improper to violate that decision. He 
suggested a reduction of the Canadian UNEF contingent 
which by far exceeded the maximum level of strength 
agreed upon informally among members of the Council and 
the Secretary-General in October 1973.502 

At the conclusion of the meeting the President stated 
that since there were no objections. the Council agreed to 

the proposals made by the Secretary-General in accordance 
with paragraph 4 of resolution 350 i 1974).50 3 

Decision of 23 October 1974 (1799th meeting): resolution 
362 (1974) 

At the 1799th meeting on 23 October 1974 the Security 
Council included the Report of the Secretary-General on 
the United Nations Emergency Force dated I2 October 

499 1774th meeting. intervention by the United Kingdom. 

6oo /bid., intervention by ITrance. 

“’ Ibid., statemt-nt by the SecretaryGeneral. 

‘01 Ibid , 1’SSR , second intervention. 

“’ Ibid., President’s closing statement. 

1974’04 in its agenda. Following the adoption of the 
agenda, the President drew the attention of the members of 
the Couricil to a draft resolutionso which had been drawn 
up during intensive consultations among all the 
members.506 

The Secretary-General stated that his report covered the 
period from 2 April to 12 October 1974 which had been 
tranquil. He explained the difficulties that still were 
unresolved with regard to the complex question of reim- 
bursement to the troop-contributing countries and with 
regard to the separate management of the two peacc- 
keeping forces as well as to their financing. He would 
continue to seek solutions for these problems and keep the 
Council fully informed of further progress.“’ 

Following the Secretary-General’s statement, the draft 
resolution was adopted by 13 to none; two members did 
not participate in the voting.“* 

The resolution read as follows: 
The Secun’ty Council, 

Recalling its resolution 338 (1973) of 22 October, 340 (1973) of 
25 October, 341 (1973) of 27 October 1973 and 346 (1974) of 
8 April 1974, 

Iiuving exumined the report of the SecretaryGeneral on the 
activities of the United Nations I-mergcncy Force (S/l 1536). 

Noting the opinion of the Secretary-General that “although 
quiet now prevails in the Egypt-Israel sector, the over-all situation in 
the Middle I:a$t uill rcm:lin fund:~mentally unstable a< long as the 
underlying problems are unrcsolvcd”, 

Noting also from the report of the SccrctaryCcneral that in the 
present circumstances the operation of the United Nations Emer- 
gency Force is still required, 

I. Decides that the mandate of the United Nations Emergency 
Force should be extended for an additional period of six months, 
that is, until 24 April 1975, in order to assist in further efforts for 
the establishment of a just and lasting peace in the Middle East; 

2. Commends the United Nations Emergency Force and those 
Governments supplying contingents to it for their contribution 
towards the achievement of a just and lasting peace in the Middle 
Fast; 

3. Expresses ifs confidence that the Force will be maintained 
with m;Lximum efficiency and economy; 

4. Reaffirms that the United Nations Emergency Force must k 
able to function as an integral and efficient military unit in the 
whole Egypt-Israel sector of operations without diffcrcntiation 
regarding the United NAtions status of the various contingents, as 
stated in paragraph 26 of the report of the SecretaryGeneral 
(S/I 1536) and requests thr SecretaryGeneral to continue his efforts 
to that end. 

Speaking in explanation of vote, the representative of 
France expressed his delegation’s concern about the finan- 
cial aspects of the peace-keeping operation, in particular the 
expected deficit which would have to be covered and which 
required strict control. The Council should take full charge 
of this operation and not in any circumstances abandon its 
prerogatives. He regretted that the resolution adopted by 
the Council was not more explicit about the financial 
aspects of the operation, and expressed the hope that the 

‘04 S/11536. OR. ZYth .I”.. Srrppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1974. 
pp. 29-33. 
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Secretary-General would provide at an early date all the 
relevant information as to the actual and estimated ex- 
penditures. He also called for private consultations, on the 
initiative of the President, among the members of the 
Council at regular intervals to examine periodic reports on 
the progress of the operation.“’ 

The representative of the USSR reaffirmed his dele- 
gation’s view-point that the increase of the total expendi- 
ture for the maintenance of UNEF was not justified and 
that the Council which was fully responsible for United 
Nations peace-keeping operations, should determine the 
size and the cost of these operations. Hc called once again 
for maximum economy in the maintenance of UNEF and 
for complete freedom of movement to all UNEF con- 
tingents in the area. He expressed his appreciation of the 
manner in which the UNEF operation was set up and 
emphasized the position that in accordance with the 
Charter the Council should be the. master and commander- 
in-chief of all peace-keeping operations.’ I0 

The representative of the United Kingdom stated that 
UNEF should be maintained with the maximum efficiency 
and economy, but that financial considerations should 
never be allowed to impair the efficiency of the oper- 
ation.’ ’ ’ 

Decision of 29 November 1974 (1809th meeting): res- 
olution 363 (1974) 

At the 1809th meeting on 29 November 1974 the 
Security Council included the Report of the Secretary- 
General on the United Nations Disengagement Observer 
Force dated 27 November 1974”’ in its agenda. Follow- 
ing the adoption of the agenda, the representatives of the 
Syrian Arab Republic and Israel were invited, at their 
request, to participate in the discussion without the right to 
vote.” 3 The President of the Council drew the attention 
of the members to a draft resolution’ l4 which was 
sponsored by Austria, Indonesia, Kenya, Mauritania, Peru 
and the United Republic of Cameroon.s ’ ’ 

The Secretary-General introduced his report and empha- 
sized the urgency of a negotiated settlement between the 
two parties involved, before the dangers of a military 
confrontation would increase again.’ ’ 6 

The representative of Peru introduced the draft res- 
olution co-sponsored by his delegation and expressed the 
hope that the parties would be encouraged to renew peace 
negotiations in Geneva, in the nearest possible future, with 
the participation of all the parties to the conflict.’ ’ ’ 

‘09 1799th meeting. intervention by France. 
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The draft resolution was adopted by 13 to none; two 
members did not participate in the voting.“’ The res- 
olution read as follows: 

The Securi?,* Council, 

Having considered the report of the SccrctaryCencral on the 
United Nations Discnpagcmcnt Observer Force (S/l 1563). 

Having noted the efforts made to establish a durable and just 
pcacc in thr hliddlc East arca and the dcvclopments in the situation 
in the arca. 

Expressing concern over the prevailing state of tension in the 
area, 

Reuffirming that the two agreements on disengagement of forces 
are only a step towards the implementation of Security Council 
resolution 338 (1973) of 22 October 1973. 

Decides. 

(a) To call upon the parties concerned to implement immedi- 
ately Security Council resolution 338 (1973); 

(b) To renew the mandate of the United Nations Dis- 
engagement Observer Force for another period of six months; 

(c) That the Secretary-General will submit at the end of this 
period a report on the developments in the situation and the 
measures taken to implement resolution 338 (1973). 

Speaking in explanation of the vote, the representative 
of the USSR stressed that the disengagement of troops on 
the Israeli-Syrian sector was only a first step towards a 
complete settlement and that the framework of the Geneva 
Peace Conference which should be resumed as early as 
possible, was most suitable in the search for a lasting 
peace.’ ’ 9 

The representative of the United Republic of Cameroon 
also emphasized that the essential objective was the renewal 
of negotiations under appropriate auspices for the attain- 
ment of an acceptable peace settlement .“O 

The representative of France said that it was high time 
that the Geneva Peace Conference resumed its work.” ’ 

The representative of the Byelorussian SSR reaffirmed 
once again the particular responsibility of the Security 
Council in all aspects of peace-keeping operations in the 
Middle East as elsewhere, and he called for the resumption 
of the Geneva Conference with the participation of all 
interested parties, including the representatives of the Arab 
people of Palestine.slz 

The President speaking as the representative of the 
United States stated that his Government shared the sense 
of urgency concerning a settlement in the Middle East and 
would make every effort to advance step by step towards a 
just and lasting peace in the area.“’ 

THE SITUATION IN CYPRUS 

Decision of I5 June 1972 (1646th meeting): resolution 315 
(1972) 

‘I8 /bid., following the intervention by Peru. Adopted as 
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On 26 May 1972 the Secretary-General submitted to the 
Security Council his report’ 24 covering the developments 
from I December 1971 to 26 May 1972. After noting that 
all parties concerned had agreed to reactivate the inter- 
communal talks he hoped that the talks would be con- 
ducted in the spirit of the Charter and the Council’s 
resolutions. As for the financial situation, the Secretary- 
General pledged to continue his efforts to put the current 
financing of the peace-keeping operation on a sound basis 
and to liquidate the deficit. In view ofthe present tension. 
he recommended extension of the UNFICYP mandate until 
15 December 1972. In an addendum to his report issued on 
8 June”’ the Secretary-General advised the Security 
Council that the inaugural meeting of the talks in their new 
form had been held that day in Nicosia and that he had 
attended the meeting. 

At the 1646th meeting on 15 June 1972, the Security 
Council adopted, without objection, the provisional 
agendas 2 6 and invited the representatives of Cyprus, Greece 
and Turkey to participate in the discussion.’ 27 The 
Council considered the Secretary-General’s report at its 
1646th and 1647th meetings held on 15 June 1972. 

At the outset of the 1646th meeting, the Secretary- 
Central made a statcmcnt concerning his recent trip to 
Cyprus. He stated that after seeing the situation in Cyprus 
at first hand he had a better grasp of the situation and 
although he had no illusions about the difficulties of the 
problem, he was encouraged by the fact that those 
difficulties were fully recognized and that there prevailed a 
general desire and determination to continue the search for 
a solution. 

The President (Yugoslavia) then stated that, as a result 
of prior consultations, an agreement had been reached on 
the text of a draft resolutions2* which he then put to the 
vote. The said draft resolution was adopted by 14 votes to 
none, with 1 abstention. 529 The text read as follows: 

The Security Council, 
Noring from the report of the Secretary-General of 26 May 

197Y30 that in the present circtimstanccs 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 1972, 

Noting ulso from the report the conditions prevailing in the 
island, 

I. Reaffirms 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 1564, 201 
(1965) of 19 March. 206 (1965) of I5 June. 207 (1965) of 10 
August and 219 (1985) of 17 D&ember 196i. 220 i1968) 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 I8 June and 261 (196R)of 
10 December 1968. 266 (1969) of 10 June and 274 (1969) of II 

52J S/10664, OR. 27th vr.. Supplement for April-June 1972. 
pp. 73-82. 

5’S S110664!Add.l, ibid.. p. 83. 

s26 1646th meeting, preceding para. 3. 

s 2 ’ Ibid., para. 3. 

s2R S’10699. adopted without change as resolution 315 (1972). 

s2y 1646th meeting, para. 21. 

“’ S; 10664. OR. 27rh.. Supplemznr for April.June I9 72. 

December 1969. 281 (1970) of 9 June and 291 (1970) of 10 
December 1970, 293 (1971) of 26 May and 305 (1971) of 13 
December 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; 

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

3. t’xrends once more the stationing in Cyprus of the United 
Nations Peace-keeping Force. established under Security Council 
resolution 186 (1964). for a further period ending 15 December 
1972, in the expectation that by then suflicient progress towards a 
final solution will make possible a withdrawal or substantial 
reduction of the Force. 

After the vote, the representative of Cyprus expressed 
deep appreciation for the Secretary-General’s active interest 
in the search for a solution to the Cyprus problem and 
welcomed the resumptions of the intercommunal talks. He 
asserted, however, that parallel to the talks there should be 
a genuine effort by all concerned to encourage a climate of 
conciliation and contidence through normal contact be- 
tween the two communities. 

The representative of Turkey welcomed the Secretary- 
General’s recent trip to Cyprus, Greece and Turkey and 
reiterated his country’s determination to promote a peace- 
ful, just and permanent solution to the Cyprus question. He 
hoped all concerned parties would reciprocate this spirit 
and sincerely participate in the search for a just and 
peaceful settlement of the conflict. 

The representative of Greece welcomed the Secretary- 
General’s initiative in securing the resumption of the 
intercommunal talks and expressed his country’s deep 
appreciation for his active interest in the question. He 
expressed his firm conviction that the Secretary-General’s 
efforts in regard to Cyprus would be crowned with success. 

The representative of the United Kingdom congratulated 
the Secretary-General on his efforts in regard to the Cyprus 
question and the resumption of the intercommunal talks. 
tie stressed the importance of making substantive progress 
in the talks and his country’s close and continuing interest 
in a successful solution to the problem. 

The representative of the United States welcomed the 
resumption of the intercommunal talks and praised the 
Secretary-General for his comprehensive report on Cyprus. 
kiowever, he expressed some concern at the lack of 
significant progress towards normalization and deconfron- 
tation. He hoped the resumption of the intercommunal 
talks would enable the return to normalization. 

The representative of France welcoming the resumption 
of the intercommunal talks, praised the Secretary-General’s 
role in bringing this about and stressed that the Security 
Council, with its responsibility for maintaining peace and 
security, should impress upon the parties the importance it 
attaches to the continuation of the talks. He urged the 
parties to take a more pragmatic approach designed to seek 
a provisional solution instead of undertaking an immediate 
examination of all the juridical problems involved. 

The representative of China expressed regret that the 
problem had remained unsettled for so long. He considered 
that dissension between the two communities had been 
caused by imperialist incitement and that the whole 
problem was an issue left over by former colonial rule. 
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Consequently, it could be settled only by the elimination of 
imperialist meddling and by consultations among the 
partics concerned on an equal footing. As to the question 
of UNFICYP, China had its principled stand and had 
therefore abstained on the voting. 

The representative of the USSR while noting with 
satisfaction the resumption of the intercommunal talks 
expressed the hope that the hostility between the Greeks 
and the Turks in Cyprus would be eliminated. He asserted 
that the prolonged stay of the United Nations Force on the 
island was not a normal situation under current inter- 
national conditions and accordingly called upon the 
Council to study the possibility of settling the Cyprus 
problem in order to achieve the withdrawal of UNFICYP. 
On that understanding, his delegation had not opposed the 
resolution of extending its presence, since once again the 
decision was based on the provisions of Council resolution 
186 (1964) of 4 March 1964 and preserved the existing 
functions of the Force and its system of financing on a 
voluntary basis.’ 3 ’ 

Decision of 12 December 1972 (1683rd meeting): resol- 
ution 324 (1972) 

On 1 December 1972, the Secretary-General submitted 
to the Security Council his report”’ on the United 
Nations operation in Cyprus concerning developments from 
27 May to 1 December 1972. Reporting on the state of the 
intercommunal talks, the Secretary-General said that the 
reactivation of the talks had been the most important 
development during the period under review and a certain 
measure of agreement had been reached. The talks were the 
best instrument for achieving a lasting solution based on the 
concept of an independent, sovereign and unitary State 
with adequate preparation by the two communities. To 
make such a solution possible, however, two conditions 
would have to be met. First, both sides would have to be 
ready to make mutual concessions, and, second, the 
situation must remain quiet, with intercommunal tension 
kept to a minimum while the talks were pursued. In view of 
those considerations, the Secretary-General recommended 
that the mandate of UNFICYP be extended until 15 June 
1973. 

The Security Council considered the Secretary-General’s 
report at its 1683rd meeting held on 12 December 1972. At 
the same meeting, the Council adopted, without objection, 
the provisional agenda” 3 and invited the representatives of 
Cyprus Greece and Turkey to participate in the dis- 
cussion.’ 3 4 

Subsequently, the President announced that as a result 
of prior consultations, agreement had been reached on the 
text of a draft resolution,535 which he then put to the 

“’ For the texts of relevant statements, see: 1646th meeting: 
Secretary-General. paras. 6-19; China, paras. 92-95; Cyprus, paras. 
2344, Greece, paras. 71-78: Turkey, paras. 4768; USSR, 
paras. 131-140; United Kingdom. paras. 98-103; 1647th meeting: 
l+‘rance, paras. 69-78; United States. paras. 3743. 

“’ S/10842. OR, 27th jr.. Supplement jOr Oct.-Dec.. 1972. 
p. 53. 

” 3 1683rd meeting, prccedlng para. 1. 

“’ Ibid.. para. 1. 
5’S S/10847. adopted without change as resolution 324 (1972). 

vote. He said draft resolution was adopted by 14 votes to 
none with 1 abstention. The text read as follows: 

The Security Council, 

Norbrg from the report of the Secretary-General of 1 Dcmmber 
1972536 that in the present circumstances the United Nations 
Peacekeeping Force in Cyprus is still necdcd if pc~ce is to bc 
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 1972, 

Noting ok0 from the report the conditions prevailing in the 
island, 

1. Reaffirms 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, 281 (1970) of 9 June and 291 (1970) of 10 
December 1970, 293 (1971) of 26 May and 305 (1971) of 13 
December 1971 and 315 (1972) of 15 June 1972, 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. dirges the parties concerned to act with the utmost restraint 
and to continue and accelerate determined cooperative efforts to 
achieve the objectives of the Security Council, by availing them- 
selves in a constructive manner of the present auspicious climate and 
opportunities; 

3. Extends once more the stationing in Cyprus of the United 
Nations Peace-keeping Force, established under Security Council 
resolution 186 (1964), for a further period ending 15 June 1973, in 
the expectation that by then sufficient progress towards a final 
solution will make possible a withdrawal or substantial reduction of 
the Force. 

Several representatives made statements after the voting. 
The representative of Cyprus stated that it was necessary to 
avoid activities that created tension that could adversely 
affect the intercommunal talks. For that reason, and as 
noted in the Secretary-General’s report it was essential to 
have a measure of armed deconfrontation and a return to 
normal conditions. He hoped that the present climate 
would be conducive to bringing about such deconfrontation 
and normalization. 

The representative of Turkey stated that as long as the 
Turkish community in Cyprus continued to live under 
conditions of extreme hardship and deprivation it would be 
difficult to return to normal conditions or realize a genuine 
deconfrontation. This could only be achieved by the 
elimination of the underlying causes of the Cyprus problem 
and by the creation of a climate of mutual confidence 
between the two communities. 

The representative of Greece expressed his deep appreci- 
ation to the Secretary-General for his efforts aimed at 
bringing about a peaceful solution of the Cyprus problem 
and voiced agreement with the view expressed in the 
Secretary-General’s report that both sides heed the objec- 
tive judgements and advice of the United Nations Peace- 
keeping Force in Cyprus in order to avoid any adverse 
repercussions on the reactivated talks. He also agreed with 
the view contained in the Secretary-General’s report that 
any increase in military capability increased the danger of 

“’ S/l0842.OR, 27thyr.. SupplementforOct.-Dec. 1972. 
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escalation and stressed his Government’s firm opposition to 
any illegal imports of arms into Cyprus. 

The representative of the United Kingdom welcoming 
the resumption of the intcrcommunal talks stated that the 
talks provided the most promising way to approach a 
sohltion to the problem of Cyprus. lie expressed deep 
appreciation of the Secretary-General’s efforts in this regard 
and hoped that he would impress upon both parties that in 
order for the talks to succeed compromises were necessary. 

The representative of the United States expressed his 
appreciation to the Secretary-General for his report of the 
United Nations operation in Cyprus and found encouragc- 
ment in the assessment contained therein that the situation 
in the Island had remained quiet during the period under 
review. However, he expressed regret that little progress had 
been made towards a return to normal conditions and 
hoped that all outstanding issues would be resolved in a 
spirit of co-operation and goodwill. 

The representative of the USSR noted with satisfaction 
the positive role of the efforts of the Secretary-General in 
the resumption of the intercommunal talks. The Soviet 
Union sincerely wished that those talks would be successful 
in the interests of all the citizens of the Republic of Cyprus. 
Regarding the status of the Force, he said that, in current 
international conditions, the eight-year stay of UNFICYP 
could not be described as normal. If such operations were 
going to last so long, then doubts would arise as to the 
advisability of carrying them out. Therefore, the USSR was 
of the opinion that UNFICYP could not be continued 
endlessly. His delegation had voted in favour of the 
extension of the stationing of the United Nations troops in 
Cyprus on the assumption that its renewal was effected in 
full accord with the provisions of the Council’s resolution 
of 4 March 1964 and subsequent decisions of the Council 
on the Cyprus question, and, in particular, that the present 
functions of those troops and the voluntary arrangements 
for financing them would be maintained.5 3 7 
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Decision of 15 June 1973 (1727th meeting): resolution 334 
(1973) 

On 31 May 1973, the Secretary-General submitted to 
the Security Council his report”” on the United Nations 
operation in Cyprus concerning developments from 2 
December 1972 to 31 May 1973. In his report, the 
Secretary-General said that the parties concerned were 
making a serious effort to agree through the intercommunal 
talks on a constitutional framework that would provide for 
adequate participation in government of the two commu- 
nities. However, it had so far not been possible to establish 
a basis for such an accord. He added that the atmosphere of 
calm that was necessary for the promotion of such an 
agreement had not been maintained, especially with the 
Greek Cypriot community. Understandably, such devel- 
opments had had an adverse impact on the talks. 

Turning to the financial situation of UNFICYP, he said 
that it continued to be precarious, pointing out that the 

537 . For texts of relevant statements, set: 1683rd meeting: 
Cyprus, paras. 7-19; Greece. para-. 38-50; Turkey, paras. 23-34: 
USSR, paras. 141-166; United States, paras. 115-123: United King- 
dom, paras. 52-56. 

Governments providing contingents, as well as those that 
made voluntary contributions, were becoming increasingly 
uneasy at the delay in reaching a settlement. In that 
respect. the Secretary-General noted that for some time his 
office had been studying ways and means of reducing the 
United Nations commitment in terms of both finance and 
manpower. He intended to make recommendations in that 
regard in his next report to the Council, but the feasibility 
of any such move would depend on the progress of the 
talks. 

The Security Council considered the Secretary-General’s 
report at its 1727th and 1728th meetings held on 15 June 
1973. At the 1727th meeting, the Council adopted without 
objection, the provisional agenda539 and invited the 
representatives of Cyprus, Greece and Turkey to participate 
in the discussion.s40 

Subsequently, the President announced that as a result 
of prior consultations, agreement had been reached on the 
text of a draft resolution,s4’ which he then put to the 
vote. The said draft resolution was adopted by 14 votes to 
none with 1 abstention as resolution 334 (1973). The text 
read as follows: 

The Security Council, 

Noting from the report of the SecretaryCeneral of 31 May 1973 

(S/10940 and Corr.1) 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 1973, 

Nofing ulso from the report the conditions prevailing in the 

island, 

I. Reaffirms 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 I8 March, 254 (1968) of 18 June and 261 (1968) of 
10 December 1968, 266 (1969) of 10 June and 274 (1969) of 11 
Dccernber 1969, 281 (1970) of 9 June and 291 (1970) of 10 

December 1970. 293 (1971) of 26 May and 305 (1971) of 13 

December 1971 and 315 (1972) of I5 June and 324 (1972) of 12 

December 1972. and the consensus expressed by the President at 

the 1143rd meetmg 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 and accelerate determined co-operative efforts to 
achieve the objectives of the Security Council by availing themselves 
in a constructlvc manner of the present auspicious climate and 
opportunitioc: 

3. Exrends once more the stationing in Cyprus of the United 
N;dtions Peace-krcping Force, established under Security Council 
resolution 186 f 1964). for a further period ending 15 December 
1973, in the c\pcctation that by lhen sufficient progress towards a 
tinal solution ~111 make possible a withdrawal or substantial 
reduction of the f orce. 

At the 1728th meeting, the President, speaking as the 
representative of the USSR. reaffirmed the position of his 
country that. in order to ensure the independence of 

s”) 1727th meeting, preceding para. 1. 

“O Ibid.. para. I. 

“’ S/10946. adopted without change as resolution 334 (1973). 
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Cyprus, all foreign troops had to be withdrawn and foreign 
bases situated in its territory removed. The USSR took a 
positive view of the Secretary-General’s report, in parti- 
cular, the information concerning the intercommunal talks, 
and it agreed that the resumption of the talks was the best 
way of reaching an agreed solution. It hoped that as a result 
of those talks it might be possible to overcome the existing 
difficulties and to bring those negotiations to a positive 
end. Regarding the extension of the mandate of the Force 
and the voluntary procedure for its financing, he said that 
the USSR had not objected to the draft resolution on the 
assumption that the extension of the stationing of United 
Nations troops in Cyprus was effected in full accord with 
the provisions of the Council’s resolution of 4 March 1964 
and subsequent decisions of the Council on the Cyprus 
question, the present functions of those troops and the 
voluntary arrangements for financing them being main- 
tained.s42 Statements were also made by the represen- 
tatives of Cyprus, Turkey, Greece, the United States, the 
United Kingdom, Yugoslavia, France, Australia, India, 
Sudan, Guinea, Peru and Chad. 

Subsequently, the President announced that as a result 
of prior consultations, agreement had been reached on the 
text of a draft reso1ution,s46 which he then put to the 
vote. The said draft resolution was adopted by 14 votes to 
none with 1 abstention. The text read as follows: 

Decision of I4 December 1973 (! 759th meeting): resol- 
ution 343 (1973) 

On 1 December 1973, the Secretary-General submitted 
to the Security Council his report543 on the United 
Nations operation in Cyprus concerning developments from 
1 June to 1 December 1973. Assessing the events of the 
previous six months, the Secretary-General said that, 
although the intercommunal talks had .‘proceeded since 
1972 in a constructive spirit, only limited progress had been 
made on the basic issues. However, he continued to believe 
tllat with concessions on both sides, an agreed accommo- 
dation could be worked out within the framework of the 
talks. The Secretary-General also noted that the problem of 
military confrontation had remained unchanged. However, 
he had been encouraged by the helpful response received 
from both communities when it had become necessary to 
dispatch the bulk of four UNFICYP contingents to the 
Middle East. During the period when the Force was 
understrength, the two communities, acting in concert with 
his request, were able to maintain calm and practically no 
incidents had occurred. He then outlined his plan for 
reducing the size of the Force but stressed that the 
implementation of that plan was dependent upon the close 
co-operation of all parties concerned with UNFICYP in its 
role of preventing a recurrence of fighting. The Secretary- 
General stated that in the prevailing circumstances he 
considered it essential that the Force be maintained for a 
further limited period and recommended extension of its 
mandate until 15 June 1974. 

The Security Council considered the Secretary-General’s 
report at its 1759th meeting held on 14 December 1973. At 
the same meeting, the Council adopted, without objection, 
the provisional agenda’ 4 4 and invited the representatives of 
Cyprus, Greece and Turkey to participate in the dis- 
cussion.s4s 

542 1728th meeting, paras. 50-58. 

s4’ S/11137. OR, 28th yr., Supplemenf for Ocr..Dec. 1973, 
p. 240. 

s44 1759th meeting. preceding President’s opening statement. 

54 5 Ibid.. Resident’s opening statement. 

The Securirv Council, 

h’oring from the report of the Sccrctary-Gcncral of 1 Dcccmbcr 
1973 (S/l 1137) that in the present circumstances the United 
Nations Peace-keeping I~orce in Cyprus is still necdcd if peace is to 
bc maintained in the island. 

Noting that the Government of Cyprus has agreed that in view of 
the prevailing conditions in the igland it is necessary to continue the 
I:orce beyond I5 December 1973. 

Noting also from the report the conditions prevailing in the 
island, 

1. Reaffirms 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 Dccembcr 1964. 201 
(1965) of IO August and 219 (1965) of 17 December 1965. 220 
(1966) of I6 March, 222 (1966) of I6 June and 231 (1966) of IS 

December 1966. 238 (1967) of 19 June and 244 (1967) of 22 
Deccmbcr 1967, 247 (1968) of 18 March, 254 (1968) of 18 June 
and 261 (1968) of IO December 1968. 266 (1969) of IO June and 
274 (1969) of 11 December 1969, 281 (1970) of 9 June and 291 
(1970) of IO December 1970, 293 (1971) of 26 May and 305 
(1971) of 13 December 1971 and 315 (1972) of 15 June and 324 
(1972) of 12 December 1972 and 334 (1973) of IS June 1973, and 
the consensus expressed by the President at the I l43rd meeting on 
11 August 1964 and at the 1383rd meeting on 25 Novcmbcr 1967; 

2. urges the parties concerned to act with the utmost restraint 
and to continue and accelerate determined co-operative efforts to 
achieve the objectives of the Security Council by availing themsclvcs 
in a constructive manner of the present auspicious climate and 
opportunities: 

3. Extends once more the stationing in Cyprus of the United 
Nations Peace-keeping Force. established under Security Council 
resolution 186 (1964). for a further period ending IS June 1974, in 
the expectation that by then sufficient progress towards a tinal 
solution will make possible a withdrawal or substantial reduction of 
the Force. 

In a statement after the voting, the representative of the 
USSR reaffirmed the position of hisGovernment that in 
order to insure the sovereignty of Cyprus all foreign troops 
and military bases had to be withdrawn from its territory. 
Regarding the Secretary-General’s proposal for the reduc- 
tion of UNFICYP, he said that the USSR supported the 
idea in principle but stressed that the agreement of the 
Government of Cyprus would be an essential condition for 
undertaking such measures. He then pointed out that his 
delegation has cast its vote in favour of the resolutions on 
the assumption that the extension of the mandate would be 
carried out in compliance with resolution 186 (I 964) and 
the subsequent decisions of the Council.547 The represen- 
tatives of Cyprus, Greece, Turkey, the United States, the 
United Kingdom and France among others, also supported 
the extension of UNFICYP’s mandate. 

Decision of 29 May 1974 (1771st meeting): resolution 349 
(1974) 

On 22 May 1974, the Secretary-General submitted to 
the Security Council his reports4a on the United Nations 
operation in Cyprus concerning developments from 

s46 S/l I I54 adopted without change as resolution 343 (1973). 

‘-I’ 1759th meeting. intervention by the USSR. 

54u S/l 1294. OR. 29th yr., Supplement jtir April-June IYlJ. 
p. 131. 
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2 December 1973 to 22 May 1974. In his report, the 
Secretary-General expressed concern at the interruption of 
the intercommunal talks on 2 April 1974, as he considered 
the talks to be the best means for carrying out the search 
for an agreed settlement. Hc stated that after the interrup- 
tion of the talks he had taken steps which had led to an 
agreement between the parties to resume the talks at the 
beginning of June on the same basis as that on which they 
had been conducted until 2 April 1974. Howcvcr, he 
underlined that the road ahead would not be an easy one 
since the relations between the two communities were still 
marred by mutual fear and distrust. As regards the 
reduction of UNFICYP, he stated that the total strength of 
the Force had been reduced to 2,341 and the reduction had 
stimewhat alleviated UNFICYP’s financial situation. Al- 
though some Member States, including the largest financial 
contributor, favoured further reduction of the Force he felt 
that it would be premature at that stage to make further 
reductions and noted that the parties concerned had 
expressed reservations about even the current reductions. In 
view of the prevailing situation, the Secretary-General 
recommended, with the concurrence of the Governments 
concerned, that the Council extend the mandate of 
UNFICYP until 15 December 1974. 

The Security Council considered the Secretary-General’s 
report at its 1771st and 1772nd meetings held on 29 May 
1974. At the 1771st meeting, the Council adopted without 
objection, the provisional agendas49 and invited the 
representatives of Cyprus, Greece and Turkey to participate 
in the discussion.s 5 ’ 

Subsequently, the President announced that as a result 
of prior consultations, agreement had been reached on the 
text of a draft resolution’s ’ which he then put to the vote. 
The said draft resolution was adopted by 14 votes to none 
with 1 abstention. The text read as follows: 

The Security Council, 

Noring from the report of the SecretaryGeneral of 22 May 1974 
(S/11294) (hat in the present circumstances the United Nations 
Peace-keeping Force in Cyprus is still needed if peace is to bc 
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 1974, 

Noting ulso from the report the conditions prevailing in the 
island, 

1. Reaffirms its resolutions 186 (1964) of 4 March. 187 (1964) 
of 13 March, 192 (1964) of 20 June, 193 (1964) of9 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 I5 December 
1966.238 (1967) of 19 June and 244 (1967) of 22 December 1967, 
247 i1968j of 18 March, 254 (1968) of 18 June and 261 (1968) of 
10 December 1968. 266 (1969) of IO June and 274 (1969) of 11 
December 1969, 281 (1970) of 9 June and 291 (1970) of 10 
December 1970. 293 (1971) of 26 May and 305 (1971) of 13 
December 1971, 315 (1972) of 15 June and 324 (1972) of 12 
December 1972 and 334 (1973) of 15 June and 343 (1973) of 14 
December 1973, and the consensus expressed by the President at 
the 1143rd meeting on 11 August 1964 and at the 1383rd meeting 
on 25 Novcmbcr 1967. 

549 1771st meeting, preceding President’s opening statement. 

‘So Ibid., President’s opening statement. 

551 S/11301 adopted without change as resolution 349 (1974) 
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2. Urges (he parties concerned to act with the utmost restraint 
and to continue and accclcratc determined co-operative efforts to 
achieve the objcctlvcs of the Security Council by availing thcmsclves 
in a constructive manner of the present auspicious climate and 
opportunities; 

3. Extends once more the stationing in Cyprus of the United 
Nations Peace-kerping Force, established under Security Council 
resolution 186 (1964). for a further period ending 15 December 
1974 in the cxpcctation that by then sufficient proprcss towards a 
final solution will make possible a withdrawal or substantial 
reduction of the Force. 

In a statement after the voting the representative of the 
USSK reiterated his Government’s position opposing at- 
tempts to settle the Cyprus problem by means of external 
intervention and favouring the elimination of foreign bases. 
In connexion with the reduction of UNFICYP, he said that 
the USSR found the Secretary-General’s position justified 
regarding the need for careful weighing of the consequences 
of further reductions. He reaffirmed that his delegation 
have voted in favour of the resolution on the understanding 
that the extension of the mandate of the Force was in full 
compliance with the provisions of resolution 186 (1964) of 
the Security Council. * ” The representatives of Cyprus, 
Greece, Turkey, France, the United Kingdom and the 
United States, among others, also made statements support- 
ing the extension of UNFICYP’s mandate. 

Decision of 20 July 1974 (1781st meeting): resolution 353 
(1974) 

On 16 July the Secretary-General addressed a letters5 3 
to the President of the Security Council requesting him to 
convene the Council in order that he might report on the 
information he had received through his Special Represen- 
tative in Cyprus and the Commander of the United Nations 
Peace-keeping Force in Cyprus (UNFICYP). 

In a letter also dated 16 July 1974’ s4 addressed to the 
President of the Security Council, the representative of 
Cyprus requested an urgent meeting of the Council on the 
critical situation in Cyprus arising as a consequence of 
outside intervention, with grave and threatening im- 
plications for the Republic of Cyprus and for international 
peace and security in the area. 

At the 1779th meeting on 16 July 1974, the Security 
Council adopted, without objection, the provisional 
agenda’ ’ s and invited the representatives of Cyprus, 
Greece and Turkey to participate in the discussion.’ 56 

At the outset of the discussion, the Secretary-General, 
reporting to the Council on the information he had 
received, beginning early on the morning of 15 July, from 
his Special Representative in Cyprus and the Commander of 
UNFlCYP, confirmed that a coup was being staged in 
Cyprus by the National Guard against President Makarios. 
He described the efforts undertaken by his Special Rep- 
resentative and by the Commander of UNFlCYP to prevent 
the spread of violence. He recalled in that connexion that 
the mandate of UNFICYP had been conceived in the 

“’ 1771st meeting, intervention by the USSR. 

5 ‘j S/l 13 34. OK. ?YrIt or., Supplenw~t jar Ju1.v.Sept. I Y 74. 
p. 22. 

“’ Sil 1335. OK, ZYth yr., Supplonenf for July-Sept. IY74. 
p. 22. 

“s 1779th meeting, Resident’s opening statement. 

5 ’ 6 Ibid.. 
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context of the conflict between the two communities in 
Cyprus, and he pointed out that the recent events related to 
rivalries within one community. In contacts with the 
Secretary-General’s Special Representative and the Force 
Commander at Paphos, Archbishop Makarios had requested 
that a Security Council meeting be held as soon as possible. 
UNFICYP had been authorized to extend protection to 
Archbishop Makarios on a humanitarian basis, but in the 
meantime he had left the island. The Secretary-General 
concluded by expressing the deepest concern that the latest 
events in Cyprus carried a serious threat to international 
peace and security in a much wider framework. 

The representative of Cyprus stated that a coup had 
been organized in Cyprus by a large number of officers who 
came from Greece to train and command the Cypriot 
National Guard, which had been created in consequence of 
troubles in 1963 and 1964. They were supposed to be 
acting on instructions of the Government of Cyprus for the 
National Guard. In reality they were entirely directed and 
instructed from Athens. It emerged that for some time the 
batch of 650 officers had been engaging in subversive 
propaganda. The Government did not take the matter very 
seriously. But a time arrived when the situation appeared to 
become more dangerous than permissible. That occasioned 
a letter of 2 July from Archbishop Makarios to President 
Gizikis of Greece, asking that all the 650 officers be 
recalled from Cyprus for reasons stated in the letter. A 
reply in respect of that matter was being awaited when, 
suddenly the grave events described by the Secretary- 
General had erupted. UNFICYP had as part of its mandate 
the duty to prevent fighting and to contribute to the 
maintenance and restoration of law and order and a return 
to normal conditions. The Council was meeting not to take 
new steps by sending a peace-keeping force to Cyprus, but 
to reinforce its efforts and to extend them to deal with the 
new situation. It would be contrary to Charter principles 
for UNFICYP to remain inoperative. There must be a 
resolution for the cessation of fighting and bloodshed 
through a cease-fire, and for the protection of the indepen- 
dence, sovereignty and territorial integrity of Cyprus from 
outside military intervention. 

The representative of Turkey stated that a coup d’ktaf 
seemed to have been mounted in Athens and was carried 
out through the support of the Greek armed forces in 
Cyprus, with complicity of the worst elements in the island 
which had vowed to annex Cyprus to Greece, and which 
had never concealed their violently anti-Turkish sentiments. 
The Greek intervention was in flagrant violation of the 
rights conferred upon Greece by treaties and agreements to 
which it subscribed jointly with Turkey and the United 
Kingdom. That intervention was fostered, and the coup 
carried out, by Greek troops whose presence, in numbers 
vastly greater than had been provided for in the inter- 
national agreements, had always been a source of grave 
concern to the Turkish Cypriots and an element of 
imbalance in Greek-Turkish relations. The United Nations 
should ensure that the balance of forces, so deeply 
disturbed to the detriment of the Turkish community, be 
re-established to the extent possible, and to that end, all 
necessary measures should be taken under effective control 
to prohibit any illicit entry of armaments, troops or 
munitions. Turkey proclaimed its devotion to a peaceful 
solution to the problems of the island. Yet it wished to 
leave no doubt with regard to its intention to safeguard its 

legitimate rights and interests, enshrined in international 
agreements, as well as those of the Turkish community in 
Cyprus. 

The representative of the United Kingdom stated that 
earlier that day President Makarios at his own request had 
left Cyprus on board a British aircraft from a British 
sovereign-base area. President Makarios had requested that 
he be allowed to enter the Akrotiri base on Cyprus; Britain 
had agreed to that request. President Makarios was reported 
to be in Malta. If he were indeed on his way to New York, 
it would seem sensible that the Council should wait and see 
what it was that he had to say, what he himself would wish 
the Council to do, and how he saw the situation. 

The representative of Greece stated that he refuted 
vehemently and categorically all the allegations made by 
some delegations. The events that took place the day before 
in Cyprus, which continued that day, were an internal affair 
of Cyprus. The Greek Government, apart from following 
the situation with keen and well justified interest, had no 
relation whatsoever with their origin or incitement. The 
Greek Government was convinced that the territorial 
integrity and independence of Cyprus, and the unitary 
character of the Republic, should be maintained and 
respected by all parties concerned.’ ” 

Decision of 19 July 1974: 

Statement by the President 

At the 1780th meeting on 19 July, the representatives of 
Yugoslavia, Romania and India were invited, at their 
request, to participate in the discussion without the right to 
vote. Then the President (Peru) stated that the Secretary- 
General had informed the Council of two telegrams he had 
received from Nicosia on 17 and 18 July. The President 
read the telegrams to the Council: the first informed the 
Secretary-General that the Permanent Representative of 
Cyprus to the United Nations, Zenon Rossides, who had 
been allowed to participate in the Council’s debate without 
the right to vote, had been released from his post and 
duties; the second requested a 24-hour adjournment of the 
Council’s scheduled meeting. Both telegrams were signed 
“Dimitriou, Minister of Foreign Affairs, the Republic of 
Cyprus”. 

The President said the Council members had taken note 
of the information given by the Secretary-General, and 
were agreed that in respect of the current debate, in which 
Cyprus had been invited to participate, the President of 
Cyprus, Archbishop Makarios, who had expressed the wish 
to address the Council, would be received in that capacity. 
Mr. Rossides, having been duly accredited by the Head of 
State of Cyprus, was to be regarded as representing Cyprus 
in the debate.’ Se 

The Council then heard a statement by the President of 
Cyprus in which he accused Greece of having instigated the 
coup and appealed to the Council to act to reinstate 
constitutional order and democratic rights in Cyprus.‘s9 
Further statements were made by the representatives of 

“’ For texts of relevant statements, see: 1779th meeting 
intervention by: SecretaryGeneral. Cyprus, Greece, Turkey, United 
Kingdom. 

S’s 1780th meeting, President’s opening statement. 

ss9 Ibd.. statement by President Makarios of Cyprus. 
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Australia, Austria, China, Greece, India, Romania, Turkey, 
the United Kingdom, the USSR and Yugoslavia. 

Decision of 20 July 1974 (1781st meeting): resolution 353 
(1974) 

On 20 July, the representative of Greece in a letter 
addressed to the President of the Security Council,560 
requested an urgent meeting of the Council in order to take 
appropriate steps with regard to the explosive situation 
created by the aggression of lurkish armed forces against 
Cyprus that was then in progress. 

At its 1781st meeting on 20 July, the Council decided to 
include the letter from the Permanent representative of 
Greece on its agenda.56’ At the same meeting the 
representative of Mauritius was invited, at his request, in 
addition to those previously invited, to participate in the 
discussion without the right to vote.s62 

At the outset of the meeting the Secretary-General 
reported to the Council that in the early hours of that 
morning the Turkish Ambassador in Nicosia had informed 
the Commander of UNFICYP that Turkish troops would 
very shortly intervene in Cyprus. Turkish military activity 
had begun in the air and by sea about one hour thereafter. 
The Secretary-General summarized the day’s developments 
in Cyprus, as reported by his Special Representative and the 
Force Commander, both as regards the military situation 
and the efforts of his Special Representative and of 
UNFICYP to prevent the fighting between Turkish forces 
and the Cyprus National Guard from spreading into 
intercommunal fighting. The Secretary-General felt that in 
view of the developments, which were extremely serious for 
the maintenance of international peace and security, an 
enormous responsibility had fallen to the Security Council 
to put a halt to the fighting, to prevent further escalation 
and to find a way to begin to restore peace. He appealed to 
the parties immediately to put a halt to the battle and to 
co-operate with UNFICYP in its efforts to limit the fighting 
and to protect the civilian population.“j 3 

The President then stated 564 that as a result of prior 
consultations, an agreement had been reached on the text 
of a draft resolution.‘(” The said draft resolution was 
adopted unanimously and read as follows: 

The Security Council, 

Huving considered the report of the SecretaryGeneral. at its 
1779th meeting. about the recent developments in Cyprus, 

Having heard the statement of the President of the Republic of 
Cyprus and the statements of the representatives of Cyprus, Turkey, 
Greece and other Member States, 

Huving considered at its present meeting further devclopmcnts in 
the island, 

Deeply deploring the outbreak of violence and the continuing 
bloodshed ; 

Gruvely concerned about the situation which has led to a serious 
threat to international peace and security. and which has created a 
most explosive situation in the whole I.astern Mediterranean area, 

s60 S/I 1348, OR, ZYrh yr.. Supplement for July-Sept. 1974, 
p. 30. 

56’ 1781st meeting. President’s opening statement. 

s 6 ’ Ibid. 

563 Ibid.. statement by the SecretaryCeneral. 

564 Ibid.. following the SecretaryGeneral’s statement. 

565 S/l 1350. adopted without change as resolution 353 (1974). 

Equally concerned about the ncccssity to restore the consti- 
tutional structure of the Republic of Cyprus, established and 
guaranteed by international agreements. 

Recalling its resolution 186 (1964) of 4 March 1964 and its 
sub<equcnt resolutions on this mattsr. 

Conscious of its primary responsibility for the maintenance of 
intcrnationat pcacc and security in accordance with Article 24 of 

the Charter of the United Nations, 

I. Calls upon all States to rcspcct the sovcrcignty, independence 
and territorial integrity of Cyprus; 

2. Culls upon all parties to the present fighting as a first step to 
ccasc all firing and requests all States to exercise the utmost 
restraint and to refrain from any action which might further 
aggravate the situation; 

3. Demonds an immediate end to foreign military intcrvcntion 
in the Rrpublic of Cyprus that is in contravention of the provisiops 
of paragraph 1 above; 

4. Requesrs the withdrawal without delay from the Republic of 
Cypru, of foreign military pcrsonnet present othcrwisc than under 
the authority of international agrccmcnts, including those whose 
withdrawal was rcqucsted by the President of the Republic of 
Cyprus, Archbishop Makarios, in his tcttcr of 2 July 1974; 

5. Culls upon Greece. Turkey and the United Kingdom of Great 
Britain and Northern lrcland to enter into negotiations without 
delay for the restoration of pcacc in the area and constitutional 
government in Cyprus and to keep the Sccrctary-General informed; 

6. Ccl& upon all parties to co-operate fully with the United 
Nations Peace-keeping Force in Cyprus to enable it to carry out its 
mandate; 

7. Decides to keep the situation under constant review and asks 
the Secretary-General to report as appropriate with a view to 
adopting further measures in order to ensure that pcaccful con- 
ditions are restored as soon as possible. 

Decision of 23 July 1974 (1783rd meeting): resolution 354 
(1974) 

At the 1782nd meeting on 22 July 1974, the Secretary- 
General informed the Council that the Governments of 
Greece and Turkey had agreed to a cease-fire, which was to 
take effect at 1600 hours that day in Cyprus. However, he 
had received reports that fighting was still going on in 
breach of the cease-fire. He pointed out that UNFICYP had 
received many requests for assistance far beyond its 
capacity and that its strength was not sufficient to ensure 
effectively the maintenance of the cease-fire. It was 
therefore his intention to ask the troop-contributing 
countries to reinforce urgently their contingents already 
serving with the Force. In the absence of objection, the 
president expressed the Council’s agreement that the 
Secretary-General should proceed to take those 
measures.s66 Statements were then made by the represen- 
tatives of Greece, Turkey, Cyprus, the USSR, Australia, the 
United Kingdom, France, Austria and the United States. 
The representative of the USSR, in reference to the 
Secretary-General’s statement concerning UNFICYP, reiter- 
ated his Government’s position that the composition and 
mandate of UNFICYP must be determined by the Security 
Council and that the financing of the United Nations troops 
in Cyprus was to be on a voluntary basis.’ 6 ’ 

The Secretary-General stated that the requests for 
assistance received from all sides during the fighting were 
manifestly beyond the present capabilities of UNFICYP. 

s66 1782nd meeting, following the Secretary-General’s state- 
ment. 

s67 Ibid., intervention by the USSR. 
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That applied particularly to the role of UNFICYP in 
preventing the recurrence of intercommunal strife. For that 
reason the Council had been informed of the intention to 
reinforce UNFICYP.568 

At the outset of the 1783rd meeting on 23 July, the 
Secretary-General reported to the Council on the contacts 
he had had with various Governments and representatives 
concerning the instability of the cease-fire. He reported that 
UNFICYP had arranged a cease-fire at the Nicosia inter- 
national airport, which had been declared a United Nations- 
controlled area and occupied by UNFICYP troops. He 
further reported that upon his urgent request, Denmark, 
Finland, Sweden and the United Kingdom had undertaken 
to provide reinforcements to their contingents to a total of 
approximately 1,400 men and that other Governments 
were giving urgent and favourable consideration to his 
appeal.s 6 9 

The President then put to the vote a draft resolutions70 
that had been elaborated in the course of consultations 
among members of the Council. The said draft resolution 
was adopted unanimously and read as follows: 

The Security Council, 

Reuffirming the provisions of its resolution 353 (1974) of 20 
July 1974, 

Demands that all parties to the present fighting comply immedi- 
ately with the provisions of paragraph 2 of Security Council 
resolution 353 (1974) calling for an immediate cessation of all firing 
in the area and requesting all States to cxcrcise the utmost restraint 
and to refrain from any action which might further aggravate the 
situation. 

Decision of 24 July 1974 (1784th meeting): 

Approval of the text of draft communique 

Decision of 3 1 July 1974 (1788th meeting): 

Rejection of USSR draft resolution 

Decision of 1 August 1974 (1789th meeting): resolution 
355 (i974) 
O&I 24 July, the Council held its 1784th meeting in 

private and was informed by the Secretary-General of a 
letter received from the Foreign Minister of Turkey assuring 
him that, without prejudice to the contentions of the 
Turkish Government as to the legality of the United 
Nations presence at the Lefkose (Nicosia) airport, no 
attempt would be made to assume possession of the airport 
by the threat of force.“’ 

In a further report dated 25 J~ly,“~ the Secretary- 
General outlined the situation in Cyprus and the pledges of 
military personnel to strengthen UNFICYP, and described 
the efforts of the Force to prevent the recurrence of 
fighting and to ensure observance of the cease-fire. He 
recalled that the original mandate of UNFICYP set out in 
resolution 186 (1964) of 4 March 1964 had been approved 
in different circumstances but said that it was his under- 
standing that, under resolution 353 (1974) the Force must 
use its best efforts to ensure that the cease-fire was 

56s 1782nd mreting. second statement by the SecretaryGeneral. 

569 1783rd meeting, statement by the Secretary-General. 

“’ S/l 1369. adopted without cllange as resolution 354 (1974). 

” ’ 1784th meeting, statement by the SecretaryCeneral. 

s72 S/l 1353!Add.7, OR, 29th yr.. Supplemenf for July-Sept. 
1974, p. 36. 

maintained. Accordingly, all United Nations personnel with 
UNFICYP had been engaged in efforts to restore the 
cease-fire, ensure its observance and prevent incidents from 
escalating into a recurrence of full-scale fighting. 

III a letter dated 26 July,’ 73 the representative of 
Cyprus requested an emergency meeting of the Council to 
consider the grave deterioration of the situation in Cyprus 
resulting from the continuing violations of the cease-fire by 
Turkey. 

At the 1785th meeting qn 27 July, the Secretary- 
General, reporting on recent developments, including con- 
tinuing breaches of the cease-fire, recalled that the mandate 
of UNFICYP had been established in the context of 
preventing the recurrence of fighting between the com- 
munities in Cyprus. Now the question had been raised of 
interposing UNFICYP between the Turkish armed forces 
and the Cypriot National Guard. Accordingly, he had 
instructed his representative at the tripartite talks in Geneva 
under resolution 353 (1974) to discuss with the Foreign 
Ministers of Greece, Turkey and the United Kingdom the 
best way in which UNFICYP could actively assist in 
limiting further hostilities and cease-fire violations. Con- 
cerning the negotiations in Geneva between the three 
Foreign Ministers, he reported that intensive efforts were 
going on to find a basis for working towards a settlement 
and expressed the hope that the negotiations would achieve 
the goals set in Security Council resolution 353 (1974).s 74 
Thereafter, the Council heard statements by the represen- 
tatives of Cyprus, Greece, Turkey, India, the USSR, 
Austria, the United Kingdom, the United Republic of 
Cameroon, France, the United States and the Byelorussian 
SSR. The representative of Cyprus spoke in exercise of the 
right of reply. 

In a letter dated 28 JuI~,~‘~ the representative of the 
USSR requested an urgent meeting of the Council to 
consider the implementation of Council resolution 353 
(1974). The letter stated that that resolution was not being 
implemented and, consequently, a tense situation threaten- 
ing international peace and security continued to exist in 
Cyprus. 

At its 1786th meeting on 28 July, the Council, without 
objection, included the following sub-item (d) in its agenda: 
(d) Letter dated 28 July 1974 from the Acting Permanent Represen- 

tative of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics to the United 
Nations addressed to the President of the Security Council 
(S/l 1389). 

The Council heard statements by the representatives of 
the USSR, the United Kingdom, Greece, Turkey, Cyprus 
and Australia. The representatives of the United Kingdom 
and the USSR spoke on points of order, and the represen- 
tatives of Greece, Turkey, the USSR, Cyprus and the 
United Kingdom spoke in exercise of the right of reply. 

At the 1787th meeting on 29 July, the Council had 
before it a draft resolutions 76 sponsored by the USSR, the 
operative paragraphs of which would have the Security 
Council: 

“’ S/l 1384, ibid., p. 66. 

s’4 1785th meeting, statement by the Secretary-General. 

“’ S/11389, OR, .?Yrh yr., Supplement (or July-Sept. 1974. 
p. 68. 

s76 S/11391, OR, 29rh yr.. Supplement /or July-Sepr. 1974, 
p. 70. 
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Dmrand of all the States concerned that they undertake urgent 
and effcctivc measures for the practical implcmcntation of all the 
;xovisions of resolution 353 (1974); 

111sisr on the immediate cessation of firing and of all acts of 
violcncc against the Republic of Cyprus and on the spocdicsr 
withdrawal of all forcipn forces and military pcrsonncl present in 
Cyprus in violation of its sovereignty, indcpendcnce and territorial 
integrity as a non-alipncd State; 

Dccidc, to send immediately lo Cyprus a Special Mission 
composed of . . . members of the Security Council, to be appointed 
by the Prctidcnt of the Security Council after consultations with the 
Council mcmbcrs and with the Secretary-Gcncral, for the purpose of 
vcrifyinp on rhc spot the implcmcntation of resolution 353 (1974) 
and of reporting to the Council. 

Corrsidc~ it necessary. taking into account the relevant provisions 
of resolution 353 (1974). that representatives of the constitutional 
Government ol the Republic of Cyprus participate in the Geneva 
negotiations, and 

Dwidr. in the absence of progress in the implementation of its 
resolution 353 (1974). to consider the qucs(ion of further measures 
to bc taken by the Council to ensure the implementation of the 
aforementioned resolution. 

At the same meeting the Secretary-General reported to 

the Council on developments in the Geneva negotiations 
called for in resolution 353 (1974). He understood that, in 
srite nf the strenuous efforts m:tde. fundamental dif- 

ferences persisted between the positions of Greece and 
Turkey. He also reported that he was in contact with the 

Prime Minister of Turkey, who had agreed to follow up on 
a request by the Turkish Corps Commander in Cyprus that 

all UNFICYP personnel, including police and civilians, 
should be evacuated from the area controlled by the 
Turkish forces. In conclusion, the Secretary-Genera! stated 

that, although the prevailing situation had not been 
envisaged when the UNFICYP mandate was established in 
1964, he believed that UNFICYP was playing and could 
continue to play a most useful humanitarian role in all parts 
of Cyprus and bring assistance and protection to elements 
of the civilian population afflicted by the recent hostilities. 

Statements were made in the debate by the represen- 
tatives of the USSR, who introduced the draft resolution 
(S/ 1 I 39 I ), Greece and Turkey.’ 

Between 26 and 31 July, the Secretary-General sub- 
mitted further reports on the observation of the cease-fire, 
the humanitarian activities of UNFICYP and the changes in 
the strength of the Force,577 in which he indicated that, 
except for certain areas in the Kyrenia district and east of 
Nicosia, the cease-fire had gradually stabilized. He also 
reported on the protection being provided by UNFICYP to 
Greek Cypriots in Kyrenia and Bellapais and to Turkish 
Cypriots in isolated areas and communities in various parts 
of the country. A special section to deal with humanitarian 
matters had been established at UNFICYP headquarters. 
and UNFICYP was assisting in relief work being carried out 
by local and international agencies. Creek and Turkish 
Cypriots were assisted by UNFICYP escorts, vehicles and 
drivers, with medical and food supplies and blankets, and 
by inspection visits where personnel were being held in 
custody. 

At the 1788th meeting on 31 July, the Council had 
before it a copy of the Declarations” agreed to by the 

577 S/l1353/Add. 8-12, OR. 29th vr.. Supplement for Ju1.v. 
sep1. 1974, pp. 37-39. 

“13 S/l 1398, OR. 29rh yr., Supplement for Ju1.v.Sept. 1974, 
p. 73. 

Foreign Ministers of Greece, Turkey and the United 
Kingdom. According to that Declaration, the Foreign 
Ministers, while recognizing the importance of setting in 
train rwasures to regularize the situation in Cyprus on a 
lasting basis, agreed on the need to decide first on certain 
immediate measures. The Ministers declared that areas 
controlled by opposing armed forces on 30 July should not 
hc extended and agreed on the following measures: (a) a 
security zone, the size of which was to be determined by 
the three countries in consultation with IJNFICYP, should 
he established at the limit of the areas occupied by Turkish 
armed forces on 30 July at 2200 hours Geneva time, and 
lJNFlCYP alone should enter and supervise that zone; 
(h) a!! the Turkish enclaves occupied by Greek or Greek 
Cypriot forces should be immediately evacuated and should 
continue to be protected by UNFICYP; (c) in mixed 
villages UNFICYP would carry out the functions of security 
and police; and (d) detained military personnel and civilians 
should be released or exchanged under ICRC supervision. 

The three Ministers, reaffirming that resolution 353 
(1974) of the Council should be implemented in the 
shortest possible time, agreed that measures should be 
elaborated which would lead to a phased reduction of 
armed forces and armaments in Cyprus. They also agreed 
that further talks aiming at the restoration of peace should 
begin on 8 August at Geneva and that the representatives of 
the two Cypriot communities should be invited at an early 
stage to participate in the talks relating to the Constitution. 
The three Ministers further agreed to convey the contents 
of the Declaration to the Secretary-General and invite him 
to take appropriate action in the light thereof. 

At the same time the President (Peru) informed the 
Council that the draft resolution S/l 1399 sponsored by the 
United Kingdom had been withdrawn.579 Under that 
resolution the Security Council would have taken note of 
the tripartite Declaration agreed to in Geneva and would 
request the Secretary-General to take appropriate action in 
the light of that Declaration. The Secretary-General then 
made a statement in which he expressed the hope that the 
agreement on a cease-fire reached in Geneva would be a 
first step towards full implementation of resolution 353 
(1974). He noted that’ the Declaration envisaged certain 
tasks for UNFICYP, in particular the determination, in 
consultation with UNFICYP, of the character and size of 
the security zone, where no forces other than those of 
UNFICYP would he allowed to enter. He further informed 
the Council that as of 31 July the strength of CJNFICYP 

was 3,484 men and would be approximately 4,443 by I:! 
August. The matter of the continued presence of UNFICYP 
in the Turkish area of control was under discussion with the 
Turkish military command in Cyprus. The Secretary- 
Genera! felt confident that those discussions would enable 
UNFICYP to continue to perform its role in a!! parts of the 
island with the full agreement of all the parties con- 
cerned.’ *’ 

Following the Secretary-General’s statement the Pre- 
sident announced that as a result of consultations a draft 
resolution’“’ had emerged that would request the 

’ 79 1788th meeting, President’s opening statement. 

‘So Ibrd.. statement by the Sccretaryticneral. 
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Secretary-General to take appropriate action in the light of 
his statement. The draft resolution, however, was not 
adopted owing to the negative vote of a permanent 
member.’ a 2 

At the 1789th meeting on 1 August 1974, the President 
(USSR) stated that, in the course of consultations with the 
members of the Council, agreement had been reached on 

the text of a draft resolution.‘83 The said draft resolution 
was adopted by 12 votes to none with 2 abstentions. One 
member (China) did not participate in the vote. The text 
read as follows: 

The Security Council, 

Recoiling its resolutions 186 (1964) of -4 March 1964, 353 
(1974)of20Julyand354(1974)of23July1974, 

Noting that all States have declared their respect for the 
sovereignty, independence and territorial integrity of Cyprus, 

Tuking note of the Secretary-General’s statement made at the 
1788th meeting of the Security Council, 

Requests the Secretary-General to take appropriate action in the 
light of his statement and to present a full report to the Council, 
taking into account that the cease-fire will be the first step in the 
fulJ implementation of Security Council resolution 353 (1974). 

Decision of 14 August 1974 (1797,nd meeting): resolution 
357 (1974) 

During the first part of August, the Secretary-General 
continued to submit progress reports on the status of the 
cease-fire, on the meetings of the military representatives of 
Greece, Turkey and the United Kingdom to work out an 
agreement on a demarcation line and on the humanitarian 
activities of UNFICYP.’ *4 

On 10 August 1974, the Secretary-General submitted an 
interim report’ a ’ in pursuance of Council resolution 355 
(1974) in which he said that, although the cease-fire, by 
and large, had been observed by the parties throughout 
most of the island, intermittent fighting and some forward 
movement in the area west of Kyrenia, along the coast and 
on the southern slopes of the Kyrenia mountains, con- 
tinued. 

On action taken pursuant to Council resolution 355 
(1974), he reported that on 9 August military represen- 
tatives of Greece, Turkey and the United Kingdom had 
signed an agreement concerning the demarcation tine and 
submitted it to the Foreign Ministers in Geneva. He added 
that UNFICYP stood ready to carry out its functions 
pursuant to Security Council resolution 355 (1974), but 
full implementation of resolutions 353 (1974) and 355 
(1974) was still in its first stage. For UNFlCYP to carry out 
its task fully, a greater degree of co-operation was required 
with reference to the consolidation of the cease-fire, the 
establishment of UNFICYP-supervised security zones and 
the evacuation of occupied Turkish enclaves. 

At the 1797nd meeting on 14 August 1974 called at the 
request of both Greece and Turkey, the Security Council 
decided, without objection, to add the following two 
sub-items to its agenda: 

s82 1788th meeting, preceding the Secretary-General’s second 
statement. 

‘s’ S/l 1402, adopted without change as resolution 355 (1974). 
su4 S/ll353/Add. 13-20. OR, 29rh vr.. Supplemmf /or Jul.r. 

Sepr. 1974, pp. 3944. 

S’s S/l 1433, ibid., p. 95. 

(e) Letter dated 13 August 1974 from the Permanent Represen- 
tative of Cyprus to the United Nations addressed to the 
President of the Security Council (S/l 1444); 

U, Letter dated 13 August 1974 from the Permanent Representative 
of Greece to the United Nations addressed to the President of 
the Security Council (S/l 1445). 

The President (USSR) then announced”” that, 
during consultations, members of the Council had agreed 
upon the text of a draft resolution,s87 which hc then put 
to the vote. The draft resolution was adopted unanimously. 
It read as follows: 

The Security Council, 

Reculling its resolutions 353 (1974) of 20 July, 354 (1974) of 
23 July, and 355 (1974) of 1 August 1974, 

Deeply deploring the resumption of fighting in Cyprus, contrary 
to the provisions of its resolution 353 (1974). 

1. ReaJfirms its resolution 353 (1974) in all its provisions and 
calls upon the parties concerned to implement those provisions 
without delay; 

2. Demands that all parties to the present tighting cease all 
firing and military action forthwith; 

3. Calls for the resumption of negotiations without delay for 
the restoration of peace in the area and constitutional government 
in Cyprus, in accordance with resolution 353 (1974); 

4. Decides to remain seized of the situation and on instant call 
to meet as necessary to consider what more effective measure may 
bc required if the cease-fire is not respected. 

Decisions of 15 August 1974 (1793rd meeting): resolutions 

358 (1974) and 359 (1974) 

On 14 and 15 August, the Secretary-General submitted 
further reports”’ to the Security Council in connexion 
with attacks by Turkish forces in various areas in N Nicosia 
and elsewhere in Cyprus, which had begun at 0500 hours 
local time and had led to and caused casualties among the 

UNFICYP contingents from Canada, Finland and the 
United Kingdom and the death of three members of the 
Austrian contingent. The reports referred to damages 
incurred by UNFICYP posts and the efforts of the Force to 
arrange local cease-fires. 

On 14 August, the Secretary-General circulated a mess- 
age s89 from the Acting President of Cyprus charging that, 
notwithstanding the Cotincil’s adoption of resolution 357 
(1974), Turkish troops and aircraft were continuing their 
attacks and extending their area of control. 

At the outset of the 1793rd meeting on 15 August, 
called at the request of Cyprus, after Algeria had been 
invited at its request to participate, without vote, in the 
discussion, the President (USSR) expressed very deep 
concern over the losses sustained by the Austrian, British, 
Canadian and Finnish contingents of UNFICYP. 

The Council then heard a report by the Secretary- 
General in which he deeply deplored the resumption of 
fighting and the breakdown of negotiations. He said that in 
the existing situation it was impossible for UNFICYP to 
continue with the tasks of implementing resolution 353 

‘s4 1792nd meeting, President’s opening statement. 

‘*’ S/l1446/Rev.l, adopted without change as resolution 357 
(1974). 

“’ S/lllS3/Add. 21-27, OR, 29th yr.. Supplement for July- 
sepr 1974, pp. 4448. 

s09 S/l 1447. OR, iYIh )‘r.. Supplrmenr Jbr July-Sept. IV -4, 
p. 104. 
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(1974). although it was doing its utmost to assist the 
population, arrange local cease-fires, de-escalate the fighting 
and prevent the recurrence of intcrcommunal strife. He 
then referred to the difficulties encountered in the func- 
tioning of UNFlCYP in the Turkish-controlled area and said 
that the Force could not fulfil its tasks if it was excluded 
from one area or another. After expressing his deepest 
concern and regret for the casualties suffered by UNFICYP, 
the Secretary-General referred to the protests that he and 
the Force Commander had sent to the parties concerned. 
The Prime Minister of Turkey had expressed his Covern- 
merit’s profound regret in that regard. Commenting on 
questions of principle, the Secretary-General stressed that 
the essential basis for a United Nations peace-keeping 
operation, which was not an enforcement action under 
Chapter VII of the Charter, was acceptance and co- 
operation by the parties concerned, without which it could 
not function effectively. Under its mandate and at its 
current strength, UNFICYP could not interpose between 
the two armies. He concluded by saying that the continued 
fighting, in spite of the cease-fire appeals of the Security 
Council, called in question the very essence of the Charter 
and the raison d’t?tre of the organization.5 9o 

The President (USSR) then put to the vote a draft 
resolutions9 ’ elaborated during consultations among the 
members of the Council, which was adopted unan- 
imously . ’ 91 It read as follows: 

The Security Council, 

Deeply concerned about the continuation of violence and 
bloodshed in Cyprus. 

Deeply deploring the non-compliance with its resolution 357 
(1974) of 14 August 1974, 

1. Reculls its resolutions 353 (1974) of 20 July 1974, 354 
(1974) of 23 July 1974. 355 (1974) of 1 August 1974 and 357 
(1974) of 14 August 1974; 

2. Insists on the full implementation of the above resolutions 
by all parties and on the immediate and strict observance of the 
cease-fue . 

At the 1793rd meeting, following the adoption of 
resolution 358 (1974), another ‘draft resolutions93 spon- 
sored by Australia, Austria, France, Peru and the United 
Republic of Cameroon was submitted to the Council. The 
said draft resolution was adoptedS94 by the Council by I4 
votes to none, with one member not participating in the 
vote. It read as follows: 

The Security Council, 

Noring wirlr concern from the Secretary-General’s report on 
developments in Cyprus, in particular documents S/11353/Add.24 
and 25, that casualties are increasing among the personnel of the 
United Nations Peace-keeping Force in Cyprus as a direct result of 
the military action which is still continuing in Cypruc, 

Recoiling that the United Nations Force was stationed in Cyprus 
with the full consent of the Governments of Cyprus, Turkey and 
Greece, 

Beating in mind that the Secretary-General was requested by the 
Security Council in resolution 355 (1974) of 1 August 1974 to take 
____~- 

“)’ I793rd meeting. statcmcnt hy the Secretary-General. 

s9’ S/l 1448. adopted without change as resolution 358 (1974). 

s92 1793rd meeting, following the SecretaryCeneral’s state- 
ment. 

593 S.‘11449iRcv.l. adopted without change as rcsolutian 359 
(1974). 

“’ 1793rd nxcting, following the resumption of the suspended 
meeting. 

appropriate action in the light of his statement made at the 1788th 
meeting of the Council in which he dealt with the role, functions 
and strength of the Force and related issues arising out of the most 
recent political developments in respect of Cyprus, 

1. Deep/y deplores the fact that members of the United Nations 
Peace-keeping Force in Cyprus have been killed and wounded; 

2. Demands that all parties concerned fully respect the inter- 
national status of the United Nations Force and refrain from any 
action which might endanger the lives and safety of its members; 

3. Urges the parties concerned to demonstrate in a firm, clear 
and unequivocal manner their willingness to fulfil the commitments 
they have entered into in this regard; 

4. Demands further that all parties co-operate with the United 
Nations Force in carrying out its tasks, including humanitarian 
functions, in all areas of Cyprus and in regard to all sections of the 
population of Cyprus; 

5. Emphasizes the fundnmental principle that the status and 
safety of the members of the United Nations Peace-keeping Force in 
Cyprus, and for that matter of any United Nations peace-keeping 
force, must be respected by the parties under all circumstances. 

Decision of 16 August 1974 (1794th meeting): resolution 
360 ( 1974) 

In further reports s9s dated 16 August, the Secretary- 
General described the military situation in Cyprus as 
reported by the UNFICYP Force Commander up to 1245 
hours New York time on 16 August. Beginning at dawn 
fighting had resumed in the area of Nicosia, and movements 
of forces were reported in other areas. UNFICYP casualties 
since the resumption of hostilities on 14 August then 
totalled 35 -3 Austrian soldiers who had been killed by 
napalm and 32 who had been wounded -9 British, 
5 Canadian, 2 Danish and I6 Finnish soldiers. Later the 
same day, it was reported that a cease-fire had gone into 
effect and was holding but that in a mine incident 
2 Dannish soldiers had been killed and 3 wounded. 

At the 1794th meeting, on I6 August 1974, the 
SecretaryGeneral informed the Council that the Prime 
Minister of Turkey had announced the acceptance by his 
Government of a cease-fire as from 1200 hours New York 
time that day, and that reports from UNFlCYP indicated 
that it had gone into effect. He also informed the Council 
of the further casualties suffered by UNFICYP.s96 

The President (USSR) then put to the vote a draft 
resolutions9’ submitted by France that had been twice 
revised. The said draft resolution was adopteds9s by I I 
votes to none, with 3 abstentions and with one member not 
participating. It read as follows: 

The Security Council, 

Recalling its resolutions 353 (1974) of 20 July 1974, 354 (1974) 
of 23 July 1974, 355 (1974) of I August 1974, 357 (1974) of 14 
August 1974 and 358 (1974) of 15 August 1974, 

lVo!ing that all Stares have declared their respect for the 
sovereignty. independence and territorial integrity of the Republic 
of Cyprus, 

Gfa~~el~ concerned at the deterioration of the situation in 
Cyprus. resulting from the further military operations, which 

s95 S’11353’Add. 28 and 29. OK. ?9tlr 1.1. Suppl(*ttlctrf jbr 
Ju1.v.Sept. 1974, pp. 4849. 

596 1794th meeting, statement by the Secretary-General 

s97 S.!l 1450~Rrv.2. adopted without change as resolution 360 
(1974). 
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constituted a most serious threat to peace and security in the 
Eastern Mediterranean area, 

1. Records ifs formul disupprovu1 of the unilateral military 
actions undertaken against the Republic of Cyprus; 

2. urges the parties to comply with all the provisions of 
previous resolutions of the Security Council, including those 
concerning the withdrawal without delay from the Republic of 
Cyprus of foreign military personnel present otherwise than under 
the authority of international agreements; 

3. llrges the parties to resume witholout delay, in an atmos- 
phere of constructive co-operation, the negotiations called for in 
resolutions 353 (1974) whose outcome should not be impeded or 
prejudged by the acquisition of advantages resulting from military 
operations; 

4. Requests the Secretary-General to report to the Council, as 
necessary, with a view to the possible adoption of further measures 
designed to promote the restoration of peaceful conditions; 

5. Decides to remain seized of the question permanently and to 
meet at any time to consider measures which may be required in the 
light of the developing situation. 

Decision of 30 August 1974 (1795th meeting): resolution 
361 (1974) 

In progress reportsS g9 issued between 17 and 20 
August, the Secretary-Genera1 provided information about 
continued firing and Turkish advances on I7 and 18 August 
and indicated that the Force Commander’s protests of the 
breaches of the cease-fire had been followed up at United 
Nations Headquarters. On 19 and 20 August, it was 
reported that as of 1600 hours local time the cease-fire was 
holding and there was no report of firing throughout the 
island. 

On 27 August, the Secretary-General submitted a 
report6 O O on developments in Cyprus for the period 20 to 
25 August 1974. After touching briefly on his visit to 
Cyprus, which would be the subject of a separate report, he 
outlined the activities of UNFICYP in providing protection 
to the Turkish-inhabited areas outside the area of Turkish 
control, investigating alleged atrocities, rendering humani- 
tarian assistance, such as relief convoys to Greek and 
Turkish Cypriot towns and villages, and negotiating for the 
restoration of electrical and water facilities. 

On 28 August, the Secretary-General submitted a re- 
port” O ’ on his recent visit to Cyprus, Greece and Turkey. 
In Cyprus, he had presided over a joint meeting on 26 
August of the leaders of the two Cypriot communities, 
Mr. Clerides and Mr. Denktash. He had also met with the 
Prime Ministers and Foreign Ministers of Greece and 
Turkey during his visits to Athens and Ankara. He had 
found on all sides a strong desire to achieve a negotiated 
settlement, despite existing obstacles to such a course. His 
conversations had centred in particular on the future of the 
negotiations, the possible basis of a settlement in Cyprus, 
humanitarian questions, including refugees and the re- 
opening of the Nicosia airport, and the future role 
of UNFICYP. 

With regard to UNFICYP, the Secretary-General felt 
that, because the situation in Cyprus was not the one in 

sqq S/11353/Add. 30-33, OR. 29th yr.. Supplement for July- 
Sept. 1974, pp. 49-50. 

6oo S/11468. OR, ?Yrh yr. , Supplemenr Ji~r July-Seppr. 1974. 
p. 119. 

60’ S/l 1473. ibid., p. 125. 

which its original mandate had been established, its 
functions would soon have to bc redefined. In the 
meantime, it was his intention to ensure that the Force 
played a useful role in Cyprus, in full co-operation with all 
the parties. Inasmuch as the situation in Cyprus remained a 
matter of deep concern as far as international peace and 
security were concerned, it was vital to make real progress 
towards peace and to avoid a recurrence of fighting. IIe 
believed that the Council could play a most important role 
in ensuring that result. 

At the 1795th meeting on 30 August, called at the 
request of Cyprus, the Council included the following 
sub-item (g) in its agenda: 
(g) Letter dated 27 August 1974 from the Permanent Rcprescn- 

tative of Cyprus to the United Nations addressed to the 
President of the Security Council (S/l 1471). 

After statements by the representatives of Cyprus, 
Greece, Turkey, Austria and the President (USSR), speak- 
ing as the representative of the USSR, the Council 
unanimously adopted’ ’ 2 a draft resolution” 3 sponsored 
by Austria, France and the United Kingdom. It read as 
follows: 

The Security Council, 

Conscious of its special respor.sibilities under the United Nations 
Charter, 

Recalling its resolutions 186 (1964) of 4 March 1964. 353 
(1974) of 20 July 1974,354 (1974) of 23 July 1974,355 (1974) of 
1 August 1974.357 (1974) of 14 August 1974,358 (1974) and 359 
(1974) of 15 August 1974 and 360 (1974) of 16 August 1974, 

Noring that a large number of people in Cyprus have been 
displaced, and are in dire need of humanitarian assistance, 

Mindful of the fact that it is one of the foremost purposes of the 
United Nations to lend humanitarian assistance in situations such as 
the one currently prevailing in Cyprus, 

Noting OISO that the United Nations High Commissioner for 
Refugees has already been appointed Co-ordinator of United 
Nations Humanitarian Assistance for Cyprus, with the task of 
co-ordinating relief assistance to be provided by United Nations 
programmes and agencies and from other sources, 

tfuving considered the report of the SecretaryGeneral contained 
in document S/l 1473, 

1. Expresses ifs appreciution to the SecretaryGeneral for the 
part he has played in bringing about talks between the leaders of the 
two communities in Cyprus; 

2. Warm/y welcomes this development and calls upon those 
concerned in the talks to pursue them actively with the help of the 
SecretaryGeneral and in the interests of the Cypriot people as a 
whole ; 

3. Calls upon all parties to do everything in their power to 
alleviate human suffering, to ensure the respct of fundamental 
human rights for every person and to refrain from all action likely 
to aggravate the situation; 

4. Expresses its grave concern at the plight of the refugees and 
other persons displaced as a result of the situation in Cyprus and 
urges the parties concerned, in conjunction with the Secretary- 
General, to search for peaceful solutions to the problems of refugees 
and take appropriate measures to provide for their relief and welfare 
and to permit persons who wish to do so to return to their homes in 
safety; 

5. Requesfs the SecretaryGeneral to submit at the earliest 
possible opportunity a full report on the situation of the refugees 
and other persons referred to in paragraph 4 above and decides to 
keep that situation under constant review; 

‘02 1795th meeting, following the intervention by the President 
as representative of the USSR. 

603 S/l 1479, adopted without change as resolution 361 (1974). 



Part II. 157 

6. I:urfher reqrtesfs the SecretaryGeneral to continue to pro- 
vide emergency United Nations humanitarian assistance to all parts 
of the population of the island in need of such assistance; 

7. Culls rcpc~r all parties, as a dcmnnstration of good faith, to 
take. both individually and in co-operation with each other, all steps 
which may promote comprehensive and successful negotiation; 

8. Haircrafas its call to all parties to co-opcratc fully with the 
United Nations Peace-keeping Force in Cyprus in carrying out its 
tasks; 

9. Expresses rite conviction that the speedy implementation of 
the provisions of the present solution will assist the achievement of 
a satisfactory settlement in Cyprus. 

Decisions of 13 December 1974 (1810th meeting): res- 
olutions 364 ( 1974) and 365 (1974) 

Throughout September and the first half of October, the 
Secretary-General submitted progress reports every two 
weeks on developments in Cyprus.604 The reports dealt 
with the situation of UNFICYP, the location of UNFICYP 
posts, observance of the cease-fire, meetings between 
Mr. Clerides and Mr. Denktash and the humanitarian 
activities of UNFICYP. 

On the situation of UNFICYP, the reports noted that in 
the areas under National Guard control UNFICYP enjoyed 
virtually complete freedom of movement, but in the 
Turkish-controlled areas, UNFICYP freedom of movement 
remained restricted. One Canadian soldier had been shot 
and killed by the National Guard, apparently owing to 
mistaken identification. 

With regard to observance of the cease-fire, some 
forward movement by Turkish forces and their subsequent 
withdrawal was reported. Minor violations by both sides 
had occurred, but relative quiet continued to prevail in 
Cyprus throughout the period. 

The meetings of Mr. Clerides and Mr. Denktash covered 
primarily humanitarian matters, such as the release of 
prisoners and detainees, the tracing of missing persons and 
assistance to the aged and infirm. As a result of the 
agreements reached at those meetings, the release of several 
categories of prisoners had bcgun’on 16 September. 

The reports contained details about the humanitarian 
activities carried on by UNFICYP, the assessment of the 
needs of refugees undertaken by the Office of the United 
Nations High Commissioner for Refugees (UNIICR), the 
deliveries of UNHCR supplies to refugees by UNFICYP and 
activities of the United Nations High Commissioner for 
Refugees, who had earlier been appointed Co-ordinator of 
United Nations Humanitarian Assistance for Cyprus. The 
last report submitted during that period noted that, as a 
consequence of all those factors, the general state of the 
refugees continued to improve slowly. 

On 4 September, pursuant to resolution 361 (1974). the 
Secretary-General submitted a reportdoS in which he 
announced that the United Nations High Commissioner for 
Refugees, in his capacity as Co-ordinator of United Nations 
Ilumanitarian Assistance for Cyprus, had visited the island 
from 22 to 27 August to study the problem at first hand. 

604 S/l 1468/Add.l-2. OK. 2Yr’1 \T.. Supplc~~nt /or Jtr/jGep!. 
1974, pp. 120-I 24- Add~34. rhid., Szrppkmcnr /iir ~c.I.-DK. 1974, 
pp. 15-17. 

605 S/l 1488. OK , 2Yrh vr.. Suppltvncnt li.)r Jul.v-Sept. 19 74, 
p. 134. 

Attached to the report was the High Commissioner’s report, 
which estimated the number of refugees in the south to be 
163,800 Greek Cypriots and 34,000 Turkish Cypriots. The 
Co-ordinator also described the assistance already provided 
and expressed the hope for further support from the 
intcmational community. To obtain such increased sup- 
port, the Secretary-General on 6 Septcmber”“6 appealed 
for voluntary contributions from all States Members of the 
United Nations and members of the specialized agencies 
and estimated that some $22 million would be required for 
humanitarian assistance in Cyprus from 1 Septcmbcr to the 
end of 1974. 

In a further report dated 31 October,6o7 the Secretary- 
General, referring to the progress report of his Co- 
ordinator, indicated that the response to his appeal had 
been prompt and generous, amounting to approximately 
$20 million in cash. In the annex to his report, the 
Co-ordinator, after having outlined the magnitude of the 
refugee problem, gave details about the assistance that had 
been provided by the United Nations. 

In a letter dated 20 September,6oB the Secretary- 
General addressed a further appeal to Governments for 
voluntary contributions for the financing of UNFICYP, the 
costs of which, owing to recent events in Cyprus, had led to 
a substantial increase in costs to the United Nations for the 
period to I5 December 1974. The need for additional funds 
to maintain UNFICYP was urgent, he stated, and would 
amount to some $13-14 million for every six-month period 
during which the Force remained at its existing level. 

Before the mandate of UNFICYP was due to expire on 
1 S December, the Secretary-General, on 6 December, sub- 
mitted a report of the Council covering United Nations 
operations in Cyprus during the period from 23 May to 
5 December.609 !:: t!:: report, the Secretary-General said 
the period under review was marked by the gravest crisis 
undergone by Cyprus since the establishment of UNFICYP 
in 1964. The coup d’tifat of 15 July was followed by 
military intervention by Turkey and full-scale hostilities 
between the National Guard on one side and the Turkish 
Army and Turkish Cypriot fighters on the other. The 
Turkish armed forces were now in occupation of about 40 
per cent of Cyprus. The economy of the island was 
seriously disrupted and one third of its population had been 
uprooted. Those events confronted UNFICYP with a new 
situation not covered by its mandate. UNFICYP exerted its 
best efforts to minimize the consequences of the hostilities 
by arranging local cease-fires, protecting the population 
threatened by the events and extending humanitarian relief 
assistance to refugees and other persons in need. UNFICYP 
continued to carry out its peace-keeping and humanitarian 
tasks to the maximum extent possible. 

The situation in Cyprus would remain unstable and 
potentially dangerous so long as a settlement of the basic 
problems was not agreed upon. The Secretary-General was 
convinced that such a settlement could not he achieved by 
--___- 

‘06 S/l 1488/Add.l.. OR , 29th ,vr., Supplement for Juldept. 
1974. p. 136. 

607 S/l 1488lAdd.2.. OR. 29th yr,. Supplement for Oct.-Dec. 
1974. p. 18. 

6o8 S/l 1528. ibid.. p, 20. 

‘09 S/11568, OR. ,‘9rlr yr.. Supplement for Oct..Dec. 1974, 
p. 50. 
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violence but only through free negotiations among the 
parties concerned. It was to be hoped that the talks 
between Acting President Glafcos Clerides and Vicc- 
President Kauf Denktash, which had begun during the 
Secretary-General’s visit to the island in late August, would 
pave the way for future negotiations towards a settlement. 

In those circumstances, the Sccrctary-Gcncral considered 
the continued prcscnce of UNFICYP to be essential not 
only to help maintain the cease-fire, to promote the 
security of the civilian population and to provide humani- 
tarian relief assistance. but also to facilitate the search for a 
peaceful solution. Hc recommended that the Council 
extend the stationing of UNFICYP for a further six 
months. The parties concerned had signified their concur- 
rence in that recommendation. 

Recalling that after the events of July he had taken 
urgent measures to increase the strength of UNFICYP to 
meet the requirements of the new situation, the Secretary- 
General pointed out that the deficit in the UNFICYP 
budget, which exccedcd 527 million, had become ;I serious 
problem. The main reasons for it was the insufficiency of 
voluntary contributions which had continued to come from 
a disappointingly limited number of Governments. To 
finance the costs to the Organization of maintaining the 
Force for six months after IS December and to meet all 
costs, it would be necessary to receive contributions to the 
UNFICYP Special Account totalling $41.9 million. 

At the 1810th meeting on 13 December 1974, the 
Security Council adopted6 lo the following agenda without 
objection: 

The Situation in Cyprus 

Report of the Secretary-General on the United Nations Oper- 
ations in Cyprus (S/l 1568). 

The representatives of Cyprus, Turkey and Greece were 
invited, at their request, to participate in the discussion 
without the right to vote. 

The President then stated that in the course of informal 
consultations, members of the Council had agreed that the 
Council should extend an invitation under rule 39 of its 
provisional rules of procedure to Mr. Vedat A. Celik. As 
there was no objection, it was so decided. 

The Council had before it two draft resolutions6” 
which, as the President (Australia) explained, had been 
prepared in the course of extensive consultations among the 
members of the Council.6’2 He then put the two draft 
resolutions to the vote. The first draft resolution (S/I 1 S73) 
was adopted by I4 votes to none, with one member not 
participating in the vote. It read as follows: 

The Sccrtritv Council. 
Noting from the report of the SccretaryGencral of 6 December 

1974 (S/l 1568) that in existing circumstances the presence of the 
United Nations Peace-keeping Force in Cyprus is still needed to 
perform the tasks it is currently undertaking if the cease-fire is to be 
maintained in the island and the search for a peaceful settlement 
facilitated, 

Noting from the report the conditions prevailing in the island. 

6’o 1810th meeting, President’s opening statement. 

6’1 S/11573 and S/11574, both adopted without change as 
resolutions 364 (1974) and resolutions 365 (1974) respectively. 

” * 18 10th meeting. President’s opening statement. 

Noting 41~0 the statement by the Secretary-General contained in 
paragraph 81 of his report, that the parties concerned had signified 
their concurrence in his recommendation that the Security Council 
extend the stationing of the Force in Cyprus for a further period of 
six months, 

Noting that the Government of Cyprus has agreed that in view of 
the prevailing conditions in the island it is nccess;uy to keep the 
Force in Cyprus beyond 15 December 1974. 

Nuting also the letter dated 7 November 1974 (S/l 1557) from 
the SecretaryGeneral to the President of the Security Council 
together with the text of resolution 3212 (XXIX) entitled 
“Question of Cyprus” adopted unanimously by the Central 
Assembly at its 2275th plenary meeting on 1 November 1974, 

Noting further that resolution 3212 (XXIX) enunciates certain 
principles intcndcd to facilitate a solution to the current problems 
of Cyprus by peaceful means, in accordance with the purposes and 
principles of the United Nations, 

1. Reuffiuns 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, 281 (1970) of 9June and 291 (1970) of 10 
December 1970, 293 (1971) of 26 May and 305 (1971) of 13 
December 1971, 315 (1972) of 15 June and 324 (1972) of 12 
December 1972, 334 (1973) of 15 June and 343 (1973) of 14 
December 1973 and 349 (1974) of 29 May 1974, 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. Reaffirms also its resolutions 353 (1974) of 20 July, 354 
(1974) of 23 July, 355 (1974) of 1 August, 357 (1974) of 14 
August, 358 (1974) and 359 (1974) of 15 August, 360 (1974) of 16 
August and 361 (1974) of 30 August 1974; 

3. Loges the parties concerned to act with the utmost restraint 
and to continue and accelerate determined co-operative efforts to 
achieve the objectives of the Security Council; 

4. Extends once more the stationing in Cyprus of the United 
Nations Peace-keeping Force, established under Security Council 
resolution 186 (1964). for a further period ending 15 June 1975. in 
the expectation that by then sufficient progress towards a final 
solution will make possible a withdrawal or substantial reduction of 
the l:orce; 

5. Appeals uguin to all parties concerned to extend their full 
co-operation to the United Nations Force in its continuing 
performance of its duties. . 

The second resolution was adopted by consensus.6 ’ 3 It 
read as follows: 

The Security Council, 

Iluvinl: received the text of resolution 3212 (XXIX) of the 
General Assembly on the “Question of Cyprus”, 

Noting wifh satisfaction that that resolution was adopted 
unanimously, 

I. L’ndorses General Assembly resolution 3212 (XXIX) and 
urges the parties concerned to implement it as soon as possible; 

2. Requesfs the SecretaryGeneral to report on the progress of 
the implementation of the present resolution. 

Following the vote, statements were made by members 
of the Council and by the invited representatives of Cyprus, 
Greece and Turkey. The Council also heard a statement by 
Mr. Celik. in conformity with the decision taken at the 
beginning of the meeting. 

613 /hid.. President’s statement following the vote. 
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The representative of the USSH stated that his del- 
egation did not object to the extension of UNFICYP since 
the extension was being implemented through continuation 
of the existing voluntary financing of those troops.6 ’ 4 

The representative of China stated that his delegation 
had not participated in the vote on resolution 364 (1974) 
because his Government had always held different views in 
principle on the question of dispatching of United Nations 
forclX6 ’ s 

THE SlTUATlON IN NAhlIBIA 

In the course of its meetings in Addis Ababa. the 
Security Council considered among other issues the situ- 
ation in Namibia and adopted the resolutions 309 (1972) 
and 310 (1972) relating to this question.6’6 

Decision of 1 August 1972 (1657th meeting): resolution 
319 (1972) 

On 17 July 1972, the Secretary-General submitted a 
report6 ’ ’ on the implementation of Security Council 
resolution 309 (1972) of 4 February 1972, whereby the 
Council had invited him, in consultation and close co- 
operation with a group of the Security Council, to initiate 
contacts with all the parties concerned, with a view to 
establishing the necessary conditions to enable the people 
of Namibia to exercise their right to self-determination and 
independence. Following an exchange of communications 
with the Government of South Africa, the Sccretary- 
General had visited South Africa and Namibia between 6 
and IO March and had held discussions with the Prime 
Minister and the Minister for Foreign Affairs of South 
Africa. After his return to Headquarters. the Secretary- 
General had continued his contact with the Minister for 
Foreign Affairs of South Africa, and in the course of those 
discussions the following three points regarding the terms 
of reference of a representative of the Secretary-General 
emerged: (II) the task of the representative of the Secrctary- 
General would be to assist in achieving the aim of 
self-determination and independence of the people of 
Namibia and to study all questions relevant thereto; (b) in 
carrying out his task, the representative might make 
recommendations to the Secretary-General and, in consul- 
tation with the latter, to the South African Government, 
and in so doing, he should assist in overcoming any points 
of difference; (c)the South African Government would 
co-operate in the discharge of the representative’s task by 
providing him the requisite facilities to go to South Africa 
and to Namibia as necessary and to meet all sections of the 
population of Namibia. The Secretary-General had also 
conveyed to the Government of South Africa his concern 
regarding its announced plans with respect to the eastern 
Caprivi and Ovamboland in further application of its 
homelands policy and had expressed the hope that the 

‘I4 1810th m&in& intervention by the USSR. 

* Is Ibid. intervention by China. 

6’6 For the proccdur;ll hIstory of the meeting\ in Addis AbJha 
set in this chapter the WCtmn under the headtng “Consideration 01 
questions relating lo Africa with which the Security Councd i\ 
currently scilcd and the implementation of the Council’s relevant 
resolutions”. especialI) pp. 100-101 for the Namibian cluestion. 

6 ’ ’ Sl IO73 R. OR. 27rh yr., Suppl for Julv-Sept. 1972. 
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Government of South Africa would not proceed with any 
mcasurcs that would adversely affect the outcome of the 
contacts initiated by him pursuant to resolution 309 
(1972). The Secretary-General had also contacted other 
parties concerned, including individuals and groups in 
Namibia and Namibian leaders outside the Territory. They 
included representatives of South West Africa Pcoplc’s 
Organization (SWAPO), South West Africa National Union 
(SWANU) and other political groups, delegations from a 
number of “homekmds”, the Executive Committee of 
South West Africa and the leaders of the Ovamho workers’ 
committee in the recent strike. In those contacts, which 
had taken place without the presence of South African 
officials. various views had been expressed which might be 
classified into three broad categories: (1) groups calling for 
a united independent Namibia; (2) groups supporting self- 
government for the “homelands” and opposing unitary 
State. with possible federal system; and (3) views of the 
European Executive Committee of South West Africa, 
which also opposed the establishment of a unitary State. 
The Secretary-General reported further that, in addition to 
the group of three designated by the Security Council for 
him to consult, he had met with the presiding officers of 
Ilnitcd Nations bodies concerned with the situation in 
Namibia, as well as the Chairman and a number of members 
of the Organization of African Unity. He concluded that, 
on the basis of his discussions to date, and especially in 
view of the expressed willingness of the Government of 
South Africa to co-operate with the representative of the 
Secretary-General, he believed that it would be worthwhile 
to continue efforts to implement the mandate of the 
Security Council with the assistance of a representative. 
Should the Security Council decide to continue his 
mandate. the Secretary-General would keep the Security 
Council informed and in any case would report to the 
Council not later than 30 November 1972. 

At the 1656th meeting on 31 July 1972, the Security 
Council included6 ’ * the Secretary-General’s report in its 
agenda, and considered the item at the 1656th and 1657th 
meetings on 31 July and 1 August 1972. At the 1656th 
meeting. following a request by the President of the United 
Nations Council for Namibia, two representatives of that 
body were invited6 ’ 9 to participate in the discussion. 

At the 1656th meeting, the representative of Belgium 
said that his delegation shared the Secretary-General’s 
concern regarding the decision of the Government of South 
Africa to give autonomy to Ovamboland and to esstcrn 
Caprivi. No steps must he allowed to deprive the Namibian 
people of their rights or to prejudge the political structure 
of their future State.62o 

At the same meeting, the representative of Yugoslavia 
stated that his Government’s attitude was based on the 
fundamental position of the United Nations with respect to 
Namibia. namely: South Africa must end the occupation 
and withdraw its administration from Namibia; the people 
of Namibia must exercise their inalienable right to sclf- 
determination and independence; the United Nations 
should act to reaffirm the national unity and territorial 
integrity of Namibia as it had a special responsibility and 

6’ R 1656th mcrtlng. following para. 1 
6 I9 Ibid, pm. 2. 

620 Ibid.. paraa. 25-34 
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obligation towards the people and the Territory of 
Namibia. Doubts expressed regarding South Africa’s readi- 
ness to co-operate fully with the United Nations had been 
reinforced not only by the deficiencies shown by the South 
African Government in its contacts with the Secretary- 
General but also by its subsequent actions, such as the 
continued application of its homelands policy in Namibia, 
the intensification of its oppressive measures and certain 
recent statements of its leaders. However, since it was too 
early to reach definite decisions, and in view of the fact 
that some of the main interested parties, namely the 
representatives of the people of Namibia and of the 
Organization of African Unity, had not openly opposed the 
extension of the Secretary-General’s mandate, his dele- 
gation could support its continuation until 15 or 30 
November 1972 and, after the necessary consultations, the 
appointment of a representative of the Secretary-General. 
On receiving the Secretary-General’s second report, the 
Council would be in a position to review more substantively 
the results of his mission. In the meantime, some of the 
following conditions should be fulfilled. First, there should 
be a specific and clear formulation of the tasks of the 
representative, including the conditions of his work and 
assignment in Namibia. His first duty should be to achieve 
an immediate end of the terror and oppression practiced 
against the people of Namibia, to establish their basic rights 
of freedom of expression and free movement within, to and 
from Namibia, to secure the release of political prisoners 
and the right of the political exiles to return, and to take an 
active part in political activities in Namibia. Second, the 
representative should enjoy full freedom of access to and 
throughout Namibia and should be able to meet anyone, 
anywhere. Third. the Government of South Africa must 
give unequivocal acknowledgement of resolution 309 
(1972) as the framework within which contacts would be 
pursued. Fourth. the Government of South Africa should 
discontinue the application of so-called homelands policies 
and abolish its oppressive measures in Namibia. The 
fulfilment of those requirements by the Government of 
South Africa would create the.conditions necessary for the 
continuation of the Secretary-General’s mandate after 
November. In the meantime, action in pursuance of other 
resolutions of the United Nations relating to Namibia, 
including the arms embargo, should continue to be strictly 
implemented.6 2 ’ 

At the same meeting, the representative of Nigeria*, 
speaking as a representative of the United Nations Council 
for Namibia, stated that it was the position of the Council 
for Namibia that Security Council resolution 309 (1972) 
must not be misconstrued as a retreat from the legal status 
which Namibia had attained. It was merely one in a series 
of United Nations efforts aimed at the withdrawal of South 
Africa’s illegal presence from Namibia. Recalling that 
resolution 309 (1972) had invited the Secretary-General to 
initiate contacts with all parties concerned, he stressed that 
the Council for Namibia was not just a concerned party, 
but the sole body established by the United Nations to 
prepare the people of Namibia for self-government and to 
administer the Territory until independence, and expressed 
regret at the failure to involve it actively in connexion with 
the implementation of resolution 309 (1972). an omission 
which he hoped would be avoided in any future course of 

621 1656th meeting, paras. 36-50. 

action in pursuance of that resolution. Since the visit of the 
Secretary-General to South Africa and Namibia, the 
Government of South Africa had not, by its public 
pronouncements and actions, given the Council for Namibia 
much hope that it was ready to accept the United Nations 
concept of self-determination for Namibia. Instead, it had 
proceeded to apply its policy of granting self-government to 
“homelands” and continued its repressive measures. He 
appealed to the Security Council to bear in mind those acts 
of breach of faith on the part of the South African 
Government when deciding on a future course of action, 
and stressed that the United Nations must resist with all its 
resources any attempt a Balkanization of the Territory of 
Namibia and preserve its unity and territorial integrity.622 

At the 1657th meeting on 1 August 1972, the represent- 
ative of Argentina introduced623 a draft resolution624 
submitted by his delegation. 

At the same meeting. at the suggestion of the represent- 
ative of Somalia,62s the representative of Argentina ac- 
cepted a revision6 ’ 6 of the draft resolution, whereby its 
third and fourth preambular paragraphs were made oper- 
ative paragraphs 2 and 3, which read: 

2. Reaffirms the inalienable and imprescriptible right of the 
people of Namibia to self-determination and independence; 

3. Reaffirms also the national unity and territorial integrity of 
Namibia, 

At the same meeting, the resolution submitted by 
Argentina, as revised, was voted upon and was adopted6 2’ 
by 14 votes in favour, none against, with no abstentions as 
resolution 319 (1972). One member did not participate in 
the voting. The resolution read: 

The Security Council, 

Reculling its resolution 309 (1972) of 4 February 1972, and 
without prejudice to other resolutions adopted on the question of 
Namibia. 

Huving considered the report submitted by the Sccrctary-General 
in accordance with resolution 309 (1972). 

1. Notes with uppreciation the efforts made by the Secretary- 
General in the implcmcntation of resolution 309 (1972); 

2. Reuffirms the inalienable and imprescriptible right of the 
people ofNamibia to self-dctcrmination and independence; 

3. Reuffirms also the national unity and territorial integrity of 

Namibia; 

4. Invites the Secretary-General, in consultation and close 
co-operation with the group of the Security Council established in 
accordance with resolution 309 (1972), 10 continue his contacts 
with all parties concerned. with a view IO establishing the necessary 
conditions so as to enable the people of Namibia, freely and with 
strict regard to (hc principle of human equality, to exercise their 
right to self-determination and indcpcndencc, in accordance with 
the Charter of the United Nation\; 

5. Approves the proposal of the Secretary-General to proceed, 
after necessary consultations. with the appointment of a rep- 
resentative to assist him in the discharge of hi< mandate as set out in 
paragraph 4 above; 

6 22 Ibrd.. paras. 75-90. 

623 1657th meeting, paras. 36-49. 

624 S/10750. adopted as amended at the 1657th meeting. See 
resolution 319 (1972). 

62s 16571h meeting, para. 123. 
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6. Requests the Sccrctary-General to keep the Security Council 
informed PS appropriate and in any cast to report to it on thr 
implcmrntation of resolution 309 (1972) and of the prcscnt 
rcsolutirm not rater than IS November 1972. 

Decision of 6 December 1972 (I 682nd meeting): resolution 
323 (1972) 

On IS November. the Secretary-General suhmittcd his 
report to the Security Councilb2s on the implementation 
of resolution 319 (1972) of I August 1972, whereby the 
Security Council had invited him to continue his contacts 
with all parties concerned, contacts which had been 
initiated in pursuance of resolution 309 (1972) of 
4 February 1972, with the assistance of a representative. 
The Secretary-General stated that, on 24 September, in 
accordance with paragraph 5 of resolution 319 (1972), he 
had appointed Mr. Martin Escher of Switzerland as his 
representative to assist him in the discharge of his mandate 
and that, following consultations in New York, Mr. Escher 
had visited South Africa and Namibia from 8 October to 
3 November 1972. After Mr. Escher had reported orally to 
the Secretary-General on the results of his contacts, both 
had met with the following parties and had informed them 
of the results of the mission: the group of the Security 
Council established in accordance with resolution 309 
(1972). the President of the Security Council; rcprcsent- 
atives and officials of the Organization of African LJnity; 
the Chairman of the African Group for the month of 
November; and Chairmen of United Nations bodies con- 
cerned with the situation in Namibia. Mr. Escher’s written 
report was annexed to the Secretary-General’s report. The 
Secretary-General noted that his representative, while in 
Namibia, had had the opportunity to meet privately with, 
and obtain the views of, a wide cross-section of the 
population concerning the future of the country. The 
Secretary-General believed that, although many issues 
remained to be clarified, the results of the mission 
contained a number of elements which the Council might 
wish to pursue, and expressed the hope that the infonn- 
ation contained in his report would provide a useful basis 
for the Council to consider and to decide on the future 
course of action. In his annexed report to the Sccretary- 
General, Mr. Escher stated that, prior to his visit to 
Namibia, he had met with a number of presiding officers 
and members of various United Nations bodies concerned 
with the question of Namibia. as well as the Minister for 
Foreign Affairs and the permanent representative of South 
Africa and representatives of the South West Africa 
People’s Organization (SWAPO). In his discussions with the 
South African authorities, Mr. Escher had explained the 
position of the United Nations. in particular with regard to 
the national unity and territorial integrity of Namibia, and 
had brought up the question of complete and unequivocal 
clarification of South Africa’s policy of self-determination 
and independence for Namibia The Prime Minister had 
expressed the view that that was not the appropriate stage 
to go into a detailed discussion of the interpretation of 
self-determination and independence, and that experience 
in self-government, particularly on a regional basis, was an 
essential element for eventual self-determination. The Prime 
Minister had agreed, however, to establish an advisory 
council and to assume personally over-all responsibility for 
the Territory as a whole. Mr. Escher further maintained 

628 S/10832, OR, 27th yr., Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1972. pp. 
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that his impressions of his visit to Namibia were that the 
majority of its non-white population supported the cstab- 
lishmcnt of a united, independent Namibia and expected 
the assistance of the United Nations in bringing it about. 
Iiowever. certain sections of the non-whites and the 
majority of the white population supported the “home- 
lands” policy and approved continued rule by South Africa. 
In conclusion, Mr. Escher said that. although his discussions 
with the Prime Minister of South Africa had left a number 
of issues still to be clarified, hc believed, in view of the 
readiness of the South African Government to continue the 
contacts and of the positive elements that had emerged 
from those discussions, that the contacts between the 
Secretary-General and the South African Government, as 
well as the other parties concerned, should be continued. 

At the 1678th meeting on 28 November 1972. the 
Security Council included6 2 9 the Secretary-General’s 
report in its agenda and considered the question at its 
1678tb. to 1682nd meetings between 28 November and 
3 December. Also at the 1678th meeting the rcprescn- 
tatives of Chad. Ethiopia. Liberia, Mauritius, Morocco and 
Sierra Lcone6” were invited to participate in the dis- 
cussion. Subsequently, invitations were also extended to 
the representatives of Burundi, Nigeria and Zambia.631 The 
Council also decided to extend an invitation to the 
President of the United Nations Council for Namibia,63z 
and, at the request633 of the representatives of Somalia 
and the Sudan, to Mr. Peter Mucshihange.6’4 

At the 1678th meeting on 28 November 1972, the 
representative of Morocco*, who was also Acting President 
of the Council of Ministers of the Organization of African 
Unity, stated that any further contact with the Government 
of South Africa must be based on two principles: namely, 
respect for the territorial integrity of Namibia, as defined in 
the Mandate granted to South Africa by the League of 
Nations, and for the unity of the people of the Territory. 
The mission of the Secretary-General must be continued 
with absolute clarity of purpose, and the Security Council 
should set a reasonable period of time in order to ascertain 
the intentions of South Africa as regards its acceptance of 
the basis on which that mission had been launched.6 35 

At the same meeting.-ihe representative of Liberia* said 
that it was a matter of public record that South Africa’s 
policy on self-determination did not envisage sovereignty 
for Namibia and Namibians, either as a territorial entity or 
even in individual “homelands”. South Africa merely 
intended to grant some vague form of home rule to 
Namibia. by the terms of which Namibia would remain 
perpetually under South Africa’s control. Judging from the 
report of the representative of the Secretary-General. no 
progress had been made in eliminating repressive measures. 
In the light of the foregoing. he wondered if the readiness 
of the South African Government to continue the contacts 
initiated by the Secretary-General might not be simply a 

629 1678th meeting. preceding para. I. 
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means of preventing the United Nations from taking 
effective measures to expel South Africa from Namibia. 
Moreover, there was also the danger that the terms under 
which the contacts had commenced might have undennincd 
the authority of the United Nations by accepting or 
implying, the right of the South African Government to 
dictate the terms on which the Secretary-General or his 
representative should enter a Territory over which South 
Africa exercised no legal rights. tie proposed that in the 
first instance, the mandate of the Secretary-General should 
be continued, but with specific guidelines and terms of 
reference and with specified dates for the achievement of 
the stated objectives of the United Nations. Alternatively, 
or in conjunction with the Secretary-General’s mission. the 
Security Council should adopt direct and concrete measures 
in order to achieve the early realization of self- 
determination in Namibia, namely: (1) all specialized 
agencies and other organizations within the United Nations 
system should be urged to take steps to prevent the 
Government of South Africa from representing the Terri- 
tory, and to accept Namibia. as represented by the United 
Nations Council for Namibia, to become a full or an 
associate member; (2) the Council for Namibia should be 
accepted as representing Namibia to carry out appropriate 
functions in the territories of Member States, including 
issuing travel documents, and to sign international treaties; 
(3) the United Nations should provide an adequate budget 
and staff to the Council which should be encouraged to 
undertake a number of functions, including undertaking 
studies useful for a future Namibian Government, estab- 
lishing land title registry, registering and levying taxes from 
corporations operating in Namibia and others. Such 
measures would not in themselves automatically bring 
about an end to South Africa’s illegal occupation of 
Namibia, but they would signal to South Africa and her 
trading partners the determination of the United Nations to 
begin a new era of effective action and would, above all, 
accelerate the movement towards independence for 
Namibia.6 3 6 

The representative of Turk&y*, speaking in his capacity 
as the President of the United Nations Council for Namibia, 
stated that the Council for Namibia had carefully followed 
the mission of the representative of the Secretary-General. 
It regretted that its observations to the representative 
before and after his visit to South Africa had not been 
included in his report. Moreover. the Secretary-General’s 
report on Mr. Escher’s mission was far from satisfying the 
concerns of the Council for Namibia It would seem that 
South Africa had not only refused to recognize the wishes 
of the Namibian people, so clearly expressed to the 
representative of the Secretary-General, for a united in- 
dependent Namibia, but wished to have the United Nations 
endorse its policy of dismembering the Territory and its 
practice of upmtlreid. There was nothing to indicate that 
South Africa accepted the resolutions of the United 
Nations on Namibia or that the contacts had been carried 
out in accordance with the mandate of the Security Council 
resolutions: everything led to the belief that South Africa 
continued to claim that the discussions had been based on 
its invitation addressed to the Secretary-General personally. 
The Council for Namibia hoped that the Security Council, 
in taking a decision on the Secretary-General’s report. 

636 167Xth meeting. parer. 49-103. 

would take into account the fact that the situation in 
Namibia had not altered since the adoption of resolution 
309 (1972), and that it would take effective measures to 
compel South Africa to withdraw from the Territory. Only 
then, the Council would be able to proceed to discharge its 
responsibilities in conformity with the decision of the 
international community and in accordance with the wishes 
of the Namibian people.* 37 

The representative of Ethiopia* said that he was 
speaking as current Chairman of the African Group in the 
United Nations and as representative of one of the 
countries that had been given a mandate by the Assembly 
of Heads of State and Government of the Organization of 
African Unity to represent them in the Security Council 
discussion on the question of Namibia. Following consul- 
tations among themselves, the representatives of the 
African States were of the opinion that continuation of the 
Secretary-General’s contacts, in the present circumstances 
and in the absence of some basic clarifications by the South 
African Government on a number of important issues, 
would not be productive and might, by lending credence to 
South Africa’s claim that it was negotiating in earnest, 
make it possible for it to implement a policy of Balkaniz- 
ation of Namibia. He urged the Security Council to request 
the necessary clarification from South Africa on such issues 
as whether it accepted United Nations responsibility in the 
self-determination for Namibia, whether it accepted the 
establishment of an effective United Nations presence in 
the Territory, whether it accepted the exercise of self- 
determination by the people of Namibia as a whole and 
national unity and territorial integrity of Namibia, and 
whether it accepted that whatever rights it might have had 
under the Mandate of the League had been terminated. 
Until such time as unequivocal clarifications were given, the 
contacts which the Secretary-General had initiated through 
his representative should be suspended. All efforts should 
be directed towards giving effect to the responsibility that 
the United Nations had assumed for Namibia, with a view 
to establishing an effective United Nations presence in the 
Territory so that the people of Namibia would be able to 
freely exercise their right to self-determination.6 3 a 

At the 1682nd meeting on 6 December 1972 the 
representative of Argentina stated that, as a result of the 
contacts between the Secretary-General and the Prime 
Minister of South Africa under resolution 309 (1972), the 
South African Government had confirmed that its policy in 
regard to Namibia was one of ‘self determination and 
independence”. However. his delegation had been disap- 
pointed that South Africa had failed to clarify unequivo- 
cally the meaning it attached to the term. There were many 
questions that still needed to be clarified, such as the 
meaning of “regional self-government” and “influx 
control” and the functions of the proposed advisory 
council. Nevertheless, Mr. Escher’s mission had been jus- 
tified by the many meetings which he had had with various 
sectors of the people of Namibia which had provided the 
Security Council with a body of factual and impartial 
information concerning the wishes of the Namibian people 
with regard to the future of their country. The political 
activity caused by the visit of the representative of the 

--- 
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Secretary-General was another event which deserved to bc 
emphasized. Whether it was admitted or not, Mr. Escher’s 
visit had been regarded by the people of Namibia as the 
beginning of a United Nations presence in K;~mibia and 
several groups had requested that such llnitcd Nations 
presence bc made more effective and permancnt.6 ’ 9 The 
reprcsentativc of Argentina then introduccd640 a draft 
resolutionh 4 ’ sponsored by his delegation. Ile noted that. 
in operative paragraph 5 of the draft resolution, which 
invited the Secretary-General to continue his efforts to 
ensure the exercise by the people of Namibia of their right 
to self-determination and independence, the words “with a 
view to establishing the necessary conditions”, which had 
appeared in resolutions 309 (1972) and 3 19 (1977), had 
been eliminated since it appeared that the Government of 
South Africa had taken advantage of the phrase to delay a 
reply with regard to its policy of self-determination and 
independence. He added that the other parties, in particular 
the President of the United Nations Council for Namibia, 
should be consulted more thoroughly to ascertain their 
views and to obtain guidance in the quest for solutions. 

At the same meeting, the representative of the USSR 
proposed6 4 ’ that operative paragraph 8 of the Argentine 
draft resolution should be amended to provide that the 
Security Council, rather than the President of the Security 
Council as had been originally provided, would appoint 
representatives to fill the vacancies that would occur in the 
group established in accordance with resolution 309 
(1972). The proposal was accepted643 by the sponsor of 
the draft resolution. 

At the 1682nd meeting on 6 December 1972. the draft 
resolution sponsored by Argentina. as revised orally at the 
meeting, was voted upon and adopted644 by 13 votes in 
favour, none against, with 1 abstention as resolution 323 
(1972). One delegation did not participate in the voting. 
The resolution read: 

The Securiry Council, 

Recding its resolutions 309 (1972) of 4 February 1972 and 319 
(1972) of 1 August 1972, and .without prejudice IO other 
rcbolutions adopted on the question of Namibia. 

Keuffirming the special responsibility and obligation of the 
United Nations towards the people and Territory of Namibia, 

Recalling the advisory opinion of the International Court 
Justice of 21 June 1971. 

Reaffirming the inalienable and imprcscriptible right of 
people of Namibia to self-determination and indcpendcncc. 

of 

the 

Affirming that the principle of the natlonal unity and territorial 
integrity of Namibia cannot be subject to any conditions, 

/loving cotrsiderrd the report submitted by the Secretary-General 

111 accordance with resolution 319 (1972). 

I. Ubscrves wifh sufisfucfim that the people of Namibia have 
again had an opportunity of cxprcssing their aspirations clearly and 
unequivocally. in their own Tcrrltory. to rcprcrcntatlvcs of thr 
Unlted Nations: 

2. Norc,s with inreresf that the overwhelmlng mdJorlty of rhc 
opinionc of tho\c con~ultcd b) the rrprc$cntatlvc of the Sccrctary- 

“‘) 16X2nd meeting, paras. 75-100. 

“” Ibid.. paras. 11 l-134. 

641 S/10846. \amc text a\ rsWlutlon 323 (1972) 
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General categorically stated. infer aliu that they wcrc in favour of 
the immcdiatc abolition of ~hc”homeland\” policy withdrawal of 
the South African atlmlnlstration from the ‘l‘crrilory. Namibia‘s 
accession to national independcncc and the preservation of its 
territorial integrity. thuc further confirming the ron\istrntly held 
position of the United Nations on tl!l\ qucrtlon: 

3 Deep1.v rqrers that there bar been no romplrte and 
unequivocal clarification of the policy of the Govcrnmcnt of South 
Africa repardrng self-dct~rnlln.ltion and mdcpcndencc for Namibia, 

4. ,Sf,Ienitr/,v reu/?i’rrrrs thr inallcnablc and imprcscriptrblc right 
of the pcoplc of N amlbia 11) scli-dctcrrriirlatic,II, nationai indcpcn- 
dcnce and the prcxrvatlon of thclr tcrrrtorlal integrity. on uhich 
any solution for Namibia mu\t bc based. and rejcctc any intcrpret- 

ation. measure or policy to the contrary; 

5. In&es the Sccrctary-Grnrral on the basis of paragraph 4 
above to continua hit valuable efforts. in ronsultatlon and close 
co-operation with the group of the Security Council crtnblishcd in 
accordance with resolution 309 (1972) and, as appropriate, with the 

assistance of rcprcscntatives. to en\ura that the people of Namibia, 
freely and with strict regard to the principle of human equality, 
exercise their right to self-determination and independence. in 
accordance with the Charter of the United Nations; 

6. Again culls upon the Government of South Africa to 
ceopcrate fully with thr Sccrrtary-General in the iniplcmcntation 
of the present resolution in order to bring about a peaceful transfer 
of power in Namibia; 

7. Requests the other partles concerned to continue to extend 
their valuable co-operation to the Secretary-General with a view to 
assisting him in the implamcntation of the prcscnt resolution; 

8. Decides that, immediately following the partial renewal of 
the mcmbcrship of the Security Council on I January 1973, the 
Council shall appoint representativrs to fill the vacancies that will 
occur in the group established in accordance with resolution 309 
(1972); 

9. Requests the Secretary-General to report to the Security 
Council on the implcmcntation of the present resolution as soon as 
possible and not later than 30 April 1973. 

At the 1684th meeting on I6 January 1973, the 
President (Indonesia) informed the Council that, as a result 
of consultations held among members of the Council, a 
consensus had been reached to appoint the representatives 
of Peru and Sudan to fill the vacancies that had occurred in 
the group established in accordance with resolution 309 
(1972) as a result of the expiration of the terms of office of 
the delegations of Argentina and Somalia.64s 

Decision of 1 I December 1973 (1758th meeting): resol- 
ution 342 (I 973) 

On 30 April 1973, the Secretary-General submitted to 
the Security Council his report646 on the implementation 
of Council resolution 323 (I 972) of 6 December 1972. The 
Secretary-General stated that. in close co-operation with 
the group of three of tile Security Council, he had sought 
to obtain from the Government of South Africa a more 
complete and unequivocal statement of its policy regarding 
self-determination and independence for Namibia as well as 
clarification of its position on other questions arising from 
the report of his representative and from the debate in 
the Security Council. To this end the Secretary-General had 
transmitted to the Government of South Africa on 20 
December 1972 a series of questions with respect to: 
(11) South Africa’s policy regarding self-determination and 
independence for Namibia: (h) the composition and func- 
tions of the proposed advisory council; cc-) the removal of 

64s 1684th meeting. para. 10. 

646 S,:10921, OR. .?Rth yr, Suppi. /tv April-June 1973. 
pp. 30-34. 
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restrictions on movement and measures to ensure freedom 
of political activity, including freedom of speech and the 
holding of meetings; and (4 the discontinuance of 
measures in furtherance of South Africa’s “homelands” 
policy. Subsequently, the Secretary-General and his rep- 
resentatives had held a detailed discussion of the prelim- 
inary replies of the South African Government with its 
Permanent Representative and had again emphasized the 
firm stand of the United Nations with regard to the 
international status of Namibia, its national unity and 
territorial integrity, and the right of the Namibian people, 
taken as a whole, to self-determination and independence. 
In the course of the discussions, particular attention had 
been paid to the Development of Self-Government for 
Native Nations in South West Africa Amendment Bill, 
which had been introduced in the South African Parliament 
on 8 February 1973, and to the advisory council which was 
then being established in Namibia. Following direct con- 
tacts in Geneva between the Secretary-General and the 
Minister for Foreign Affairs of South Africa, the Minister 
had submitted on 30 April a statement in clarification of 
his Government’s position which contained the following 
points: the Government of South Africa would, in con- 
formity with Article 1, paragraph 2, of the United Nations 
Charter, fully respect the wishes of the whole population of 
the Territory, with regard to its future constitutional 
organization, and any exercise to ascertain their wishes 
would not be compromised by any existing political and 
administrative arrangements; all political parties of the 
Territory would have full and free participation in the 
process leading to self-determination and independence; 
and the Government, in co-operation with the Secretary- 
General and in consultation with the people of the 
Territory, would determine such measures as would ensure 
the achievement of the goal of self-determination and 
independence. The Minister for Foreign Affairs of South 
Africa had also indicated that his Government did not 
envisage that individual population groups might suddenly 
become independent as separate entities, and that it 
recognized and accepted, subject to the requirements of 
public safety, the need for freedom of speech and political 
activity for all parties in the process leading to self- 
determination. The South African Government also envis- 
aged the redelineation and enlargement of administrative 
districts so as to reduce restrictions on and increase 
freedom of movement. It reaffirmed that South West Africa 
had a separate international status and that it did not claim 
any part of the Territory. On the basis of present 
developments. it anticipated that it might not take longer 
than ten years for the people of the Territory to reach the 
stage where they would be ready to exercise their right to 
self-determination. The Secretary-General concluded that 
the position of the Government of South Africa was still far 
from coinciding with that of United Nations resolutions. 
While South Africa’s position on some of the basic 
questions had been made clearer, the statement did not 
provide the complete and unequivocal clarification of its 
policy in regard to self-determination and independence for 
Namibia envisaged in resolution 323 (1972). In the light of 
the results achieved thus far, he said, the question arose 
whether the contacts and efforts initiated pursuant to 
resolutions 309 (1972), 319 (1972) and 323 (1972) should 
be continued. Should the Security Council decide to 
continue those efforts, it should bear in mind his earlier 

statement to the effect that time and protracted discussion 
would be required if any progress was to be achieved. 

By letter6 4 ’ dated 4 December 1973 addressed to the 
President of the Security Council. the representatives of 
Guinea, Kenya and the Sudan requested an urgent meeting 
of the Security Council for the consideration of the serious 
situation in Namibia. 

At the 1756th meeting on 10 December 1973, the 
Security Council adopted 64(1 the agenda, including in it the 
Secretary-General’s report on the implementation of resol- 
ution 323 (1972), and considered the question at its 
1756th to 3758th meetings on 10 and 11 December. At the 
1756th meeting, the Council decided to invite the represen- 
tatives of Niger and Somalia to participate in the dis- 
cussion. 64 9 Subsequently, representatives of Nigeria6 So 
and Saudi Arabia6” were also invited. The Security 
Council also decided, at the 1756th meeting, to extend an 
invitation to a delegation of the United Nations Council for 
Namibia, composed of the President of the Council for 
Namibia and the representatives of Burundi, Indonesia and 
Mexico.6 52 At the 1758th meeting on 11 December, the 
Council decided, at the request of the representatives of 
Guinea, Kenya and the Sudan,653 to extend an invitation 
to Mr. Mishake Muyongo.6 54 

At the 1756th meeting on 10 December 1973, the 
Secretary-General, in presenting his report, stated that 
following the submission of the report, he had the 
opportunity to obtain the views of several of the parties 
concerned, namely, the United Nations Council for 
Namibia, the President of the South West Africa People’s 
Organization (SWAPO) and Chief Clemens Kapuuo, the 
Chairman of the National Convention of Non-Whites in 
Namibia, Furthermore, the position of the Organization of 
African Unity on Namibia as contained in its resolution 
adopted in May of that year had been formally transmitted 
to him, and he had also discussed the matter with many 
heads of State and Government during his visits to Zambia 
and the United Republic of Tanzania and while attending 
the OAU Conference in Addis Ababa in May and the 
Conference of Non-Aligned States in Algiers in September. 
The Secretary-General,reported that the general view had 
been that, in the light of the position of the Government of 
South Africa as given in its statement of 30 April 1973, no 
useful purpose would be served by continuing the policy 
envisaged in Security Council resolution 309 (1972) and 
that that approach should be resumed only if the Govem- 
ment of South Africa were to make a substantial move 
towards reconciling its position with that of the United 
Nations.6 ” 

At the same meeting, the representative of Peru said 
that, far from providing a clear and unequivocal statement 

647 S/l 1145, OR. 28111 yr.. Suppl. for Oct..Dec. 1973. p. 257. 
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on its policy in regard to the exercise of the right to 
self-determination and independence of the people of 
Namibia, the Government of South Africa had affirmed its 
policy to divide the Territory into Bantustans by means of 
legislative measures adopted at the beginning of 1973. He 
then introduced6 ’ 6 a draft resolution6 “I sponsored by 
Peru which had been prepared after consultation with 
members of the Council, and orally proposed6 58 the 
addition of a new preambular paragraph whereby the 
Council would recall its resolutions 309 (1972), 3 19 (1972) 
and 323 (1972). 

The President of the United Nations Council for 
Namibia stated that in view of the refusal of the South 
African Government to engage in any meaningful dialogue, 
and of its attempt to misrepresent the contacts as United 
Nations approval for its illegal presence and conduct in 
Namibia. continuation of those contacts would only preju- 
dice the United Nations position and reduce the pressure on 
South Africa created by the advisory opinion of the 
International Court of Justice. At a special session held in 
Lusaka in June 1973, the Council for Namibia had assessed 
the situation in Namibia and had issued a declaration 
reaffirming its decision of March 1973 that the contacts 
with South Africa must be terminated because they were 
detrimental to the interests and welfare of the people of 
Namibia. The Council for Namibia urged that the Security 
Council terminate the contacts and adopt a resolution 
containing some of the conclusions of the Lusaka session, 
namely: to recognize that continued illegal occupation of 
Namibia by South Africa would be a serious danger to 
international peace and security; to call upon all States to 
actively support the struggle of the Namibian people for 
freedom and independence; to oblige those States giving 
direct or indirect political, military, economic and financial 
support to South Africa to discontinue such support 
immediately, to withdraw all consular offices from Namibia 
and to terminate the investment of foreign capital and the 
activities of Western transnational corporations there. He 
stressed the view of the Council for Namibia that the 
Security Council bore a special-responsibility to assist the 
legitimate struggle of the people of Namibia and to take 
effective measures to compel South Africa to withdraw 
immediately from the Territory by adopting, if necessary, 
measures under Chapter VII of the Charter of the United 
Nntions.6 ” 

The representative of Guinea expressed the view that it 
was incumbent upon the Security Council, especially its 
permanent members, to take effective measures to compel 
the Government of South Africa to comply with the 
decisions of the United Nations. She called for the 
termination of the contacts initiated in accordance with 
resolution 309 (1972) and called upon all States, particu- 
larly those which maintained economic and military ties 
with South Africa, to extend to it the economic embargo, 
which had produced some effect in Southern Rhodesia.66o 

6s6 1756th meeting, intervention by Peru. 
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At the 1757th meeting on 11 December 1973, the 
representative of Australia stated that, although his dele- 
gation shared the general feeling of disappointment over the 
equivocal nature of the South African Government’s 
responses, it did not fully agree with the view that no useful 
purpose would be served by continuing the contacts 
between the Secretary-General and the Government of 
South Africa. There was a difference between deciding to 
terminate contacts and leaving them in abeyance. It was not 
simply a question of the usefulness of carrying on a 
dialogue with South Africa, but rather of whether or not 
the Security Council should retain some degree of flexi- 
bility against the possibility of future change in circum- 
stances and attitudes. In the light of those considerations, 
his delegation found itself able to support the draft 
resolution introduced by the representative of Peru.66 ’ 

The representative of the Sudan stated that the problem 
of Namibia was a challenge to the authority of the Security 
Council and of the other organs of the United Nations. His 
delegation was of the view that the Security Council should 
take a very serious view of the situation and should, first, 
determine that the continued presence of South Africa in 
Namibia constituted an act of aggression and therefore a 
threat to international peace and security, and, secondly, 
adopt appropriate measures under Chapter VII of the 
United Nations Charter to secure the compliance of the 
South African Government.6 6 ’ 

At the 1758th meeting on 11 December 1973, the 
representative of the United States stated that his dele- 
gation believed that, on balance, the Secretary-General’s 
efforts had been beneficial to the United Nations involve- 
ment in the Namibian question. His Government noted 
with concern, however, that some of South Africa’s recent 
actions in continuing to implement its so-called homelands 
policy and to take repressive measures conflicted sharply 
with the tenor of that Government’s statements to the 
Secretary-General. Nevertheless, his Government was reluc- 
tant to eliminate the possibility of future talks and 
continued to believe that such discussions were the most 
realistic way of gaining self-determination for the people of 
Namibia. A number of questions concerning South Africa’s 
plans for Namibia required more specific replies and the 
Secretary-General should be free to seek them. In his 
Government’s view, responses already given to the 
Secretary-General by the South African Government rep- 
resented important departures from previous South African 
policy and signalled openings which were admittedly 
narrow but worth further exploration.’ 63 

At the 1758th meeting on 1 I December 1973, the 
Security Council proceeded to vote on the draft resolution 
submitted by Peru, as orally revised, and adopted664 it 
unanimously as resolution 342 (1973). The resolution read: 

The Security Council, 

Recalling its resolutions 309 (1972) of 4 February 1972, 319 
(1972) of 1 August 1972 and 323 (1972) of 6 December 1972. 

Hut@ considered the report of the Secretary-General (S/ IO92 1 
and Cowl 1. 

--___ 
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1. Takes nofe wirh appreciation of the report of the Secretary- 
General; 

2. Decides, in the light of the report and the documents 
attached thereto, to discontinue further efforts on the basis of 
resolution 309 (1972); 

3. Reqlresrs the SecretaryCeneral to keep the Security-Council 
fully informed of any new important dcvclopments concerning the 
question of Namibia. 

Decision of 17 December 1974 (1811 th meeting): resol- 
ution 366 (1974) 

By letter6 6 ’ dated 13 December 1974 addressed to the 
President of the Security Council, the representative of 
Upper Volta referred to General Assembly resolution 3295 
(XXIX) of 13 December 1974 and requested, in his 
capacity as current Chairman of the African Group, that a 
meeting of the Security Council be convened at the earliest 
possible date to consider the question of Namibia. 

At the 1811 th meeting on 17 December 1974, the 
Security Council adopted666 the agenda and considered 
the question at its 181 Ith and 1812th meetings, both held 
on 17 December. At the 181 Ith meeting, the Council 
decided to invite the representatives of Morocco, Nigeria, 
Somalia and Upper Volta to participate in its dis- 
cussion.‘j6’ At the same meeting, the Council also decided, 
at the request of the President of the United Nations 
Council for Namibia, to extend an invitation to a delegation 
of the Council for Namibia, composed of the President of 
that Council and the representatives of India, Romania and 
Zambia.668 The Council further decided, at the request of 
the representatives of Kenya, Mauritania and the United 
Republic of Cameroon,669 to extend an invitation to 
Mr. Peter Mueshihange.6 7o 

At the 181 lth meeting, the President (Australia) stated 
that, in addition to the letter from the representative of 
Upper Volta requesting a Council meeting, the Security 
Council had also received a letter6” from the Secretary- 
General, drawing attention to General Assembly resolution 
3295 (XXIX) concerning the question of Namibia, 
section II of which read: I 

The General Assembly, 

. . 

Urges the Security Council to convene urgently in order to take 
without delay effective measures, in accordance with the relevant 
Chapters of the Charter of the United Nations and with resolutions 
of the Security Council and of the General Assembly regarding 
Namibia, to put an end to South Africa’s illegal occupation of 
Namibia; 

The President then drew the attention of the Security 
Council to a draft resolution6 ‘I’ jointly sponsored by 
Kenya, Mauritania and the United Republic of Cameroon, 
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and said that, following consultations on the matter, 
members of the Council had agreed to proceed immediately 
to vote on the draft resolution.6 73 

At the 181 I th meeting on 17 December 1974, the 
Security Council voted on the three-Power draft resolution 
and adopted’ 74 it unanimously as resolution 366 (1974). 
The resolution read: 

The Security Council, 

Recalling General Assembly resolution 2145 (XXI) of 27 
October 1966, by which the Assembly terminated South Africa’s 
Mandate over the Territory of Namibia, and resolution 2248 (S-V) 
of 19 May 1967, by which it established a United Nations Council 
for Namibia, as well as all subsequent General Assembly resolutions 
on Namibia, in particular resolution 3295 (XXIX) of 13 December 
1974, 

Recalling Security Council resolutions 245 (1968) of 25 January 
and 246 (1968) of 14 March 1968.264 (1969) of 20 March and 269 
(1969) ok 12 August 1969, 276 (i970) of 30 January, 282 (1970) 
of 23 July, 283 (i970) and 284 (1970) of 29 July 1970, 300 (1971) 
of 12 October and 301 (19711 of 20 October 1971 and 310 (19721 
of 4 February 1972, which. confirmed the General Asiembl; 
decisions, 

Recalling the advisory opinion of the International Court of 
Justice of 21 June 1971 that South Africa is under obligation to 
withdraw its presence from the Territory, 

Concerned about South Africa’s continued illegal occupation of 
Namibia and its persistent refusal to comply with the resolutions 
and decisions of the General Assembly and the Security Council, as 
well as the advisory opinion of the lnternational Court of Justice, 

Gruvely concerned at South Africa’s brutal repression of the 
Namibian people and its persistent violation of their human rights, 
as well as its efforts to destroy the national unity and territorial 
integrity of Namibia, 

1. Condemns the continued illegal occupation of the Territory 
of Namibia by South Africa; 

2. Condemns the illegal and arbitrary application by South 
Africa of racially discriminatory and repressive laws and practices in 
Namibia; 

3. Demunds that South Africa make a solemn declaration that it 
will comply with the resolutions and decisions of the United 
Nations and the advisory opinion of the International Court of 
Justice of 21 June 1971 in regard to Namibia and that it recognizes 
the territorial integrity and unity of Namibia as a nation, such 
declaration to be addressed to the Security Council; 

4. Demands that South Africa take the necessary steps to effect 
the withdrawal, in accordance with Security Council resolutions 264 
(1969) and 269 (1969), of its illegal administration maintained in 
Namibia and to transfer power to the people of Namibia with the 
assistance of the United Nations; 

5. Further demands that South Africa. pending the transfer of 
power provided for in paragraph 4 above: 

(0) Comply fully, in spirit and in practice, with the provisions 
of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights; 

(b) Release all Namibian political prisoners, including those 
imprisoned or detained in connexion with offences under so-called 
internal security laws, whether such Namibians have been charged or 
tried or are held without charge and whether held in Namibia or 
South Africa; 

(c) Abohsh the application in Namibia of all racially discrimin- 
atory and politically repressive laws and practices, particularly 
Bantustans and homelands; 

(d) Accord unconditionally to all Namibians currently in exile 
for political reasons fuU facilities for return to their country without 
risk of arrest, detention, intimidation or imprisonment; 

6. Decides to remain seized of the matter and to meet on or 
before 30 May 1975 for the purpose of reviewing South Africa’s 

673 18 I 1 th meeting. Prcsldent s opening statement. 
674 

Ibid., following President’s opening statement. 



Part IL 167 

compliance with the terms of the present resolution and, in the 
event of non-compliance by South Afriw, for the purpose of 

considering the appropriate measures to bc taken under the Chartw 
of the United Nations. 

Speaking after the vote, the President of the Cfnited 
Nations Council for Namibia said that South Africa’s 
persistent defiance of the Security Council and other organs 
of the United Nations and its resort to deceptive man- 
ozuvrcs when subjected to international pressure were a 
matter of public record. There were certain principles 
regarding Namibia on which all members of the Security 
Council were in agreement. It was high time that the 
Security Council went beyond a mere reaffirmation of 
agreed principles and bring to an end South Africa’s illegal 
occupation of Namibia. lte expressed the hope that, in the 
context of new and unfolding realities, the Council when it 
would meet again to consider the question of Namibia, as it 
had decided to do in the resolution that had just been 
adopted, would reach a unanimous decision on the action 
necessary to achieve that objective. He suggested that the 
Security Council might indicate that it would not hesitate 
to employ, if necessary, those measures provided for in 
Chapter VII of the Charter of the United Nations.675 

The representative of Upper Volta*, speaking as the 
current chairman of the African Group, stated that the 
African States had requested the meeting of the Security 
Council in the hope that it could take measures to defuse 
the explosive situation prevailing in Namibia. He urged the 
Council, and in particular those permanent members that 
had certain relations with South Africa, to bring its 
influence to bear so as to compel South Africa to withdraw 
from the Territory. South Africa should give a solemn 
commitment on withdrawal and, in order to create a 
propitious atmosphere for negotiations, also take im- 
mediate measures, such as the freeing of political prisoners, 
the abolition of the laws and practices of uporrheid and the 
return of exiles to their homes. In the light of the rapidly 
changing situation in southern Africa, the United Nations 
must throw its full weight on the side of freedom and 
justice and thereby help to avoid further unnecessary 
bloodshed.‘j 76 

COMPLAINT BY SENEGAL 

Decision of 23 October 1972 (1669th meeting): resolution 
321 (1972) 

By letter6 ” dated I6 October 1972 addressed to the 
President of the Security Council, the permanent represen- 
tative of Senegal requested that a meeting of the Security 
Council be urgently convened to consider the incident of 
12 October on the border between Senegal and Guinea 
(Bissau). in which a unit of the regular Portuguese army, 
including five armoured cars, had attacked a Senegalcse 
post in the department of Velingara and then had with- 
drawn following action taken by the Senegalese army in 
defence of the territorial integrity of the country. Recalling 
that the Council had already adopted several resolutions 
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condemning Portugal for systematic acts of aggression and 
provocation against Senegal, he added that this latest 
incident must be considered the most serious and signifi- 
cant, because a deliberately planned act of war was 
involved, 

At the 1667th meeting on I9 October 1972, the Council 
included the item in its agenda and invited the represen- 
tatives of Senegal, Mauritania, Algeria and Mali to parti- 
cipate in the discussion.6 78 The question was considered at 
the 1667th to 1669th meetings, held between I9 and 23 
October 1972. 

At the 1667th meeting the representative of Senegal* 
recalled that it was in 1963 that Senegal had first requested 
the Security Council to find a way to stop the aggressive 
actions of Portugal. However, Portugal, in defiance of the 
right of peoples to self-determination and of the resolutions 
of the Security Council and of the report of the Special 
Mission sent by the Council to the area in July 1971, had 
continued its armed incursions into Senegal which were the 
subject of fresh complaints by Senegal to the Council in 
1965, 1969 and 1971. The incident of 12 October 
doubtless constituted a real act of open war and Portugal 
had specifically confirmed the incident in a public declar- 
ation. It had even presented to Senegal its apologies and 
offers of compensation for the victims, and had announced 
that the officer responsible would be court-martialed. It 
was quite clear that Portugal was able to violate the tenets 
of international law because of the help it received from its 
NATO allies. What was really needed, if Portugal was 
sincere, was that it should create immediate conditions of 
peace in Guinea (Bissau) by opening negotiations with the 
PAIGC on the basis of the peace plan submitted by Senegal 
in March 1969. Meanwhile, the Council, while condemning 
Portugal for aggression against Senegal should also ask the 
Portuguese Government to commence at once negotiations 
In regard to Senegal’s peace plan.6 79 

At the same meeting the representative of Guinea 
submitted a draft resolution,6a0 sponsored jointly by 
Somalia and Sudan. 

The representative of the USSR, after recalling that the 
Security Council had censured Portugal several times before 
for its acts of aggression against Senegal, stated that 
Portugal had flagrantly violated the most fundamental 
provisions of the Charter by continuing its acts of ag- 
gression against Senegal. It was also violating the Declar- 
ation on the Strengthening of International Security which 
was adopted by the General Assembly at its twenty-fifth 
session. The Soviet delegation had supported previous 
resolutions on the question and insisted on the strictest 
observance of those resolutions. It was ready to accord the 
same support to any new measures that would deal 
effectively with the prob1em.6“1 

The representative of Mali* stated that the latest 
Portuguese attack should be viewed in the context of the 
systematic assaults since 1963 against Senegalese villages by 
Portuguese army units and no further arguments were 
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needed to make clear the need for effective action by the 
Security Council to put an end to that situation. The 
Council, therefore must base its decision on Chapter VII of 
the Charter and not on weak recommendations whose 
non-application would only erode the authority of the 
United Nations.6 ” 

The representative of China declared that the Council 
should condemn Portugal for its aggression against Senegal. 
In view of Portugal’s violation of the relevant resolutions, 
the Council should consider the application of sanctions, 
ask Portugal to end its rule over the Territories and call 
upon all States to give assistance to the struggle of the 
people under Portuguese domination.6B3 

At the 1668th meeting on 20 October 1972, the 
representative of Italy, taking note of the letter of the 
representative of Portugal dated I8 October, from which it 
emerged that the Portuguese authorities had deplored the 
incident of I2 October, had apologized to the Senegalese 
authorities, had stated appropriate procedures for punishing 
those guilty and had offered to pay compensation to the 
victims, stated that this was the first time this had 
happened and that any sign of a change in the Portuguese 
attitude should not be underestimated. The guarantees 
which the letter stated Portugal was ready to offer could 
serve to reduce the tension resulting from the incidents in 
the area. The three-Power draft resolution would benefit 
from being more in line with certain particular circum- 
stances of the event under consideration, and hence, more 
balanced by taking into account the position adopted by 
the Portuguese Govemment.6 8 4 

At the 1669th meeting on 23 October 1972, the Council 
had before it a revised draft resolution6as which had 
resulted from consultations on the draft resolution sub- 
mitted by the delegations of Guinea, Somalia and Sudan. In 
the revised draft resolution, the paragraph, “Taking note of 
the letter of the representative of Portugal contained in 
document S/ 10810”, was inserted after the second pre- 
ambular paragraph, and the first two operative paragraphs 
were changed to read as follows: “I. Condemns the frontier 
violation and attack on the Senegalese post at Nianao 
committed by regular forces of the Portuguese army on 12 
October 1972; 2.Recalls its resolution 294 (1971) con- 
demning the acts of violence and destruction committed by 
the Portuguese forces against the people and villages of 
Senegal since 1963 f’. 

Before the vote, the representative of Belgium regretted 
that the Council had missed an opportunity, however 
tenuous and fragile it might be, to lessen tensions in the 
area by not taking note of the assurances that Portugal was 
prepared to give. At the same time he requested Portugal to 
take appropriate measwes to prevent the repetition of 
frontier incidents with Senegal.6 86 

Subsequently, the representative of Japan, noting that 
the Portuguese authorities, virtually for the first time, had 
presented their apologies and offered compensation as well 

6 R2 1668th meeting, paras. 18-22. 

68’ Ibid.. paras. 23-28. 

6 84 ibid., paras. 39-50. 

68s S/lO813/Rev.l. adopted without change as resolution 321 
(1972) of 23 October 1972. 

686 1669th meeting, para. 4. 

as necessary guarantees, welcomed the revision of the 
three-Power draft resolution.6 * 7 

At the same meeting the President speaking as the 
representative of France stated that Lisbon’s goodwill in 
offering compensation should, preferably, have been more 
explicitly spelled out and that the wording of paragraph 4 
of the draft resolution would have benefited from being 
more clearly focused on the problem actually before the 
Council, that of Guinea (Bissau), without having necessarily 
to refer to a resolution which certain delegations, including 
the French delegation, had been unable to vote for.6R8 

Subsequently, the revised three-Power draft resolution 
was adopted by I2 votes in favour, to none against, with 
3 abstentions.6 s 9 

The resolution reads as follows: 

The Security Council, 

Considering the complaint of the Republic of Senegal against 
Portugal contained in document S/10807, 

Having heard the Minister for Foreign Affairs of Senegal, 

Tuking note of the letter of the representative of Portugal 
contained in document S/10810, 

Considering its resolutions 178 (1963) of 24 April 1963, 204 
(1965) of 19 May 1965, 273 (1969) of 9 December 1969. 302 
(1971) of 24 November 1971 and the report of 2 February 1971 
(E/CN.4/1050) of the Working Group of Experts of the Commission 
on Human Rights concerning Portuguese acts of violence in 
Senegalese territory, 

Deeply disturbed by the attitude of Portugal, which persistently 
refuses to comply with the relevant Security resolutions, 

Deeply concmed about the multiplictitinn of incidents which 
entail the risk of a threat to international peace and security. 

Reuffirnzing that only complete respect for the sovereignty and 
territorial integrity of Senegal and all the African States bordering 
the territories of Guinea (Bissau), Angola and Mozambique, and for 
the principle of selfdetermination and independence defmed in 
particular in General Assembly resolution 1514 (XV), will make it 
possible to eliminate the causes of tension in those regions of the 
African continent and create a climate of confidence, peace and 
security, 

1. Condemns the frontier violation and attack on the Senegalese 
post at Nianao committed by regular forces of the Portuguese army 
on 12 October 1972; 

2. Reculls its resolution 294 (1971) condemning the acts of 
violence and destruction committed by the Portuguese forces 
against the people and villages of Senegal since 1963; 

3. Demunds that the Government of Portugal should stop 
immediately and definitively any acts of violence and destruction 
directed against Senegalese territory and scrupulously respect the 
sovereignty. territorial integrity and security of that State and all 
other independent African States; 

4. Culls upon the Government of Portugal lo respect the 
principle of selfdetermination and independence defined in parti- 
cular in General Assembly resolution 1514 (XV) and lo take 
immediately all necessary steps to apply that principle; 

5. Declures that if Portugal does not comply with the provisions 
of the present resolution the Security Council will meet to consider 
other steps; 

6. Decides to remain seized of the question. 

After the vote, the representative of the United King- 
dom stated that the special circumstances regarding the 

687 Ibid., paras. 19-20. 

608 Ibid., paras. 30-34. 

689 Ibid.. pars. 35. Adopted as resolution 321 (1972). 
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incident of 12 October, having been admitted and de- 
nounccd by the responsible Government, which had also 
apologized and offcrcd compensation and guarantees, did 
not call for outright condemnation, but might rather f.avc 
provided the opportunity to explore means by which the 
danger of such acts of violence breaking out might be 
averted.6 9o 

At the same meeting. the representative of the United 
States of America stated that the revised draft did not 
reflect adequately the contents of the comunication sub- 
mitted by Portugal to the Security Council, which ex- 
plained the Portuguese Government’s response, and fol- 
lowed the standard acceptable procedure in international 
law for rectification of international incidents. The revised 
draft did not refer to the need to get at the more basic 
causes of tension in the region, nor to the need to search 
for some form of peaceful settlement on the part of the 
parties concerned in the conflict. As to the direction in 
which the Council should head in dealing with this 
problem. the United States delegation would continue to 
press its suggestion of November 1971 to establish a 
commission to investigate border incidents and to report 
periodically to the Security Council on progress toward a 
satisfactory settlement in the region.69 ’ 

QUESTION CONCERNING THE SITUATION 

IN TERRITORIES UNDER PORTUGUESE 

ADMINlSTRATlON 

In the course of its meetings in Addis Ababa, the 
Security Council considered among other issues the 
question concerning the situation in Territories under 
Portuguese administration and adopted resolution 3 12 
(1972) relating to this question.6 92 

Decision of 22 November 1972 (1677th meeting): resol- 
ution 322 (I 972) 

By letter6 9 3 dated 7 November 1972 addressed to the 
President of the Security Council the representatives of 
Algeria, Botswana, Burundi, Cameroon, Central African 
Republic, Chad, Congo, Dahomey, Egypt, Ethiopia, Gabon, 
Ghana, Guinea, Ivory Coast, Kenya, Lesotho, Liberia, 
Libyan Arab Republic, Madagascar, Mali, Mauritania, Mau- 
ritius, Morocco, Niger, Nigeria, Rwanda, Senegal, Sierra 
Leone, Somalia, Sudan, Togo, Tunisia, Uganda, United 
Republic of Tanzania, Upper Volta, Zaire and Zambia 
requested a meeting of the Security Council to examine the 
situation in the Territories under Portuguese domination. In 
the letter, it was pointed out that the situation in those 
Territories came under discussion while the Security 
Council was examining several complaints made by African 
States relating the acts of aggression by Portugal against 
their sovereignty and territorial integrity. The letter also 
stated that the situation in the Territories had evolved since 
1963 in favour of national liberation movements. As a 

690 1669th meeting. pans. 3540. 

69’ Ibid.. paras. 41-46. 

692 For relevant proceedings see in this chapter the procedural 
history of the meetings in Addis Ababa under the heading 
“Consideration of questions relating to Africa with which the 
Security Council is currently seized and the implementation of the 
Council’s resolutions”, pp. 99, 101-102. 

693 S/lO82U,OR, 27th yr , Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1972. Q. 30. 

result of that progressive trend, the Security Council was 
asked to take the necessary measures to bring the Govern- 
ment of Portugal to recognize the right of self- 
determination and indcpcndcncc of the African peoples 

under its domination and draw up a time-table for the 
transfer of power to the authentic representatives of the 
African peoples of Guinea (B&au), Angola and Moz- 
ambiquc. 

By letter6 94 dated IS November 1972 addressed to the 
President of the Security Council the representative of 
Portugal expressed regret that the Security Council should 
have been convened on a request that was misconceived. llc 
stated that the question at issue was beyond the com- 
petence of the Security Council, there being no dispute 
prevailing between Portugal and any of the States whose 
representatives had requested a Council meeting. The 
situation in the Portuguese Territories was a matter within 
the domestic jurisdiction of a Member State and as such, 
under Article 2, paragraph 7, of the Charter, expressly 
excluded from consideration by the United Nations. 

In a letter695 dated IS November 1972 to the President 
of the Security Council the Secretary-General conveyed the 
text uf resolution 2918 (XXVII) relating to the question of 
Territories under Portuguese administration adopted by the 
General Assembly and drew attention to paragraph 7 of the 
resolution in which the General Assembly recommended 
that the Security Council should urgently consider taking 
all effective steps with a view to securing the full and 
speedy implementation of General Assembly resolution 
I5 14 (XV) and of the related decisions of the Council. 

The Secretary-General also conveyed the report6 96 
dated I I July 1972 on the implementation of Security 
Council resolution 312 (1972), containing the replies of 
Governments to his inquiry concerning action, taken or 
envisaged by them in implementation of paragraph 6 of 
that resolution. 

At the 1672nd meeting on 15 November 1972 the 
Security Council adopted697 the agenda and considered 
the question at the 1672nd to 1677th meetings between 15 
and 22 November 1972. At the 1672nd meeting on 15 
November the representatives of Burundi, Ethiopia, Liberia, 
Madagascar, Nigeria, Sierra Leone, United Re ublic of 
Tanzania, Saudi Arabia and Tunisia were invited6 f 8 to take 
part in the discussion without the right to vote. At the same 
meeting the Security Council agreed to a request made by 
the re resentatives 

s 
of Somalia and the Sudan, and 

invited 99 under rule 39 of the provisional rules of 
procedure, Mr. Marcelino dos Santos, Vice-President of the 
Frente de Libertacao de Mocambique fFRELIM0). Mr. Gil 
Femandes, member of the Superior Council of PAIGC and 
Mr. Manuel Jorge of the Movimento Popular de Libertaqao 
de Angola (MPLA). Subsequently, at the 1673rd meeting 
on 16 November the representatives of Uganda”’ and 
____- 

694 S/l0833,OR. 27thvr.. Suppl.forOct.-Dec. 1972 Q.41. 

695 SllO836,(~AOR. 27th session. Suppl. No 30 

““’ S/10734. OR. 27th yr. Strppl. ji~r July-Sept. IY7,7. 
QQ. 5942. 

697 1672nd meeting, following para. 1. 

69n Ibid.. paras. 2-3. 216. 

699 Ibid.. para. 4. 
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Morocco701 and at the 1674th meeting on 17 November 
the representative of Cuba’O* were also invited to partici- 
pate. 

At the 1672nd meeting on 15 November 1972, at the 
opening of the discussion, the representative of Liberia* 
urged the Security Council to deplore the armed repression 
by Portugal of the peoples of Angola, Mozambique, Guinea 
(Bissau) and Cape Verde to deprecate Portugal’s continued 
violations of the territorial integrity and sovereignty of 
independent African States neighbouring on those Terri- 
tories. He called upon the Security Council to reaffirm the 
inalienable rights of the peoples in territories under 
Portuguese administration to self-determination and in- 
dependence and to affirm that the national liberation 
movements of those Territories were the legitimate rep- 
resentatives of the peoples with whom Portugal should 
enter into negotiations immediately with a view to arriving 
at a solution to the armed conflict that prevailed in those 
Territories. Finally, he appealed to all States, particularly 
the military allies of Portugal, to put an end to the sale or 
supply of weapons to Portugal.703 

At the same meeting the representative of Sierra Leone* 
stated that the continued refusal of Portugal to recognize 
the legitimate aspirations of the peoples of the Territories 
under its control for self-determination constituted a 
permanent source of international friction and a constant 
threat to international peace. To remedy that situation 
Portugal would have to abandon the fiction that those 
Territories were provinces, not colonies, recognize the 
liberation movements of the peoples in those Territories 
and enter into negotiations with those peoples to decide on 
the steps towards an early exercise of the rights of 
self-determination.704 

The representative of Ethiopia* recalled that the Secur- 
ity Council, by resolution 312 (1972) of 4 February 1972 
had recognized the legitimacy of the struggle of the peoples 
under Portuguese domination to achieve their inalienable 
right to self-determination and independence. As a logical 
consequence of this resolutioh and in view of the pro- 
gressive developments that had taken place in the struggle 
for liberation, the Security Council should consider rec- 
ognizing those movements as the legitimate representatives 
of the peoples in the Territories concerned. The inter- 
national community should give effective moral and ma- 
terial assistance to those national liberation movements. It 
was time for the Security Council to consider declaring an 
arms embargo against Portugal, because its aggressive 
activities threatened peace and stability on the African 
continent.“’ 

At the same meeting the representative of Saudi Arabia* 
suggested that the Secretary-General might appoint an 
emissary to deal with the question concerning the situation 
in territories under Portuguese administration, as he had 
done with the question of Namibia. The Trusteeship 
Council might be reactivated, or a representative of the 
SecretaryGeneral might make a fact-finding tour. In the 

‘O’ 1673rd meeting. pa. 116. 

“* 1674th meeting, paras. 2-3. 

‘O’ 167?nd meeting. paras. 52.56. 

‘04 Ibid.. paras. 143-160. 

‘OS fhd.. puss. 190-201. 

long run there was no alternative to giving freedom to the 
Africans living in Portuguese Territories.706 

At the 1673rd meeting on 16 November 1972, the 
representative of the United Republic of Tanzania+ said 
that peace was incompatible with colonialism. Portugal had 
used its colonial Territories to attack independent African 
States. Those acts alone had constituted a serious threat to 
international peace and security, justifying action by the 
Council under Chapter VII of the Charter. At the same time 
the Security Council must reaffirm the legitimacy of the 
struggle which was waged by the liberation movements, and 
recognize these as sole and authentic representatives of the 
people.707 

At the same meeting Mr. dos Santos, addressing the 
Council on behalf of FRELIMO, asserted that the devel- 
opment of the national liberation struggle in Mozambique 
had shown that FRELIMO was unchallenged and undoubt- 
edly leader of the people of Mozambique. The granting of 
the status of observer to FRELIMO by the Fourth 
Commit tee of the General Assembly of the United Nations 
constituted international recognition of that reality. It also 
meant that FRELIMO exercised defacfo political authority 
over the people of Mozambique, extending to the liberated 
areas and to the areas still under colonial domination. The 
United Nations should further contribute to the liberation 
struggle by direct assistance from the United Nations, 
States Members and the specialized agencies and by the 
cessation of any further assistance to Portugal on the part 
of States Members and national and international organiz- 
ations. FRELIMO, however, was ready to negotiate with 
the Government of Portugal on behalf of the entire people 
of Mozambique as soon as Portr!gal recognized their right to 
self-determination and national independence.“” 

At the same meeting the representative of Somalia 
stated that the time had come for positive measures in 
regard to the situation in the Portuguese colonies, measures 
that went beyond the affirmation of principles and the 
moderate calls for action that had been made in Addis 
Ababa in February 1972. Portugal’s refusal to act in 
accordance with the Declaration on the Granting of 
lndepcndence to Colonial Countries and Peoples had led to 
the large-scale colonial wars waged by the Portuguese 
Government against the peoples of all the African Terri- 
tories under its domination. The liberation struggle had 
been declared legitimate by the General Assembly of the 
United Nations and by the Security Council itself. The 
Security Council now had sufficient cause to invoke 
Chapter VI! of the Charter and impose an arms embargo on 
Portugal so that it would not be assisted in its unjust war of 
repression against African peoples under its domination.” 9 

On behalf of Guinea, Somalia and the Sudan, the 
representative of Somalia then introduced a draft resol- 
ution’ ’ O which he said was designed to redress the 
situation in the Territories and to update previous resol- 
utions of the Security Council and the General Assembly. 

‘Ob Ibid., paras. 238-243. 

‘O’ 1673rd meeting, paras. 18-31. 

‘08 Ibid., paras. 109-l 14. 
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Under it, the Security Council wollld, infer alia, (a) affirm 
that national liberation movements of the Territories under 
Portuguese domination were the legitimate representa!ives 
of the peoples of those Territories; (h) call upotl the 
Government of Portugal to enter into negotiations with the 
national liberation movements of Angola, Guinea (Bissau) 
and Cape Verde and Mozambique with a view to arriving at 
a solution to the armed conflict and subsequent accession 
to independence; (c) appeal to all Governments, specialized 
agencies and other organizations within the United Nations 
system and non-governmental organizations to assist, moral- 
ly and materially, the liberation movements of those 
Territories in their struggle for self-determination and 
independence; (d) impose an arms embargo on Portugal as 
long as it refused to renounce its policy of colonial 
domination; and (e) establish an od hoc committee of five 
members of the Security Council to be charged with the 
implementation of the arms embargo.” ’ 

At the same meeting Mr. Fernandes, speaking on behalf 
of PAICC, stated that during the 10 years of armed 
struggle, the people of Guinea (Bissau) and Cape Verde, 
under the leadership of PAlGC had made enormous 
progress. Almost threequarters of their national territory 
had been liberated from colonial domination and two-thirds 
of Guinea (Bissau) was under their effective control. He 
confirmed the proposal made by PAIGC in Addis-Ababa to 
set a time-limit for the departure of Portuguese troops and 
to send a delegation of the Security Council to see the 
Portuguese Prime Minister and make concrete proposals for 
the beginning of negotiations. He also said that his people 
had just completed elections for their first national as- 
sembly which was due to meet in the near future and 
proclaim a State.” 2 

At the 1674th meeting on 17 November the represen- 
tative of the USSR stated that in southern Africa the world 
was seeing a new and special kind of neo-colonialism: 
collective colonialism. In the Territories occupied by 
Portugal, it was not only the Portuguese colonialists who 
held sway but the international monopolies with head- 
quarters in various capitals and large cities of Western 
countries. In those circumstances, the Council should set 
definite deadlines for the transfer of power to the true 
representatives of the African peoples of Guinea (Bissau), 
Angola and Mozambique. If Portugal violated the Security 
Council’s decision that power be handed over to the 
peoples of those countries, then the Council should 
consider declaring sanctions against Portugal. With regard to 
the draft resolution sponsored by Guinea, Somalia and the 
Sudan, his delegation saw three important elements in that 
text. (a) The appeal to Portugal to begin negotiations with 
the national liberation movement, (b) The recognition of 
the national liberation movements as the legal represen- 
tatives of their people. (c) The appeal to all States that were 
helping Portugal to put an end to such assistance. The 
Soviet Union supported the draft resolution and felt that 
the Security Council should immediately decide to put a 
stop to the delivery of arms and war materials to the 
Portuguese colonialists.’ ’ 3 

“I 1673rd meeting. paras. 141-147. 

‘I2 Ibid.. paras. 172-194. 

‘I3 1674111 meeting. paras. 8-32. 

The representative of the Sudan emphasized that should 
the Council succeed in persuading the NATO Powers to 
withdraw their military and financial assistance to Portugal, 
Portugal itself would be greatly helped to face reality. If it 
failed to do so, the Council could invoke Chapter VII of the 
Charter and apply total sanctions to the whole of southern 
Africa for a start. Finally, if those efforts failed, the 
Council might have to consider as a final attempt, a new 
innovation such as a declaration of independence for those 
Territories under Portuguese domination.” 4 

Mr. Jorge, speaking on behalf of MPLA, informed the 
Council that MPLA controlled more than one-third of the 
territory of Angola. In those liberated areas, the new 
Angola State was rising. The Portuguese Government 
pursued its colonial war by concentrating most of its arme.d 
forces in Angola. He maintained that Portugal was strength- 
ening its ties with the South African and Rhodesian racists 
and officially requesting members of NATO to establish 
military bases in Angola. The Security Council, he con- 
tinued, should invite Portugal once again to halt its war of 
aggression and recognize the right to self-determination and 
independence of the Angolan people in accordance with 
General Assembly resolution 1514 (XV) thus making it 
possible for Portugal to negotiate with MPLA, the sole land 
legitimate representative of the Angolan people.’ ’ ’ 

At the same meeting the representative of Uganda stated 
that the brand of Portuguese colonialism in Africa was 
outside the spirit and intention of Chapter XI, Article 73 of 
the Charter of the United Nations. That Article demanded 
of all colonial Powers to advance their colonial peoples to 
freedom and self-determination. It was in pursuance of that 
Article that resolution 1514 (XV) containing the Declar- 
ation on the Granting of Independence to Colonial Coun- 
tries and Peoples had been adopted by the General 
Assembly on 14 December 1960. Any colonial situation 
was of a temporary nature and the ultimate objective had 
to be the self-determination and independence of the 
colonized people. Uganda was willing to abide by whatever 
decisions the Council took in hastening the self- 
determination and independence of all Portuguese colon- 
ies. 716 

At the 1676th meeting on 21 November the represen- 
tative of Yugoslavia supported the suggestion that the 
Security Council should consider declaring the indepen- 
dence of the Territories if its other actions proved fruitless. 
Yugoslavia also supported the call to all States to end the 
supply of weapons to Portugal and any measures to ensure 
such an embargo. It was Yugoslavia’s position of principle 
to support the initiatives of the African States, and he 
considered that the setting up of a subsidiary ad hoc body 
of the Security Council to deal exclusively with the 
decolonization process in the Portuguese-held Territories 
was indicated. It was essential to assist in establishing 
contacts leading to negotiations between Portugal and its 
legitimate partners the national liberation movement- on 
the basis of the right to self-determination and indepen- 
dence.’ ’ ’ 

‘I4 Ibid.. paras. 68-72. 
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The representative of Somalia stated that, following 
consultations. the sponsors of the draft resolution con- 
tained in document S/10834 had decided to withdraw it 
and submit instead two separate draft resolutions.71 R The 
first of these (S/ 10838) would reaffirm the inalienable right 
of the peoples of Angola, Guinea (Bissau) and Cape Verde 
and Mozambique to self-determination and indcpendencc 
and call upon the Portuguese Government to enter into 
negotiations With the true representatives of the peop!cs of 
those Territories to enable them to achieve self- 
determination and independence. Before turning to the 
second draft resolution (S/10839), he introduced some 
further amendments to the first one (S/1O838),7’ 9 where- 
by itrrer alia the words “under the direction of their 
national liberation movements” were to be deleted from 
the last part of operative paragraph 1. Therl he presented 
the second draft (S/10839) which embodied the measures 
to bc taken against Portugal, including an arms embargo 
and the establishment of an atf hoc committee to investi- 
gate the flow of arms to Portugal.72o 

At the same meeting the representative of China 
supported the two draft resolutions submitted by Guinea, 
Somalia and the Sudan. He said that the Security Council 
should severely condemn Portugal for its colonial wars and 
its armed aggression against neighbouring African countries. 
A strict arms embargo and sanctions should be applied 
against Portugal and all countries should be called upon to 
give greater assistance and support to the national liberation 
movements in the Portuguese colonies.7 2 ’ 

At the 1677th meeting on 22 November the represen- 
tative of India stated that the United Nations should 
declare the Portuguese colonies independent countries over 
which Portugal would no longer have legal authority. Be- 
cause South Africa and Zimbabwe had continued to help 
Portugal, India had repeatedly suggested that complete and 
comprehensive sanctions be imposed against South Africa, 
Zimbabwe and Portugal. There was not much prospect of a 
negotiated settlement with Portugal. Independence should 
not be the subject of negqtiation-only its timing and 
method of achievement. Should those measures fail,-and 
the objective indications were that they would, then the 
Security Council would be prepared for much more 
determined action.722 

The representative of Somalia, on behalf of the sponsors, 
introduced some textual changes in the first draft resol- 
ution contained in document S/10838/Rev.l that had been 
accepted by the sponsors in the course of informal 
consultations. That acceptance, he explained, did not 
necessarily signify satisfaction with the changes; in view of 
the political realities and differences of opinion among the 
members of the Council, the sponsors had no alternative 
but to agree to the more flexible but unsatisfactory text. 

“’ S/10838. revised as S/10838/Rev.l, and adopted without 
further change as resolution 322 (1972) and S/10839, OR, 27th yr., 
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He added that they would not press for a vote on the draft 
resolution contained in document S/1O839.72 3 

The rcpresentativc of France emphasized that in the 
process leading to self-determination, the administering 
I’owcr had to play the main role and any proposal that 
ignored this commonsense finding would be doomed to 
failure. as the history of decolonization amply confirmed. 
The Council would bc incorrect if it sought to deny 
Portugal the peace and the responsibility to which it was 
entitled in the process in which the Council was inviting it 
to participate. Certain recent statements and letters of the 
Portugrtesc authorities seemed to be signs of movement 
toward constructive discussions. The sponsors of draft 
resolution contained in document S/l0838/Rev.l had 
wisely focused their attention on two points: reaffirmation 
of the inalienable right of the peoples to self-determination 
and the necessity to put an end to military or repressive 
operations as soon as possible, so that peaceful methods of 
negotiation might begin. Therefore the French delegation 
would support draft resolution S/l0838/Rev.l as a whole, 
but it did not consider the situation as falling under the 
provisions of Chapter VII of the Charter and would not be 
able to support the draft resolution in document 
S/1O839.724 

At the same meeting the representative of the United 
Kingdom stated that in the view of his delegation it was for 
the administering Power in accordance with Chapter XI of 
the Charter and not the Security Council or the General 
Assembly to determine the modalities through which 
self-determination was to be brought about. Accordingly, 
he would vote in favour of the draft resolution in document 
S/10838/Rev. I as orally revised. As for the draft resolution 
contained in document S/10839, it could only have led to 
the prolongation of deadlock and confrontation and there- 
fore, his delegation was pleased that it was not being 
pressed to the vote.72 5 

At the same meeting the representative of the United 
States requested that a separate vote be taken on operative 
paragraph 2 of draft resolution S/10838/Rev.l in order to 
enable the United States to express its reservations regard- 
ing that paragraph.726 

AS the sponsors, under rule 32 of the provisional rules of 
procedure, objected to a separate vote on operative 
paragraph 2, the draft resolution as a whole was put to the 
vote and adopted unanimously.727 The resolution read as 
follows: 

The Security Council, 

Huving cxomined the situation in Angola, Guinea (Bissau) and 
Cape Verde, and Mozambique, 

Recullin~ its resolution 312 (1972) of 4 February 1972. 

Also recoiling General Assembly resolutions 1514 (XV) of 14 
December 1960. containing the Declaration on the Granting of 
Independence to Colonial Countries and Peoples, and 2918 (XXVII) 
of 14 November 1972, on the question of Territories under 
Portuguese administration, 

‘I 2 ’ Ibid., paras. 4046. 
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Taking note of the reports of the Special Committee on the 
Situation with regard to the Implcmcntation of the Declaration on 
the Granting of Independcrce to Colonial Countries and Peoples, 

Co~rsidcring that the Organization of African Unity recognizes 
the liberation movcmcnts of Angola, (;uinca (B&au) and Cape 
Verde, and Mozambique as the lcgitimatc representatives of the 
peoples of those Territories, 

f/uvvbrg heard the statements of the representatives of Member 
States and of Mr. Marcelino dos Santos, Mr. Gil Fernandes and 
Mr. Manuel Jotgc. who were invited under rule 39 of the provisional 
rules of procedure to participate in the consideration of the 
question, 

Conscious of the urgent need to avert further human suffering 
and material losses by the peoples of Angola. Guinea (Hissau) and 
Cape Verde, and Mozambique and to achieve a negotiated solution 
to the armed confrontation that exists in those Territories, 

1. Heu)irms the inalienable right of the peoples of Angola, 
Guinea (Bissau) and Cape Verde, and Mozambique to self- 
determination and independcncc, as recognized by the General 

Assembly in its resolution 1514 (XV), and the legitimacy of the 
struggle by those peoples to achieve that right; 

2. Culls upon the Government of Portugal to cease forthwith its 
military operations and all acts of represssion against the peoples of 
Angola, Guinea (Bissau) and Cape Verde, and Mozambique; 

3. Culls upon the Government of Portugal, in accordance with 
the relevant provisions of the Charter of the United Nations and 
General Assembly resolution 1514 (XV), to enter into negotiations 

with the parties concerned, with a view to achieving a solution to 
the armed confrontation that exists in the Territories of Angola, 
Guinea (Bissau) and Cape Verde, and Mozambique and permitting 
the peoples of those Territories to exercise their right to self- 
determination and independence; 

4. Reyuesrs the Secretary-General to follow developments in 
the situation and to report periodically to the Security Council; 

5. Decides to remain actively seized of this matter. 

COMPLAINT BY ZAMBIA 

Decisions of 2 February 1973 (I 69 1 st meeting): resolution 

326(1973) and 327 (1973) 

By letter’*” dated 24 January 1973 addressed to the 
President of the Security Council, the representative of 

Zambia informed the Council that on 9 January 1973 the 

illegal regime of Southern Rhodesia closed the border 
between Southern Rhodesia and his country and imposed 

an economic blockade against it. Since that date the illegal 
regime also had committed numerous acts of subversion 

and sabotage against Zambia and deployed its troops, 

together with 4,000 from South Africa, along the border. 
Those troops had committed a series of violations against 
the sovereignty and territorial integrity of his country. In 

view of those acts of aggression, constituting a serious 

threat to international peace and security, he requested that 
a meeting of the Security Council should be convened as a 
matter of urgency. 

In a letter729 dated 23 January 1973 addressed to the 
President of the Council, Guinea, Kenya and the Sudan 
associated themselves with Zambia’s request for a meeting 
of the Council to examine the situation on the Zambian 
border. subsequently, Yugoslavia also associated itself with 
that request.‘“” 

‘*’ S/lO865. OR, 2Rth .vr.. Suppl. for Jan .March 1973. p. 3 1. 

729 S/10866.lbrd. 

“O S/l0869./bid.. p. 38. 

In a lctter73’ dated 26 January 1973 addressed to the 
President of the Council, the representative of South Africa 
transmitted a message from the South African Minister of 
Foreign Affairs drawing attention to a statement by his 
Prime Minister regarding the complaint by Zambia, The 
statement emphasized South Africa’s non-interference in 
the domestic affairs of other countries and denied the 
charge that South African troops had been deployed along 
the border between Zambia and Southern Rhodcsin. 

In a letter”* dated 29 January 1973 addressed to the 
Secretary-General the representative of Zambia transmitted 
a message from the President of Zambia stating that tension 
had continued to rise as more people were killed by land 
mines on Zambian soil by forces of the Smith rfgime and 
South Africa. The Zambian President urged the Council to 
put an end to the critical situation and to ensure the 
withdrawal of South African troops. 

At the 1687th meeting on 29 JanGary 1973 the Security 
Council adopted’ 3 3 the agenda and considered the ques- 
tion at the 1687th to 169lst meetings between 29 January 
and 2 February 1973. At the 1687th meeting on 29 
January the representatives of Zambia, Algeria, Chile, 
Egypt, Ghana, Morocco, Senegal, Sor%alia, United Republic 
of Tanzania and Zaire were invited, at their request to take 
part in the discussion without the right to vote.734 
Subsequently, at the 1689th meeting on 31 January the 
representative of Cuba7J5 and at the 1690th meeting on 
1 February the representatives of Cameroon and 
Cuyana736 were also invited to participate. 

At the 1687th meeting on 29 January 1973, the 
representative of Zambia* stated that the closure by the 
illegal rCgime in Southern Rhodesia of its border with 
Zambia on 9 January was an act bf aggression aimed at 
inflicting serious damage to Zambia’s economy in order to 
put pressure on Zambia not to support the liberation 
movement of the people of Zimbabwe. The current crisis 
had been exacerbated by the collusion of the Salisbury and 
Pretoria regimes. South African troops had moved into 
Southern Rhodesia in 1967 and had remained there as an 
occupation force. Both rCgimes had repeatedly carried out 
military incursions into Zambia. He described a series of 
nine incidents perpetrated in January 1973, that had 
involved border crossings, firing against villagers and the 
laying of mines inside Zambia, all of which had resulted in 
loss of life and serious injuries. Referring to the mandatory 
sanctions imposed by the Council against Southern 
Rhodesia he said that his Government had decided to 
establish permanent alternative routes for its trade and to 
abandon the southern route altogether. His delegation 
recommended that the Council should: (I) condemn South- 
ern Rhodesia’s acts of aggression against Zambia, including 
economic blockade and military threats; (2) condemn the 
Government of South Africa for the presence of its forces 
in Southern Rhodesia; (3) demand the immediate with- 
drawal of South African forces from Southern Rhodesia; 

-- 
73’ S/1087O,Ibid.. pp. 38-39. 
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(4) deplore the failure of the British Government to end the 
rebellion in Southern Rhodesia; (5) call upon the British 
Government as the administering Power to convene im- 
mediately a constitutional conference representative of all 
the people of Zimbabwe to determine the political future 
of the colony; (6) call upon the British Government to take 
effective measures aimed at creating favourable conditions 
necessary for free expression and political activity by the 
people of Zimbabwe, including the immediate release of all 
political prisoners and detainees and rcstrictees and the 
repeal of all racist and repressive discriminatory legislation; 
(7) call upon all Member States to implement the sanctions 
policy fully and request the Committee to complete its 
report for the purpose of tightening sanctions against 
Southern Rhodesia under the full force of Chapter VII of 
the Charter in view of the changed circumstances; (8) reaf- 
firm the inalienable right of the people of Zimbabwe to 
self-determination and independence in conformity with 
General Assembly resolution 1514 (XV) and the United 
Nations Charter; (9) reaffirm the principle that there should 
be no independence before majority rule in Southern 
Rhodesia; (10) reaffirm the principle of non-recognition of 
the rebel rCgime by Member States; (1 1) in recognition of 
the serious threats to peace and security on the Zambian 
borders immediately request the Secretary-General to send 
a special representative to assess the political and military 
situation in the area; (12) in recognition of the urgent need 
of Zambia for economic assistance, request the Secretary- 
General immediately to dispatch a team of experts to assess 
the needs of Zambia in maintaining an alternative system of 
road, rail, air and sea communications for sustaining its 
economy in accordance with the relevant paragraphs of 
Security Council resolutions 253 (1968) and 277 
(1970).‘3’ 

The representative of Ghana*, speaking on behalf of the 
group of African States, noted that by erecting a border 
blockade against Zambia, the Smith regime had sought to 
frustrate Zambia’s economic efforts. The blockade was a 
provocative act and the United Kingdom, as the adminis- 
tering Power had an obligation to ensure that it was rolled 
back. In the meantime, Zambia was entitled to inter- 
national assistance under Articles 49 and 50 of the Charter. 
The United Kingdom Government had refused to comply 
with Article 73 of the IJnited Nations Charter which 
enjoined colonial and administering Powers to transmit 
each year information on their Territories to the Secretary- 
General. Insofar as the United Kingdom found itself unable 
to take the necessary effective measures against the rebel 
rCgime in Southern Rhodesia, it should have given way to 
the United Nations and the international community to 
consider taking action under Articles 41 and 42 of the 
Charter. There was also abundant evidence that the 
sanctions imposed by the Security Council were being 
breached in many devious ways. The continued importation 
by the Government of the United States of chrome and 
nickel from Zimbabwe was in open contravention of the 
provisions of Security Council resolutions 253 (1968), 177 
(1970), 288 (1970) and 314 (1972) contrary to the specific 
obligations assumed by the United States under Article 25 
of the United Nations Charter. The international com- 
munity should assist the process leading to the formation of 

737 1687th meeting, paras. 840. 

a Government based on majority rule in Zimbabwe. Only 
then the acts of aggression against Zambia would cease.“’ 

At the same meeting the rcprcsentativc of the IJnitcd 
Republic of Tanzania* suggested that in order to counter- 
balance the effect of the economic blockade against 
Zambia, the Council should examine the best ways of 
assisting Zambia, in particular, the possibility of cstab- 
lishing a special economic assistance fund. It should also ask 
the Government of the llnited Kingdom to compensate 
Zambia for the losses it was incurring because of that 
Government’s failure to bring down the rehcllion. Tanzani:l 
expected the Council to broaden its current mandatory 
sanctions against the Smith regime in conformity with the 
relevant provisions of the Charter, including those in 
Chapter V1l.7”9 

The representative of the United Kingdom stated that 
his Government deplored the closure by the Rhodesian 
r&me of the horder with Zambia and expressed the hope 
that the Council would not have any difficulty in urging all 
concerned to do all in their power to prevent further acts of 
violence across the border. He drew a distinction between 
extending the sanctions and making them more effective. 
The trouble with the sanctions was that they were not 
rigorously applied, not even by those States that professed 
to comply fully with them. The whole question had been 
sent to the Committee on sanctions for study and it was for 
that body to produce any necessary recommendation. The 
current situation was not conducive to a solution of the 
political problem of Southern Rhodesia, which was at a 
crucial point. I f  a peaceful political settlement could be 
reached for Southern Rhodesia all the other related 
problems would solve themselves. Therefore, the Council 
must make certain that nothing said or done by it hindered 
the chances of peaceful solution.740 

The representative of Yugoslavia pointed out that the 
illegal regime in Southern Rhodesia had justified its 
aggression against Zambia on the grounds that the 
Zimbabwe freedom fighters were receiving assistance, 
though the legitimacy of their struggle had been recognized 
by the United Nations. The Council must condemn all acts 
of aggression by Southern Rhodesia, request the removal of 
any foreign military personnel sent to Salisbury to help the 
Smith regime and make the implementation of the 
sanctions more effective. Under Articles 49 and 50 of the 
Charter and Security Council resolutions 253 (1968) and 
227 (1970) Zambia was entitled to economic assistance; 
therefore, it would be helpful for the Council to send a 
mission, or a team of experts or a representative of the 
Secretary-General to review Zambia’s needs on the spot.74 I 

The representative of the USSR stated that the Salisbury 
rfgime had intensified its oppression of the Zimbabwe 
people and its acts of aggression against other independent 
African States, in spite of United Nations full support to 
their struggle for independence. That state of affairs 
threatened international peace and security and remained 
possible only because the rCgime had the support of 
Portugal and South Africa and their Western allies. The 
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Soviet Union demanded that an end be put to the illegal 
Smith regime in order to eliminate the threat to peace in 
Africa. To that end the Security Council should extend and 
strengthen the sanctions against Southern Rhodesia and 
decide to decree corresponding sanctions against Portugal 
and South Africa.74 2 

At the 1688th meeting on 30 January the representative 
of Egypt. speaking on behalf of the Arab countries, stated 
that a transfer of power to the people of Zimbabwe on the 
basis of majority rule was the only solution of the situation 
in Southern Rhodesia. To achieve that goal the Council 
must assist the peoples of Rhodesia to liberate themselves 
and should take suitable measures under the Charter to 
preserve the rights of Zambia.74 3 

At the same meeting the representatives of Chile*, 
Algeria*, China, Senegal+, Zaire*, Kenya and India ex- 
pressed solidarity with Zambia in its struggle against the 
racist regime in Rhodesia. The representative of Chile* 
stated that the Council should condemn the actions of 
Rhodesia and South Africa and ponder the need to grant 
status to the people of Zimbabwe by creating for them a 
council similar to the United Nations Council for 
Namibia.‘“” 

The representative of China said that the Security 
Council must demand the withdrawal of South African 
troops from Rhodesia, further strengthen its sanctions and 
extend them to South Africa and Portugal and call for 
active support for Zambia and the people of Zimbabwe.74 ’ 

The representative of Zaire+ noted that the convention 
on Transit Trade of Landlocked states rested on the 
principle of equality of treatment for coastal and land- 
locked states and the Council should continue to discuss 
Zambia’s complaint until a suitable solution has been 
found.‘4 6 

The representative of Kenya stated that Kenya sup- 
ported all the recommendations contained in the statement 
of the representative of Zambia and urged the Council to 
invoke Articles 49 and 50 of the Charter and to send a 
mission to ascertain the needs of Zambia.74 ‘I 

At the 1689th meeting on 31 January the representative 
of Austria stated that Zambia, as the result of severing its 
last economic ties with Southern Rhodesia, was faced with 
a grave situation. Therefore the request expressed by 
Zambia, based on Articles 49 and 50 of the Charter and on 
the provisions of Security Council resolutions 253 (1968) 
and 277 (1970) for economic assistance deserved serious 
consideration. The success of any further action depended 
on the continued co-operation of all parties concerned, in 
particular the strict compliance with the sanctions imposed 
by the Council, and careful examination was required to 
determine whether such action could contribute effectively 
to eliminating the threat to peace in the area.74R 
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At the same meeting the representative of the United 
States noted that the border closing had forced Zambia to 
seek alternate routes for its goods and the resulting plight 
underscored the need to examine carefully ways in which 
Zambia might be assisted. tlis Government had long 
considered that the problem of Southern Rhodesia should 
be resolved by peaceful means, one of them being the 
imposition of sanctions which it felt should be maintained 
and tightened. His delegation was in favour of sending a 
team of United Nations experts to determine Zambia’s 
needs or of asking the UNDP resident representative to 
undertake that task.74 9 

At the 1690th meeting on 7 February the representative 
of the Sudan introduced twc draft resolutions jointly 
sponsored by Guinea, Kenya, the Sudan and Yugo- 
slavia.7 So He noted that the first draft resolution 
(S/10875) contained proposals regarding the political as- 
pects of the complaint by Zambia and the second draft 
resolution (S!lO876) concerned economic assistance to 
Zambia. 

At the 169lst meeting on 2 February 1973 the 
representative of the Sudan stated that as a result of 
consultation among the members of the Council, the 
sponsors of the two draft resolutions had decided to amend 
them in order to have the approval of all delegations.7s ’ In 
the first draft resolution (S/10875) the word Wgimes” in 
paragraph 3 had been replaced by the word “regime” and 
the words “that of’ had been inserted between “and” and 
“South Africa”. That paragraph read as follows: 

Calls upon the Gvernment of the United Kingdom to take all 
effective measures to put an end to such actions by the illegal and 
racist rCgime of Southern Rhodesia and that of South Africa. 

The original paragraph 7 which read “Deplores the failure 
of the United Kingdom Government to take effective 
measures to bring to an end the illegal regime in Southern 
Rhodesia” had been deleted and replaced by a new 
paragraph 4 reading “Regrets that the measures so far taken 
have failed to bring the rebellion in Southern Rhodesia 
(Zimbabwe) to an end.” The remaining paragraphs had 
been renumbered.’ ’ 2 

At the same meeting the President put to the vote the 
revised draft resolution (S/10875/Rev.l) which was 
adopted7’ 3 b y 13 votes to none with 2 abstentions. The 
resolution7s4 read: 

The Sccurir.~ Council, 

Taking nofe of the letter dated 24 January 1973 from the 
Permanent Representative of Zambia to the United Nations 

(S/10865). and having heard the statement made by the Permanent 
Representative of Zambia concerning recent acts of provocation 
against Zambia by the illegal r&gime in Salisbury. 

Gavels concerned at the situation created by the provocative 
and aggressive acts committed by the illegal @me in Southern 
Rhodesia against the security and economy of Zambia, 

749 Ibid.. paras. 67-77. 
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Rcaftirming the inalienable right of the people of Southern 
Rhodesia (Zimbabwe) to selfdetermination and independence in 
accordance with General Assembly resolution 1514 (XV) of 14 
December 1960, and the legitimacy of their struggle to secure the 
cnjoymcnt of such rights, as set forth in the Charter of the United 
Nations, 

Recalling its resolution 232 (1966) of 16 Dccembcr 1966, in 
which it dctcrmined that the situation in Southern Rhodesia 
constituted a threat lo international peace and security, 

Convinced that the recent provocative and aggressive acts 
perpetrated by the illegal rCgime against Zambia aggravate the 
situation, 

Deeply concerned that measures approved by the Council have 
failed to terminate the illegal regime and convinced that sanctions 
cannot put an end to the illegal rCgime unless they are comprehen- 
sive, mandatory and effectively supervised and unless measures are 
taken against States which violate them, 

Dee& disrurbed by the continued illegal presence and by the 
intensif;e’d military intervention of South Africa in Southern 
Rhodesia. contrarv to Securitv Council resolution 277 (1970) of 18 
March 1970, and-also by the-deployment of South African armed 
forces on the border with Zambia, which seriously threatens the 
sovereignty and territorial integrity of Zambia and other neighbour- 
ing African States, 

Deeply shocked and grieved at the loss of human life and damage 
lo property caused by the aggressive acts of the illegal r&me in 
Southern Rhodesia and its collaborators against Zambia, 

Reaffirming the primary responsibility of the Government of the 
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland over its 
colony of Southern Rhodesia, in accordance with the relevant 
United Nations resolulions, 

1. Condemns all the acts of provocation and harassment, 
including economic blockade, blackmail and military threats, against 
Zambia by the illegal rCgime in collusion with the racist regime of 
South Africa; 

2. Condemns all measures of political repression that violate 
fundamental freedoms and rights of the people of Southern 
Rhodesia (Zimbabwe), in particular, the recent measures of collec- 
tive punishment; 

3. Calfs upon the Government of the United Kingdom of Great 
Britain and Northern Ireland to take all effective measures to put an 
end to such actions by the illegal and racist r&me of Southern 
Rhodesia and that of South Africa; 

4. Regrets that measures so far taken have failed to bring the 
rebellion in Southern Rhodesia (Zimbabwe) to an end; 

5. Condemns the continued presence of South African military 
and armed forces in Southern Rhodesia, contrary to Security 
Council resolution 277 (1970); 

6. Demands the immediate and total withdrawal of South 
African military and armed forces from Southern Rhodesia and 
from the border of that Territory with Zambia; 

7. Coils upon the Government of the United Kingdom, as the 
administering Power, to ensure the effective implementation of 
paragraph 6 of the present resolution; 

8. Requesfs the Security Council Committee established in 
pursuance of resolurion 253 (1968) concerning the question of 
Southern Rhodesia to expedite the preparation of its report 
undertaken under Security Council resolution 320 (1972) of 29 
September 1972, taking into account the recent developments in 
Southern Rhodesia; 

9. Decides to dispatch immediately a special mission, consisting 
of four members of the Security Council. to be appointed by the 
President of the Security Council after consultations with the 
members, to assess the situation in the area, and requests the 
mission so constituted lo report lo the Council not later than 
I March 1973; 

IO. Cal/i upon the Government of Zambia, the Government of 
the United Kingdom and the Government of South Africa lo 
provide the special mission with the necessary co-operation and 
assistance in the discharge of its task; 

1 I. Decides to remain actively seized of the matter. 

At the 1691st meeting on 2 February the representative 
of the Sudan informed further that in the second draft 
resolution the words “in paragraph 9 of resolution 326 
(I 973)” have been added.7s s After that t!le revised draft 
resolution (S/l0876/Rev.l) was put to the vote and 
adopted by I4 votes to none with I abstention.7s6 The 
resolution read: 

The Security Council, 

Ifavbrg heard the statement of the Permanent Representative of 
Zambia lo the United Nations, 

Recalling its resolutions on the question of Southern Rhodesia, 
in particular resolution 232 (1966) of 16 December 1966, in which 
it determined that the situation in Southern Rhodesia constituted a 
threat lo international peace and security, 

Recalling further resolutions 253 (1968) of 29 May 1968 and 
277 (1970) of 18 March 1970 imposing mandatory sanctions against 
Southern Rhodesia, particularly the respective provisions therein 
requesting the international community to extend assistance to 
Zambia in view of such special economic problems as it may be 
confronted with arising from the carrying out of the decisions of the 
Security Council, 

Taking into accounr the decision of the Government of Zambia 
to sever immediately all remaining trade and communication links 
with Southern Rhodesia in compliance with the decisions of the 
Security Council and in strict observance of economic sanctions, 

Recognizing that such a decision by the Government of Zambia 
will entail considerable special economic hardships, 

1. Commends the Government of Zambia for its decision to 
sever all remaining economic and trade relations with Southern 
Rhodesia in compliance with the decisions of the Security Council; 

2. Takes cognizance of the special economic hardships con- 
fronting Zambia as a result of its decision to carry out the decisions 
of the Security Council; 

3. Decides lo entrust the Special Mission, consisting of four 
members of the Security Council, referred to in paragraph 9 of 
resolution 326 (1973). assisted by a team of six United Nations 
experts, lo assess the needs of Zambia, in maintaining alternative 
systems of road, rail, air and sea communications for the normal 
flow of traffic; 

4. Further requesfs the neighbouring States to accord the 
Special Mission every co*,peration in the discharge of its task; 

5. Requests the Special Mission to report to the Security 
Council not later than 1 March 1973. 

Following the voting, the President of the Council drew the 
Council’s attention to the provisions of paragraph 9 of the 
resolution in document S/10875/Rev.l and informed the 
Council that he intended to initiate consultations immedi- 
ately with the aim of constituting the special mission and 
ensuring that the special mission was dispatched to 
Zambia.’ “) 

Decisions of 10 March 1973 (1694th meeting): resolutions 
328 (1973) and 329 (1973) 

On 5 March 1973 the Special Mission established in 
accordance with Security Council resolution 326 (1973) 
submitted its report” * to the Security Council. In its 

“’ 1691st meeting. para. 22. 
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assessment of the situation the Special Mission stated that 
from the consultations with cabinet members and experts 
in each of the countries it had visited, as well as from its 
own inspection visits in Zambia, it was clear that the state 
of tension in the area had been greatly increased following 
the aggressive acts committed against Zambia by the illegal 
r&me of Southern Rhodesia. The effect of those actions 
had been felt in the political, military and economic 
sectors. The Zambian Government had maintained a policy 
of restraint towards its hostile neighour and had no 
influence on the activities of liberation movements inside 
the Territories subjected to racism and minority rule. 
Therefore it could not be held responsible for developments 
occurring there. The Mission had been able to observe the 
military preparations confronting Zambia’s frontier along 
the Zambezi River and considered that the deployment of 
South African forces near the Zambian border was an 
important factor in the continuation of the current tension. 
In the opinion of the Special Mission, the key to the 
solution of the problem lay in the application of majority 
rule in Southern Rhodesia, the strict implementation of 
sanctions against Southern Rhodesia, as well as implemen- 
tation of relevant Council resolutions regarding the whole 
area. As to the needs of Zambia in maintaining alternative 
systems of communications the Mission reported that of 
120,000 tons of monthly imports previously brought into 
Zambia through Southern Rhodesia, 105,000 tons could be 
transported by alternative routes through Zaire, Malawi 
and Tanzania and the remaining 15,000 tons by air. It noted 
that the overland routes could carry the increased tonnage, 
if facilities and manpower were provided. The cost of those 
requirements was estimated at $124 million. The cost of air 
freight of 15,000 tons would be about $6.5 million per 
month. 

The Mission concluded that in the coming four to six 
months the economy of Zambia would be affected by 
shortages of imports, depletion of stocks and higher costs. 
Accordingly, only adequate and timely assistance would 
make it possible for Zambia to continue to develop its 
economy in a normal fashion. ’ 

At the 1692nd meeting on 8 March 1973 the Security 
Council adopted’s 9 its agenda, which included the above 
report and considered the question at the 1692nd to 
1694th meeting held between 8 and 10 March 1973. At the 
1692nd meeting on 8 March the representatives of Algeria, 
Cuba. Egypt, Guyana, Senegal, United Republic of Tan- 
zania, Zaire and Zambia, Chile, Ghana, Morocco and 
Cameroon7b0 and at the 1694th meeting on IO March the 
representative of Spain” ’ were invited to participate ip 
the discussion. 

At the 1692nd meeting on 8 March 1973 the represen- 
tative of Indonesia in his capacity as Chairman of the 
Special Mission introduced the report and stressed that the 
Mission had ascertained that a considerable measure of 
tension existed in the area, the root-cause of which lay in 
the existence of colonialism, racism and illegal minority 
rtigimes in southern Africa. The provocative and aggressive 
acts and the continued military preparations by the illegal 
rCgime in Southern Rhodesia had only increased the tension 
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in the border area. A recurrence of those events could lead 
to a dangerous escalation and adversely affect Zambia’s 
attitude of restraint. The Special Mission believed that the 
key to the solution of those problems lay in the implemen- 
tation of mandatory sanctions against the illegal rCgime of 
Southern Rhodesia as well as other relevant resolutions of 
the Security Council with regard to the whole area and in 
the application of majority rule in the Territory of 
Southern Rhodesia. Considerable sums were required to 
meet the specific needs of Zambia to maintain alternative 
systems of road, rail and sea communications. The technical 
assistance would also be needed to assist Zambia in 
handling the major task of rerouting its imports and 
cxports.7b2 

At the same meeting the representative of Zambia* 
stated that since the visit of the Special Mission, additional 
incidents had occurred in the border area which again had 
resulted in civilian casualties. Enumerating the underlying 
causes of the tension in the area, he noted that the presence 
of South African military forces in Southern Rhodesia 
contributed to the escalation of tension. Therefore, press- 
ure must be brought to bear on South Africa to remove 
those forces immediately. The rebellion of the illegal regime 
of Southern Rhodesia must be put to end and a represen- 
tative constitutional conference convened by the United 
Kingdom. Zambia reaffirmed its decision not to use the 
southern route while the Smith rCgime remained in power. 
Zambia also appealed to the international community for 
assistance in carrying out its share of obligations to bring 
about the necessary political change in Southern Rhodesia 
and the elimination of tension throughout southern 
Africa.” 3 

At the 1693rd meeting on 9 March 1973 the represen- 
tative of the USSR stressed that the report of the Special 
Mission confirmed that the situation in southern Africa had 
further deteriorated. It also established that South Africa 
and Portugal were helping Southern Rhodesia in its 
aggressive acts against Zambia. A large part of the responsi- 
bility for the continued existence of the Salisbury regime, 
the report indicated, rested with the ruling circles of the 
United Kingdom. 

The Council should put an end to the situation by taking 
measures under Article 41 to strengthen the sanctions and 
extend them to South Africa and Portugal, which were 
directly violating the Council’s decisions. In that respect the 
USSR supported the proposal for the institution of boycott 
against companies violating the sanctions. The material 
liability for the consequences of the aggression against 
Zambia should be placed on those States and monopolies 
responsible for the coming to power of the racist regime 

which were continuing to maintain contact and carry on 
trade with it.7b4 

At the same meeting the representative of Kenya 
introduced two draft resolutions”’ jointly sponsored by 
Guinea, India, Kenya, the Sudan and Yugoslavia. He then 
explained that the first draft resolution (S/10898) dealt 

7b2 1692nd meeting, paras. 19-29. 

7b3 Ihd, paras. 35-72. 

“’ 1693rd meeting, paras. 4569. 

“’ WI0898 and S/10899. OR. 2801 yr.. Suppl. for Jan.-March 
1973, pp. 54-55. 
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with political and military aspects of the situation in 
southern Africa, focused on Zambia and with the con- 
tinuing rebellion in Southern Rhodesia, the responsibility 
of the United Kingdom in that regard, the interference by 
South Africa in the affairs of Rhodesia and the right of the 
people of Zimbabwe to self-determination. The second 
draft resolution (S/10899) dealt with the question of 
assistance to Zambia and contained an appeal to the 
international community for special aid to Zambia through 
the United Nations and its specialized agencies.766 

The representative of the United Kingdom stated that 
the closure of the border by the Rhodesian regime had been 
a blow to Zambia’s economy and represented a heightening 
of tension. llis Government had therefore welcomed the 
reversal of the Rhodesian rCgime’s action as a measure 
leading towards a less tense situation. It did not regard the 
status quo in Southern Rhodesia as satisfactory; nor was it 
trying to protect the Smith regime. The Government of the 
United Kingdom desired to achieve a settlement acceptable 
to all the people of Rhodesia, but only the Rhodesians 
themselves could bring about a peaceful settlement.76 7 

At the 1694th meeting on 10 March the representative 
of India emphasized that one of the principal objectives of 
the Council should be to ensure the withdrawal of South 
African troops from Southern Rhodesia. He recalled that 
the specific responsibilities of the United Kingdom to bring 
the rebellion in Southern Rhodesia to an end were set forth 
in the draft resolution dealing with the political and 
military aspects of the situation (S/10898). As to the 
economic problems facing Zambia they were directly 
related to the desire of the United Nations to impose 
effective sanctions on Southern Rhodesia.76* 

At the same meeting, as a result of informal consul- 
tations among the members of the Council, the represen- 
tative of Kenya introduced two revised draft resolutions76g 
co-sponsored additionally by Indonesia, Panama and Peru. 

The first draft resolution (S/10898/Rev.l) included the 
following amendments: 

(1) 

0) 

Paragraph 2 which had read “reaffirms that the 
situation in Southern Rhodesia constitutes a threat to 
international peace and security and that the state of 
tension has been heightened following the recent 
provocative and aggressive acts committed by the 
illegal regime of Southern Rhodesia against the Repub- 
lic of Zambia” had been divided into a fourth 
preambular paragraph reading “Reaffirming that the 
situation in Southern Rhodesia constitutes a threat to 
international peace and security” and a new para- 
graph 2 reading “Affirms that the state of tension has 
been heightened following the recent provocative and 
aggressive acts committed by the illegal rCgime of 
Southern Rhodesia against the Republic of Zambia”; 

In paragraph 6 the phrase “taking into consideration 
the need to widen the scope of sanctions against the 
illegal regime and the desirability of the application of 

766 1693rd meeting, paras. 72-93. 

767 Ibid., pam. 121-128. 

76 ’ 1694th meeting, paras. 12-2 1. 

769 S/IO898/Rev.l and S/l0899/Rev.l, adopted without 

change as resolutions 328 (1973) and 329 (1973). 

(3) 

Chapter VII of the United Nations Charter” had been 
replaced by the phrase “taking into account all 
proposals and suggestions for extending the scope and 
improving the effectiveness of sanctions against 
Southern Rhodesia (Zimbabwe)“; 

In paragraph 8 the words “as a whole” had been 
inserted following the words “people of Zimbabwe” 
and the final phrase reading “for subsequent endorse- 
ment by the people through free and universal adult 
suffrage” had been deleted. 

The second draft resolution (S/10899/Rev.l) had been 
modified by the following changes in paragraph 5: the 
words “and the Economic and Social Council” had been 
deleted from the first line; the words “including the 
possible establishment of a special fund for Zambia” had 
been deleted from the fourth and fifth lines; and the words 
“for carrying out” had been replaced by the words “to 
enable it to carry out”.7 7o 

The representative of Peru, commenting on the draft 
resolutions before the Council, said that his delegation 
believed that the Council should proceed to adopt measures 
designed to reach a political settlement and alleviate 
Zambia’s economic plight. However, the first draft resol- 
ution (S/10898/Rev.l) barely hinted at such a solution. 
The Council’s decision would therefore be somewhat 
interim in nature. He hoped that the Council would be 
given a further opportunity to discuss the problem when it 
had received the report of its Committee on sanctions.77’ 

The President then put to the vote the first revised draft 
resolution (S/10898/Rev.l) which was adopted772 by 13 
votes to none with 2 abstentions. The resolution773 read: 

The Security Council. 

Having considered with apprccbtion the report of the Security 
Council Special Mission established under resolution 326 (1973) of 
2 February 1973 (S/10896 and Con.1 and Add.1). 

Having heard further the statement of the Permanent Represen- 
tative of Zambia to the United Nations. 

Recoiling its resolutions 277 (1970) of 18 March 1970 and 326 

(1973). 

Reaffirming that the situation in Southern Rhodesia constitutes 
a threat to international pe&e and security, 

Gruvely concerned at ihe persistent refusal of the regime of 
South Africa to respond to the demands contained in resolutions 
277 (1970) and 326 (1973) for the immediate withdrawal of its 
military and armed forces from Southern Rhodesia and convinced 
that this constitutes a serious challenge to the authority of the 
Security Council. 

Beuring in mind that the Government of the United Kingdom of 
Great Britain and Northern Ireland. as the administering Power, has 
the primary responsibility for putting an end to the illegal racist 
minority regime and for transferring effective power to the people 
of Zimbabwe on the basis of the principle of majority rule. 

Reuffirming the inalienable right of the people of Zimbabwe to 
self-determination and independence in accordance with General 
Assembly resolution 1514 (XV) of I4 December 1960 and the 
legitimacy of their struggle lo secure the enjoymcnl of their right as 
set forth in the Charter of the United Nations, 

1. Endorses the assessmenr and conclusions of the Special 
Mission established under resolution 326 (1973); 

770 1694th meeting. paras. 22-27. 

“’ Ibid.. paras. 72-74. 

“’ Ibid., para. 84. 

773 Resolution 328 (1973). 
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2. Affirms that the state of tension has been hcightencd 
following the recent provocative and aggressive acts committed by 
the illegal @me in Southern Rhodesia against Zambia; 

3. Declares that the only effcctivc solution to this grave 
situation lies in the exercise by the people of Zimbabwe of their 
right to sclfdctcrmination and indcpendcnce in accordance with 
General Assembly resolution 1514 (XV); 

4. Sfrongly condemns the racist rCgime of South Africa for its 
pcrsistcnt refusal to withdraw its military and armed forces from 
Southern Rhodesia; 

5. Reiterutes its demand for the immediate withdrawal of South 
African military and armed forces from Southern Rhodesia and 
from the border of that Territory with Zambia; 

6. Urges Ihe Security Council Committee established in pursu- 

ance of resolution 253 (1968) concerning the question of Southern 
Rhodesia to expedite the preparation of its report undertaken under 
Security Council resolution 320 (1972) of 29 September 1972, 
taking into account all proposals and suggestions for extending the 
scope and improving the effectivcncss of sanctions against Southern 
Rhodesia (Zimbabwe); 

7. Requests all Governments to take stringent measures to 
enforce and ensure full compliance by all individuals and organiz- 
ations under their jurisdiction with the sanctions policy against 
Southern Rhodesia and calls upon all Governments to continue to 
treat the racist minority regime in Southern Rhodesia as wholly 
illegal; 

8. Urges the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern 
Ireland, as the administering Power, to convene as soon as possible a 
national constitutional conference where genuine representatives of 
the people of Zimbabwe as a whole would be able to work out a 
settlement relating to the future of the Territory; 

9. Calls upon the Government of the United Kingdom to take 
all effective measures to bring about the conditions necessary to 
enable the people of Zimbabwe to exercise freely and fully their 
right to self-determination and independence including: 

(u) The unconditional release of all political prisonc: i. dctainecs 
and restrictees; 

(b) The repeal of all repressive and discriminatory legislation; 

(c) The removal of all restrictions on political activity and the 
establishment of full democratic freedom and equality of 
political rights; 

10. Decides to meet again and consider further actions in the 
light of future developments. . 

The second revised draft resolution (S/10899/Rev.l) 
was adopted’ 74 unanimously. The resolution”’ read: 

The Security Council, 

Recuffing its resolution 253 (1968) of 29 May 1968 requesting 
assistance to Zambia as a matter of priority, 

Recalling further its resolution 277 (1970) of 18 March 1970. as 
well as resolutions 326 (1973) and 327 (1973) of 2 February 1973 
by which it decided to dispatch a special mission to assess the 
situation in the area and the needs of Zambia, 

Huuing considered the report of the Special Mission (S/l0896 
and Corr. 1 and Add. l), 

Huving heard the statement of the Permanent Representative of 
Zambia, 

Affirming that Zambia’s action to divert its trade from the 
southern route reinforces Security Council decisions on sanctions 
against the illegal rigime in Southern Rhodesia. 

I. Commends the Government of Zambia for decidmg to 
abandon the use of the southern route for its trade until the 
rebellion is quelled and majority rule 1s established in Southern 
Rhodesia; 

774 1694th meeting, ppra. 85. 

“’ Resolution 329 (1973). 

2. Tukes note of the urgent economic needs of Zambia as 
indicated in the report of the Special Mission and the annexes 
thcrcto; 

3. Appruls to all States for immcdlatc technical, financial and 
material ar$lctancc to Zambia in accordance with resolutions 253 
(1968) and 277 (1970) and thr rccommcndations of the Special 
Mission, so that Zambia can mamtam its normal flow of traftic and 
enhance its capacity to imptemcnt fully the mandatory sanctions 
policy ; 

4. Requests the 1Jnited Nations and the organizations and 
programmcs conccrncd, in particular the United Nations Confcrcncc 
on Trade and Development, the United Nations Industrial Dcvel- 
opmenl Organization and the United Nations Development Pro- 
grammc, a$ well as the spccializcd agencies. in particular the 
International Labour Organiration. the Food and Agriculture 
Organization of the United Nations, the United Nations Edu- 
cational, Scientific and Cultural Organization, the World Health 
Organization, the International Civil Aviation Organization, the 
:J[cnrsal Postal Union, the lntcrnational Telecommunication 

, the World Meteorological Organization and the Intcr- 
Governmental Maritimr Consultative Organiralion, to assist Zambia 
in the fields identified in the report of the Special Mission and the 
annexes thereto; 

5. Requests the Secretary-General in collaboration with the 
appropriate organizations of the United Nations system, to organize 
with immediate effect all forms of financial. technical and material 

assistance to Zambia to enable it to carry out its policy of economic 
indcpendencc from the racist rCgime of Southern Rhodesia. 

6. Requests the Economic and Social Council to consider 
periodically the question of economic assistance to Zambia as 
envisaged in the present resolution. 

CONSIDERATION OF MEASURES FOR THE MAINTENANCE 

AND STRENGTHENING OF INTERNATIONAL PEACE AND 
SECURITY IN LATIN AMERICA IN CONFORMITY WITH 

TtlE PROVISIONS AND PRINCIPLES OF TIIE CHARTER 

Decision of 2 1 March 1973 (I 704th meeting) 

Rejection of the eight-Power draft resolution 

Decision of 2 1 March 1973 (1704th meeting): resolution 
330 (1973) 

By letter776 dated 9 January 1973 addressed to the 
President of the Security Council, the Minister of Foreign 
Affairs of Panama stated that his Government had decided, 
on the basis of Article 28, paragraph 3, of the Charter to 
propose that the Security Council should meet at Panama 
City from I5 to 21 March 1973 to consider an agenda that 
would have as its general theme the “consideration of 
measures for the strengthening of international peace and 
security and the promotion of international co-operation in 
Latin America, in accordance with the provisions and 
principles of the Charter and the resolutions related to the 
right to self-determination of peoples and strict respect for 
the sovereignty and independence of States.” 

At its 1686th meeting on 26 January 1973 the Security 
Council adopted resolution 375 (1973).“’ Paragraph 1 of 
that resolution read as follows: 

“’ S.iIOSSH. OR. .?Rrh yr.. Suppl. for Jan.-March 1973, 
pp. 27-28. 

“’ l:or the procecdingc leadlng to the adoption of thl% 
resolution and the discussiOn\ in conncxion with the application of 
Article 28. paragraph 3. of the Charter and rule 5 of the Provisio!ral 
Rules of Procedure of rhe Securir.v Council. both dealing uith 
mcctingc of thr Security Council away from Headquarters. see 
chapter I of this Supplemenr, 
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Deccides to hold meetings at Panama City beginning on Thursday, 
15 March, and ending on Wednesday, 21 March 1973, and that the 

agenda shall be the “Consideration of measures for the maintenance 
and strengthening of international peace and security in Latin 
America in conformity with the provisions and principles of the 
Charter”. 

At the 1695th meeting on 15 March 1973, the Council 
adopted the agenda as drawn up in resolution 325 (1973) 
and considered it at the 1696th to 1704th meetings held in 
Panama City from 15 to 2 1 March 1973. 

At the same meeting, the representatives of Argentina, 
Bolivia, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Cuba, Ecuador, 
Guyana, Haiti, Jamaica, Mauritania, Mexico, Uruguay, 
Venezuela and Zaire, were invited to participate in the 
discussion.’ ’ a At subsequent meetings, the Council 
likewise invited the representatives of Algeria and El 
Salvador,779 Honduras, Guatemala, Trinidad and Tobago, 
and Zambia,‘“” Canada and the Dominican Republic.“’ 
The Council also extended invitations, under rule 39 of the 
Provisional Rules of Procedure, to the Secretary-General of 
the Agency for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin 
America (OPANAL);‘* ’ the Executive Secretary of the 
Organization of African Unity, the Chairman of the Special 
Committee on the Situation with regard to the Implemen- 
tation of the Declaration on the Granting of Independence 
to Colonial Countries and Peoples,“’ the Chairman of the 
Special Committee on Aparr/~eid’~~ and the representative 
of the Arab League.“’ 

At its 1695th meeting on 15 March 1973, the Security 
Council was addressed by the head of the Government of 
Panama and by the Secretary-General. 

The head of the Government of Panama stated that 
Panama could not accept any form of neo-colonialism 
which was a disguised kind of colonialism by means of 
subjection of one country by another or by political, 
economic or cultural penetration. His country was very 
sensitive to all those conditions which had hindered its 
development. The Panamanian people had fought for their 
right to decide for themselves their own direction and 
conduct without foreign interference; to exploit and utilize 
their own natural resources, the wealth of their own seas 
and of their geographical position, and to choose freely 
their political system. It was an inalienable right of Panama 
to exploit its geographical position for the benefit of its 
own development. He urged the United Nations to take a 
more active stand in the solution of the problems besetting 
the Third World.766 

The Secretary-General stated that regional co-operation 
had been fostered by the United Nations since the earliest 
days. Even in matters relating to the maintenance of 
international peace and security, regional action was not 
precluded. The Charter provided for regional arrangements 

“’ 1696th meeting, paras. 2-3. 

“’ 1697th meeting. para. 2. 

‘a0 1698th mesting. para. 2. 

‘a’ 1699th meeting. para. 6. 

‘a2 1696th meeting, paras. 4-5. 

‘a3 1699th meeting. para. 8. 

7a4 Ibid., para. 9. 

‘a’ 1700th meeting. para. 2. 

‘M 1695th meeting, paras. S-22. 

as long as they were consistent with its purposes and 
principles. The Organization of American States had 
rendered valuable assistance in the settlement of regional 
disputes by peaceful means. Under Article 54 of the 
Charter, the OAS kept the Security Council informed of 
the measures that it had undertaken. It was right that the 
Security Council should be made aware of the particular 
problems and potentialities of Latin America. The Security 
Council session in Panama should demonstrate to the 
peoples of Latin America the concern and involvement of 
the United Nations in the establishment of a peaceful and 
prosperous future for them.7B7 

The representatives of Argentina*, Chile+, Colombia+, 
Cuba*, Ecuador*, Guyana*, Guinea, Jamaica*, Kenya, 
Mexico*, Panama, Peru, USSR, Uruguay*, Venezuela*, 
Yugoslavia and Zaire* speaking at the 1696th, 1697th, 
1698th, 1699th, 1700th, 1701st and 1704th meetings 
stated that the new thrust for the maintenance and 
strengthening of international peace and security was based 
on certain principles: the opposition to imperialism, col- 
onialism, neo-colonialism and racism and to the threat or 
use of force in international relations; respect for the 
territorial integrity of every State and the inadmissibility of 
acquisition of territories by force; strict observance of the 
principle of legal equality among States; compliance with 
the obligations emanating from the United Nations Charter; 
respect for and active support of the right of all States to 
carry out such collective and structural changes as they 
deemed necessary to their social and economic progress in 
accordance with the principle of ideological pluralism in 
international relations. 

No measure of conformity to the principles of the 
Charter would guarantee effective peace and security in 
Latin America unless it was matched by a complementary 
effort to create conditions of economic security. The 
Council should acknowledge that economic, no less than 
military, aggression was a violation of the Charter, con- 
stituting not merely a threat to, but an assault upon the 
peace and security of the area. 

The Latin American countries which were devoting 
themselves to the transformation of their socio-economic 
structure found in certain transnational firms one of their 
main obstacles, because in many cases those firms tended to 
apply coercive measures affecting international co- 
operation, to create virtual economic or financial blockades 
in international sources of credit and even to interfere in 
international trade itself. 

The General Assembly had acknowledged, through its 
resolution 2880 (XXVI) and 2993 (xXVII),7*6 that it 

intended to implement the Declaration on the Strength- 
ening of International Peace and Security, that “any 
measure or pressure directed against any State while 
exercising its sovereign right to freely dispose of its natural 
resources constitutes a violation of the principles of 
self-determination of peoples and non-intervention as set 
forth in the Charter, which, if pursued, could constitute a 
threat to international peace and security.” Consequently, 
there was a need for effective dialogue between the 
developing countries and the dominant economic Powers so 

” Ibid.. paras. 25-30. 

“’ General Assembly resolutions 2880 (XXVI), para. 9 and 
2993 (XXVII). para. 4. 
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that economic relations might more closely reflect the 
declared objectives of the international strategy; and 
beyond relations between States, a determined effort to 
grapple with the many-sided problems arising from the 
economic power complexes for which the multinational 
corporations had been responsible. The Council should 
come to grips with the phenomenon of multinational 
corporations and devise mechanisms to ensure that their 
non-governmental character did not place them beyond the 
reach of the Council’s authority.7”9 

The representatives of China, Chile*, Ecuador*, Peru, 
Uruguay* and Yugoslavia had particularly emphasized that 
Latin American countries, in exercise of their sovereignty 
and marine jurisdiction over the 200 miles of sea adjacent 
to their coasts, had been confronting problems because of 
the predatory attitude of private enterprises encouraged by 
States that had followed a policy contrary to the principles 
of international co-operation and friendship, creating 
situations of conflict that could effect the peace and 
security of the continent. All coastal States had the right to 
dispose of their natural resources in their coastal seas, 
sea-bed and the subsoil therefore.79o 

At the 1699th and 1701st meetings, the representatives 
of Australia, Indonesia and the United States stated that 
the right of countries to dispose of their own natural 
resources was accompanied by the concomitant duty to 
provide prompt and adequate compensation in cases of 
nationalization in accordance with international law. They 
further stated that private investment could play a con- 
structive role in the socio-economic development by pro- 
viding the financial and technological means for the 
exploitation of natural resources.791 

At the 1701st meeting the representatives of France, the 
United Kingdom and the United States stated that 
economic questions could have important political irnpli- 
cations, but they should not be brought before the Security 
Council. It was the role of the General Assembly or of the 
Economic and Social Council and not the responsibility of 
the Security Council to deal with such questions. Other- 
wise, the Security Council might be in danger of 
encroaching on the prerogatives of the Genera1 Assembly 
and other organs of the United Nations and of being 
absorbed in over-general discussions, finding itself incapable 
of carrying out the missions expressly entrusted to it under 
Article 24’ 9 ’ of the Charter.793 

At the 1696th meeting, the representative of Guyana* 
stated that one of the deficiencies of the United Nations 
organizational arrangements was that the Security Council 

“’ For the texts of relevant statements, see: 1696th meeting: 
Colombia*; Cuba*; Mexico*; Peru; 1697th meeting: Argentina*; 
Chile’, Ecuador , l . Guyana*; 1698th meeting: Jam&a*; Vcne- 

7.uel3*, 1699th meeting: China, Yugoslavia; 1700th meeting: 
Guinea; Kenya; USSR; 17Olgt meeting: Zaire*; 1704th meeting: 
Panama. 

“’ For texts of relevant statements, see: 1696th meeting: Peru: 
1697th meeting: Chile’; Ecuador’; 1698th meetmg’ Uruguay*; 
1699th meeting: Chln3; Yugosluvi3. 

791 For texts of relevant statements. see: 1699th meeting: 
Australia; lndoncsia; 1701st meeting: United States; 

79’ For application of the provisions of Article 24 of the 
Chdrtcr, SW chapter X11 ol’ this.Supplonenf. 

79) For texts of relevant statements. sec. 1701st meeting: 
krancc; United Kingdom; United States. 

spent most of its time occupied with specific threats and 
actual breaches of world peace and security and little time 

was set aside for the essential tasks of review and appraisal 
of the prospects for a durable peace and for meaningful 
security in world-wide terms. That functional imbalance 
had produced serious practical difficulties for the discharge 
by the Council of its primary responsibility for maintaining 
international peace. It was the duty of the Council 
continously to explore new ways of discharging its responsi- 
bilities and one of them was the elaboration and devel- 
opment of preventive diplomacy. But preventive diplomacy, 
like preventive medicine, should not await the mani- 
fcstation of ill health. The investigative ‘urisdiction 

d conferred upon the Council under Article 34’ 4 was not 
restricted to specific disputes brought before it on the basis 
of adversary proceedings.’ 9 ’ 

At the 1700th meeting, the representative of Algeria* 
speaking on the primary responsibility conferred upon the 
Security Council by the Charter for maintaining inter- 
national peace, stated that the permanent seats given to the 
great Powers in the Security Council was an institutional 
reflection of the importance and continuity of their 
responsibilities for maintaining world order and confirmed 
their role as guardians of international peace. The right of 
veto was therefore an undeniable privilege which com- 
pensated somehow for the particular burden vested in 
them. But the right to the veto could also serve to cover 
abuses and could supply yet another weapon to serve the 
will of domination. When thus used, the right to the veto 
was tainted with in~morality.796 Therefore, it should be 
inadmissible for a grsat Power tz ese::ise its right to the 
veto in a matter in which it was involved.797 

At the 1696th, 1697th, 1699th and 1700th meetings, 
the representatives of Algeria*, Chile*, Guyana+, Peru, 
Trinidad and Tobago*, USSR and Yugoslavia, stated that 
another source of tension in Latin America was the policy 
of pressure, blockade and isolation brought to bear against 
Cuba which constituted a violation of the principles and 
purposes of the Charter. 

The representative of Chile further stated that the 
coercive measures applied to Cuba by the system of 
regional security which existed within the framework of the 
Organization of American States were adopted in violation 
of Article 53 of the United Nations Charter which provided 
that “... no enforcement action shall be taken under 
regional arrangements or by regional agencies without the 
authorization of the Security Council ...r’798 The situation 
created by the adoption of such measures should be 
considered by the Council. It was not possible for any 
regional organization to interpret its organic provisions by 
breaching Article 103 of the United Nations Charter which 
guaranteed the prevalence of a legal system over the 

794 For discussion relating to Article 34. see chapter X, part II. 

79s 1696th meeting, paras. 4045. 

796 For application of the provisions of Article 27, para. 3. 
related to this question, see chapter 111, part III. 

797 1700th meeting. paras. 82-86 

“’ For the consideration of application of the provisions 
dcahng wth regional arrangcmcnts. sec. chapter XII, part V and for 
the considcrztior of application of Article 103. SW chapter XII. 
part VII. 
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commission of abuses such as those committed against 
Cuba.79 9 

At the 16961h, 1697th, 1699th and 1701st meetings, 
the representatives of Argentina*, Guyana*, Indonesia, 
Jamaica*, Peru, Sudan, Trinidad and Tobago* and the 
USSR stated that the persistence of colonialism in Latin 
America or anywhere else in the world was inconsistent 
with the principles and purposes of the Charter, the Universal 
Declaration of Human Rights and the Declaration on the 
Granting of Independence to Colonial Countries and 
Peoples and constituted a further, permanent threat to the 
maintenance of international peace and security. 

Although the initial efforts of the United Nations 
towards decolonization were successful, no one familiar 
with the principles embodied in the Declaration on the 
Granting of Independence to Colonial Countries and 
Peoples in resolution 15 14 (XV) could be satisfied with the 
developments of recent years. It should be noted that the 
implementation of the principles of that Declaration had 
not been accelerated, while there were still remnants of 
colonialism to be eradicated. In the light of that situation 
there was the need to call for a rekindling of the spirit of 
decolonization and for a reaffirmation and implementation 
of the principle of self-determination of peoples.“’ 

The representative of the United Republic of Tanzania, 
speaking on behalf of the Special Committee on the 
Situation with regard to the Implementation of the 
Declaration on the Granting of Independence to Colonial 
Countries and Peoples, stated that the Special Committee, 
as the United Nations organ charged with the task of 
seeking the most suitable means for the immediate and full 
implementation of General Assembly resolution 15 14 
(XV), had been requested by the General Assembly not 
only to formulate specific proposals for the elimination of 
the remaining manifestations of colonialism but also to 
make concrete suggestions which would assist the Security 
Council in considering appropriate steps under the Charter 
with regard to developments in colonial Territories every- 
where. In conformity with, that request, the Special 
Committee had in the past submitted a number of 
recommendations in that regard to the General Assembly 
and, through it, to the Security Council. The Security 
Council, whose responsibility was the maintenance of 
international peace and security, not only should adopt 
resolutions aimed at ending colonialism in all its forms and 
manifestations but should, above all, take steps to ensure 
their implementation and give maximum encouragement to 
those who do 50.~~ * 

At the 16961h, 1698th and 1699th meetings, the 
representatives of Guyana*, Jamaica*, Trinidad and 
Tobago*, stated that Belize, a member of the Common- 
wealth Caribbean States and an active participant in the 
Caribbean Free Trade Area, was being denied independence 
not through the unwillingness of the United Kingdom to 

799 For the texts of relevant statements. see: 1696th meeting: 
Guyana*; Peru; 1697th meeting. Chile*; 1699th meeting: Trinidad 
and Tobago*; Yugoslavia; 1700th meeting: Algeria*; USSR. 

800 
For texts of rclcvant starcmcnts, see: 1696th meeting. 

Guyana’; Peru; 1697th meeting: Argentina*; 1698th meeting: 
Jamaica*; 1699th meeting: Indonesia; 1700th meeting: USSR, 
170 1st meeting: Sudan. 

80’ 1699th meeting. paras. 127-136. 

withdraw or through its own lack of enthusiasm for 
self-determination, but because of the threat it faces from a 
neighbouring country, Guatemala, which asserted a claim to 
all its territory. So the single lingering obstacle to the 
achievement of independence by Belize was the fear of its 
people for the security and territorial integrity of their 
country. The Security Council should take note of that fear 
and consider what steps could be taken to safeguard the 
right of Belize to self-determination.802 

At the 1698th meeting, the representative of Guate- 
mala*, speaking in exercise of his right of reply, stated that 
his country had waged a tenacious struggle to regain part of 
its territory, but that the development of Peten, the 
northern department of Guatemala, had been hindered by a 
wall in the form of a British colony that stood in the way 
of access to the sea. Peten and Belize were one geo- 
politically and indispensable to one another for the 
development of both. Conversations with the United 
Kingdom to find an equitable solution to the problem 
sometimes joined by colleagues in Belize, had been sus- 
pended for the time being because, at the end of 1971, in 
an effort to intimidate it, excessive numbers of British 
troops had been landed on the territory of Belize and were 
still there. He asserted that Guatemala’s rights to the 
territory of Belize were inalienable and imprescriptible. It 
was possible that one day Guatemala would be forced to 
turn to the Security Council, but so far the problem had 
not been submitted to the Council.803 

At the 1697th meeting, the representative of Argentina+ 
recalling that General Assembly resolution 2065 (XX) 
recommended that negotiations should take place in order 
to find a peaceful solution to the dispute over sovereignty 
between his country and the United Kingdom regarding the 
Malvinas Islands, stated that since the adoption of that 
resolution, negotiations were periodically and regularly held 
between the two countries and jointly reports about them 
had been submitted to the General Assembly. In preparing 
to report to the twenty-seventh session, however, it was not 
possible for Argentina to agree on a common text, since the 
United Kingdom position would have distorted the essence 
of the meetings between the representatives of the two 
countries. If the United Kingdom was not prepared to 
continue the negotiations, Argentina would feel compelled 
to change its attitude and would feel free to act so as to 
seek the final eradiction of that anachronistic colonial 
situation.ao4 

At the 1698th meeting, the representative of the United 
Kingdom, in exercise of the right of reply, rejected the 
account given by the representative of Guatemali of 
developments concerning Belize. He agreed that the issue 
was not on the agenda of the Council, and his delegation 
did not wish it to be on the agenda. However, his 
Government had no doubt of its sovereignty in Belize. In a 
further statement made at the 1701st meeting, the 
representative of the United Kingdom said that although 
the questions of the Falkland islands and of Belize had 
both been mentioned, he agreed with both the represen- 

Oo2 For texts of relevant statements, see: 1696th meeting: 
Guyana’, 1698th meeting: Jamaica*. 1699th mcetinn: Trinidad and 
Tobago*. 
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tative of Argentina and the representative of Guatemala, 
that those questions could be best tackled on the basis of 
bilateral decisions. His country’s policy had consistently 
been based on the interest of the inhabitants and the 
principle of self-detcrmination.805 

At the 1697th meeting, the Secretary-General of the 
Agency for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin 
America (OPANAL) stated that consideration by the 
Council of measures for the maintenance and strengthening 
of international peace and security in Latin America in 
conformity with the provisions and principles of the 
Charter should mean an effort to determine how the basic 
Principles and Purposes of the United Nations Charter 
could be fulfilled. He cited Article 1, paragraph I, in which 
the United Nations had undertaken to maintain inter- 
national peace and security; and Article 2, paragraph 4, 
under which Member States were to abstain from resorting 
to the threat or use of force. 

As could be seen from its preamble, the Treaty for the 
Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America, also 
known as the Treaty of Tlatelolco constituted a further 
contribution to the viability of those principles; to the 
ending of the arms race, and to general and complete 
disarmament under effective international control. That 
Treaty was the only valid example of a militarily denu- 
clearized zone being established in an inhabited region of 
the planet. 

After describing the provisions of the Treaty and the 
functions of OPANAL, he expressed the hope that the two 
Latin American States that had not yet signed the Treaty 
and the two signatory States that had not yet ratified it 
would soon be able to do so. Two of the four non-Latin 
American States with responsibilities for the Territories in 
the zone, the Netherlands and the United Kingdom, had 
signed and ratified Additional Protocol I of the Treaty, but 
the others had not. It would make a fundamental con- 
tribution to the peace and security of the region if the 
latter two States signed and ratified that Protocol. Two 
nuclear Powers, the United States and the United Kingdom, 
had signed an ratified Additional Protocol II, and China had 
taken an important step by committing itself to respect the 
denuclearization for warlike purposes of Latin America; 
but, the two other nuclear Powers had failed to sign that 
Protocol. It was to be hoped that the Security Council 
would join the General Assembly in requesting those States 
to sign that document.806 

At the 1696th, 1698th, 1699th, 1700th and 1701st 
meetings, the representatives of Australia, China, Cuba*, 
Guyana*, Jamaica*, Kenya, Mexico*, Peru, USSR, United 
Kingdom, United States and Yugoslavia commended the 
Latin American countries for their contribution to the 
United Nations in the field of disarmament and in 
particular for their efforts to turn their area into a 
nuclear-free zone. 

The representative of Jamaica+, Mexico’, Panama and 
Peru expressed the belief that the Security Council which. 
under the Charter, had the primary responsibility for the 
maintenance of international peace and security should 
urge States which could become Parties to the Treaty of 

‘OS 1698th meeting, para. 126; 1701st meeting. para. 107. 

‘06 1697th meeting. paras. 96-l IS. 
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Tlatelolco, as well as those for whom the two additional 
Protocols were intended, to endeavour to take all the 
measures which depended on them so that the Treaty 
would rapidly be in force with the largest number of 
countries. 

The representative of China stated that his country had 
supported the efforts made by the Latin American 
countries for the denuclearization of their area. On 14 
November 1972, the Chinese Foreign Minister had declared 
that “..., China will never use or threaten to use nuclear 
weapons against non-nuclear Latin American countries and 
the Latin American nuclear-weapon-free zone, nor will 
China test, manufacture, produce, stockpile, install or 
deploy nuclear weapons in these countries or in this zone, 
or send her means of transportation and delivery carrying 
nuclear weapons to traverse the territory, territorial sea and 
territorial air space of Latin American countries.” 

The representative of the USSR stated that his country 
had been urging the creation of nuclear-free zones in 
various parts of the world which should effectively and 
realistically limit the sphere and the possibility of disposing 
of nuclear weapons. The USSR sympathized with the noble 
idea of creating a nuclear-free zone in Latin America on the 
condition that it should be free from nuclear weapons and 
did not contain any written reservations or tacit loop-holes 
for the violation of its nuclear-free status. The USSR could 
not ignore the fact that a major nuclear Power was 
maintaining in Latin America the option of transporting 
nuclear weapons and also that it kept them at numerous 
military bases. Turning the territory of Latin American 
countries into a zone completely free from nuclear weapons 
would be an important factor in strengthening peace and 
security in Latin America and throughout the world. The 
USSR had already declared its readiness to undertake to 
respect the Treaty of Tlatelolco as soon as other nuclear 
Powers. also, would undertake similar obligations. Of 
course, there should also be prohibited the transit of 
nuclear weapons through the territory of States Parties to 
the zone and also the conduct of peaceful nuclear ex- 
plosions contrary to the terms of the Treaty on the 
Non-Dissemination of Nuclear Weapons. Finally, an 
agreement on a nuclear-free zone should not be extended to 
the vast reaches of the open sea in the Atlantic and Pacific 
Oceans. His country would reserve the right to review its 
obligations concerning the observation of the status of 
nuclear-free zones if any State in regard to which the USSR 
might have undertaken an appropriate obligation should 
commit an act of aggression or become an accessory to 
aggression. 

The representative of Cuba* said that although the 
initiative to establish in Latin America a nuclear-free zone 
was a laudable one, Cuba had refrained from subscribing to 
the Treaty because the noble aims of it would be a pure 
pipe dream until it covered also the denuclearization of the 
only nuclear Power in the hemisphere. 

The representative of Guyana* stated that his Govern- 
ment had acknowledged the great achievement represented 
by the Treaty of Tlatelolco. It was an achievement worthy, 
in the main, of the approbation of the Security Council as a 
practical step at the regional level towards the maintenance 
of international peace and security, which should inspire 
the emulation of other regions of the world so that 
ultimately at the international level it would be possible to 
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move from the stage of non-proliferation to total prohib- 
ition of nuclear weapons. But Guyana was not a signatory 
because it was said to be excluded by article 25 of the 
Treaty from accepting its obligations because of a prior 
dispute between an extra-continental country and a Latin 
American State, which had existed before Guyana attained 
independence. That exclusionary doctrine was taken from 
article 8 of the Charter of the Organization of American 
States. As with article 8 of the OAS Charter, while Guyana 
was being excluded by that unwarranted deviation from the 
principle of universality, it was the rCgime of denu- 
clearization which the Treaty sought to establish that really 
suffered, because so long as a single State in Latin America 
was unable to accept the obligations of the Treaty its 
operation would be impaired, and, beyond the Treaty and 
its objectives, those exclusionary arrangements damaged the 
fabric of Latin American co-operation. 

The representatives of Jamaica+ and Kenya* expressed 
the hope that all impediments and anomalies which were 
pointed out by the representative of Guyana would be 
removed so as to enable every independent country in the 
region to become a party to the Treaty of Tlatelolco.so7 

At the 1696th, 1697th, 1698th, 1699th, 1700th and 
1701st meetings, the representatives of Algeria*, Argen- 
tina*, Austria, Canada*, China, Chile*, Colombia*, Costa 
Rica*, Cuba*, El Salvador*, Guinea, Guyana*, Honduras*, 
India, Indonesia, Jamaica+, Kenya, Mexico+, Peru, Sudan, 
Trinidad and Tobago*, USSR, Venezuela*, Yugoslavia and 
Zambia*, addressing themselves to the question of the 
Panama Canal and the Canal Zone, stated that the Treaty of 
1903, signed almost within two weeks of Panamanian 
independence, could not be regarded by any modem 
standards as normal, particularly when the circumstances 
under which it was signed were considered. It was an 
instrument which one party, the United States, interpreted 
as allowing it to deny Panama effective exercise of 
sovereignty on its entire territory. That unequal Treaty had 
recently been recognized as such by the United States 
Government, which had accepted that a far-reaching 
revision of its relationship with Panama was overdue. It was 
also understood that the United States was prepared to give 
up the concept of perpetuity. 

It was the geographical situation of Panama which made 
it possible to build a navigable canal through its Territory 
linking the two oceans by the shortest possible way. Its 
geographical position was precisely Panama’s principal 
natural resource. Panama had the inalienable right to 
recover its sovereignty over that natural resource and to use 
it for the good of its people. 

The Council should support the aspiration of the 
Government of Panama to restore the territorial integrity of 
its country. No nation could accept an unnatural situation 
in which its Territory was split into two parts separated by 
an occupying foreign Power. The Canal Zone, which 
geographically, politically, economically and socially 
belonged to Panama, was a part of its Territory. Its 
occupation by the United States constituted a violation of 

*” For texts of relevant statements. xc: 1696th meeting: 
Cuba*; Guyana*; Mexico’; 1698th meeting: Jamaica*; 1699th 
meeting: Australia; China; Yugoslavia; 1700th meeting: Kenya; 
USSR; 1701st meeting: United Kingdom; United States; 1704th 
meeting: Panama. 

the territorial integrity of Panama as well as a constant 
source of tension and consequently a threat to peace and 
security in Latin America. The situation in the Canal Zone 
was in complete violation of the United Nations Charter. 
Any solution of that question should be based on the 
respect for the law and the search for justice and should be 
adopted in accordance with the principles of the Charter 
and mainly the principle of territorial integrity and the 
principle of sovereign equality of States. It should also 
safeguard the principle of freedom of international navi- 
gation. 

The representatives of Chile*, China, Colombia*, Cuba*, 
Guinea and Peru stated that the situation in the Canal Zone 
could not be defined otherwise than as a colonial enclave 
and a colonial domination. 

The representatives of Cuba* and Peru stated that the 
solution to the problem of the Panama Canal should 
guarantee a true peaceful use of the water-way to the 
benefit of the international community, through a neutral- 
ization of the Canal. 

The representatives of China, Cuba*, Guyana*, USSR 
and Yugoslavia stated that foreign military bases stationed 
in the Canal Zone and elsewhere in the hemisphere could be 
used and indeed had been used for intervention in the 
domestic affairs of Latin American countries. These 
military bases should be removed as a contribution to the 
strengthening and the maintenance of international peace 
and security in the area. 

At the 1699th and 1701st meetings, the representatives 
of Australia, France and the United Kingdom expressed the 
view that although the Treaty of 1903 contained features 
that were anachronistic and overdue for change, which was 
recognized by the parties directly concerned, it was not for 
the Council to enter into details or to dictate the terms of 
an agreement which was already under negotiation between 
Panama and the United States. 

At the 1701st meeting, the representative of the United 
States stated that all mankind had been well served by the 
Panama Canal since its completion. Although the 1903 
Treaty was still governing the basic relationship between 
Panama and the United States concerning the Canal, that 
relationship was significantly revised in the Treaties of 
1936 and 1955. On both occasions the United States 
relinquished important rights and provided important new 
benefits for Panama. In 1964, the United States, 
recognizing that a comprehensive modernization should be 
undertaken, began negotiations with Panama, with ,three 
essential objectives in view: (I) the Canal should be 
available to the world’s commercial vessels on an equal basis 
at reasonable cost; (2) so that the Canal should serve world 
commerce efficiently, the United States should have the 
right to provide additional Canal capacity; and (3) the 
Canal should continue to be operated and defended by the 
United States for an extended but specified period of time. 
His delegation, no less than others that had spoken, 
supported Panama’s just aspirations. The United States 
negotiators had already recognized that: (I) the 1903 Canal 
Treaty should be replaced by a new, modem treaty; (2) any 
new Canal Treaty should be of fixed duration, rejecting the 
concept of perpetuity; (3) Panama should have returned to 
it a substantial territory now part of the Canal Zone, with 
arrangements for use of other areas. Those other areas 
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should be the minimum required for United States 
operations and defence of the Canal, and would be 
integrated into the legal, economic, social and cultural life 
of Panama, on a time-table to be agreed upon; (4) Panama 
should exercise its jurisdiction in the Canal area pursuant to 
a mutually agreed time-table; and (5) Panama should 
receive substantially increased annual payments for the use 
of its territory relating to the Canal. Consequently, those 
who were attacking the 1903 Treaty were attacking a 
phantom foe. It was on the verge of being changed for the 
third time in 1967 and it would be changed again as 
negotiations between the two countries continued in a 
spirit of friendship and co-operation. 

At the 1702nd meeting, the President, speaking as 
representative of Panama in exercise of the right of reply, 
stated that the purposes of the United States in the bilateral 
negotiations could not satisfy Panama. There was no logic 
in the affirmation that in order for the Canal to serve world 
trade efficiently, the United States should have the right to 
increase its capability. That was not in accord with Panama’s 
legitimate aspirations to regain complete jurisdiction over 
its territory and to exercise its sovereign rights over its 
natural resources. The aim of ensuring that the Canal would 
continue to be “operated and defended” by the United 
States for an “additional period of time” was a subtle way 
of expressing the concept of perpetuity in figures. What 
Panama was seeking was a change in structure, not a change 
in wording. What there had been were American proposals 
designed to disguise, in perpetuity, the colonialist enclave. 
The Panamanian proposals which intended to put an end to 
the situation, had never been accepted by the United States. 
Basically, the United States wished to maintain the status 

quo. The Security Council should play a vital role in the 
solution of the problem and should not accept a false 
bilateral negotiation as genuine. While Panama wanted the 
two countries to negotiate, the world should be alert and 
vigilant so that the negotiations would really be that, and 
not the imposition of the will of the stronger. The situation 
between Panama and the United States was potentially 
explosive and liable to endanger international peace. 

At the 1704th meeting, the President, speaking as 
representative of Panama, further stated that the situation 
of political and administrative dependency on a foreign 
Power in which part of Panamanian territory found itself 
resulted from the concession granted by Panama to the 
United States for a building of a canal to carry ships across 
the isthmus linking the oceans, which was embodied in the 
“Convention of the Isthmic Canal between Panama and the 
United States”, signed in Washington on 18 November 
1903. That instrument was an assault on the physical unity 
of Panama and turned it into a transsected country. Panama 
was deprived of its main ports at the exit of the Canal and 
had been unable to benefit from the many possibilities 
offered to it by its geographical position in the exploitation 
of international trade. The overwhelming powers unequally 
assumed by the United States on Panamanian soil had 
created a colonial type of situation that was a burden to 
Panama, damaged its integrity and constituted a physical 
and political mortgage that could no longer be extended. 
The United States arbitrarily controlled the international 
ports adjacent to the Canal and insisted on unjustified trade 
competition when it continued the operation of the 
Panama Railroad across the isthmus. Furthermore, the 

United States had assumed undue control over Panamanian 
air space and over the allocation of radio frequencies, and. 
in that respect, had arbitrarily assumed frequencies for 
official and public services, whose granting was normally 
the right of the sovereign of the territory, since the radio 
frequency spectrum was a common natural resource shared 
by all nations of the world, whose simultaneous use was 
limited in each case. 

IIc pointed out that constant friction resulted also from 
the discrimination, both visible and disguised, that occurred 
in the administration of the Canal, predominantly in the 
granting of employment, salaries, pensions and other 
essentials. United Sfates officials were exercising in that 
lone on Panamanian soil the functions of Government and 
imposing laws and regulations decided upon by their 
legislature. Thus, foreign judges handed down judgements 
on Panamanian citizens and other nationals. Consequently, 
it was easy to understand the repudiation by Panama of 
such a situation and the will of the Panamanian people to 
struggle by all means until an end was put to it. Proof of 
the explosive situation were the bloody events of 9 January 
1964 which led to a breaking off of diplomatic relations 
with the United States. On that occasion Panama had 
accused the United States of aggression in the United 
Nations Security Council” * and in the OAS Council. Later 
both countries signed before the OAS Council a joint 
declaration in which both Governments agreed to under- 
take negotiations to eliminate the causes of conflict 
between them. Among those causes of conflict he 
mentioned the perpetuity of the Canal concession, the 
unilateral interpretation by the United States of the 
existing contractual stipulations and their de facto impo- 
sition on Panama, the exercise of United States jurisdiction 
over the Canal Zone, which had turned that Zone into a 
colonialist enclave, the installation of military bases for 
purposes other than protecting the Canal and the insuf- 
ficient and unjust benefits derived by Panama from the 
interoceanic waterway. The Government and people of 
Panama had complete confidence that the Security Council 
possessed sufficient authority to settle the question in 
accordance with the principles of international law and 
justice and pursuant to the terms of Chapter VI of the 
Charter on the peaceful settlement of disputes.s’ 9 

At the 1701st meeting, the Secretary-General stated that 
one issue of special concern to the Latin American 
countries was the question of the Panama Canal, which had 
been mentioned by every speaker. That problem awaited a 
solution that could only be based on the respect for the law 
and the search for justice. A solution would have to take 
into account the basic principles of the Charter such as the 
principles of territorial integrity, sovereign equality, the 
obligation to settle all international disputes by peaceful 
means and the principle that had become an accepted 
common standard, namely. that any State was entitled to 

'08 SW Repertoire of the Practice of the Securiry Councii. 
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put to full use and for its own account all its natural 
potentialities. He appealed strongly to Panama and the 
United States to seek a solution in a spirit of friendship and 
confidence and further urged the members of the Council 
to seek an agreement that would help the parties concerned 
in their efforts towards a solution that would take into 
account the national aspiration as well as the legitimate 
rights and interests of the community of nations that were 
at stake.8 lo 

At the 1698th meeting on 16 March 1973, the President 
speaking as representative of Panama introduced* ’ ’ a draft 
resolution,“’ jointly with Peru under which the Council, 
inter nliu, would: (1) Take note that the Governments of 
Panama and the United States, in the Joint Declaration 
signed before the OAS Council on 3 April 1964, agreed to 
reach a fair and just agreement; (2) Take note further of the 
disposition shown by both Governments to conclude the 
following agreements: (a) To abrogate the Isthmian Canal 
Convention of 1903 and its amendments; (b) To conclude 
an entirely new Treaty regarding the present Panama Canal; 
(c) To respect Panama’s sovereignty in all its territory; 
(d) To ensure the reintegration of the territory known as 
the Canal Zone with Panama, putting an end to said Zone 
as an area under United States jurisdiction;(e) To give back 
to Panama the jurisdictional prerogatives assumed by the 
United States in the so-called Panama Canal Zone, on the 
dates subject to negotiations; y) To lay the groundwork for 
the assumption by Panama of full responsibility for the 
operation of the Canal; (3) Call upon the parties to execute 
promptly a new treaty including the agreements mentioned 
above; (4) Urge the United States and Panama to resume 
negotiations; (5) Declare that the effective neutralization of 
the Panama Canal would foster international peace and 
security and the maintenance of the peaceful use of the 
Canal by the international community; (6) Decide to 
propose the inclusion of the question of the neutralization 
of inter-oceanic canals in the agenda of the next regular 
session of the Genera1 Assembly. 

At the 1702nd meeting I on 20 March 1973, the 
President, speaking as representative of Panama, intro- 
duced” 3 a revised text of the two-Power draft res- 
olution* I4 and announced that it was jointly submitted by 
Guinea, Kenya, Panama, Peru, Sudan and Yugoslavia. 
Under the revised text of the draft resolution, the Security 
Council would: (1) Tukc note that the Governments of 
Panama and the United States, in the Joint Declaration 
signed before the Council of the Organization of American 
States, agreed to reach a just and fair agreement, with a 
view to the prompt elimination of the causes of conflict 
between them; (2) Take note also of the willingness shown 
by those Governments to establish in a formal instrument 
agreements on the abrogation of the 1903 convention on 
the lsthmian Canal and its amendments and to conclude a 
new, just and fair treaty concerning the present Panama 
Canal which would fulfd Panama’s legitimate aspirations 
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and guarantee full respect for Panama’s effective sover- 
eignty over all of its territory; (3) Urge the Governments of 
the United States and Panama to continue negotiations in a 
high spirit of friendship, mutual respect and co-operation 
and to conclude without delay a new treaty aimed at the 
prompt elimination of the causes of conflict between them; 
and (4) Decide to keep the question under consideration. 

At the 1704th meeting on 21 March 1973, the six-Power 
draft resolution was voted upon and failed of adoption,” ’ 
the result of the vote being 13 in favour, 1 against, with 
1 abstention, the negative vote being that of a permanent 
member. 

Speaking in explanation of vote, the representative of the 
United States stated that although his delegation agreed 
with much in the draft resolution, it had voted against it 
because all the matters involved were in the process of 
bilateral negotiations. It was inappropriate for the Council 
to adopt a resolution dealing with matters of substance in a 
continuing negotiation. Moreover, the draft resolution was 
unbalanced and incomplete and therefore subject to serious 
misinterpretation. Finally, it dealt with the points of 
interest to Panama but ignored the legitimate interests of 
the United States.’ ’ 6 

At the 1700th meeting on 19 March 1973, the represen- 
tative of Peru introduced”’ “a draft resolution”” jointly 
submitted by Panama, Peru and Yugoslavia which he said 
reflected the serious concern over the future of peace and 
security on the continent threatened by the persistence of 
coercive measures intended to break the sovereign will of 
States or to affect their decisions. 

At the 1702nd meeting on 20 March 1973, the President 
(Panama) announced that the delegations of Guinea, 
Kenya, Panama, Peru, Sudan and Yugoslavia were co- 
sponsors of the draft resolutions.’ ’ 9 

At the 1704th meeting on 21 March 1973, the draft 
resolution was put to the vote and was adopteda2’ by 12 
votes in favour, none against and 3 abstentions. 

It read as follows:‘] 2 ’ 
The Security Council, 

Recalling General Assembly resolutions 1803 (XVII) of 14 
December 1962 and 3016 (XXVH) of 18 December 1972 concern- 
ing permanent sovereignty over natural resources, 

Reaffirming General Assembly resolution 2625 (XXV) of 24 
October 1970, which states that no State may use or encourage the 
use of economic, political or any other type of measures to coerce 
another State in order to obtain from it the subordination .of the 
exercise of its sovereign rights and to secure from it advantages of 
any kind, 

Further recalling General Assembly resolution 2993 (XXVII) of 
15 December 1972 on implementation of the Declaration on the 
Strengthening of International Security, in particular paragraph 4 
thereof, 

” ’ 1704th meeting. para. 66. 
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” ’ 1700th meeting. paras. 202.205. 

‘I8 S/l0932/Rev.l. 

‘19 1702nd meeting, para. 36. Once more revised as 
Sl10932lRev.2. 

a2’ 1704th meeting, para. 124. 

u21 Resolution 330 (1973). 



Part II. 
-- 187 

A’ofing with deep concern the existence and USC’ of coercive 
measures which affect the free excrcisc of permanent sovereignty 
over the natural rcsourccs of Latin American countries, 

Recogrlizirlg th3t the use or encouragcmcnt of the I’se of 
coercive mcasurcs may create situations likely to cndangcr peace 
and security in Latin America, 

I. Urges States to adopt appropriate mca$urcs to impede the 
activities of those entcrpriscs which dclibcratcly attempt to coerce 
Latin American countries; 

2. Requests States, with a view to maintaining and strengthening 
peace and security in Latin America, to refrain from using or 
encouraging the USC of any type of coercive measures against States 
of the region. 

At the same meeting, the President (Panama) said that 
he wished to make a statement “with a view to summing up 
the main points of the discussions which the Security 
Council has held here.“*” 

At the same meeting, the representative of Guinea, 
speaking on behalf of the members of the Council,*’ 3 said 
that as a result of consultations held among themselves they 
had agreed on a statement of consensus,* 2 4 which read as 
fol)ows: 

On 2 February 1973. the Security Council adopted resolution 
325 (1973) in which it decided to hold meetings in Panama City 
from 15 to 21 March 1973 devoted to the consideration of measures 
for the maintenance and strengthening of international peace and 
security in Latin America in conformity with the provisions and 
principles of the Charter. 

In accordance with that resolution, the Security Council held its 
1695th to 1704th meetings in Panama City. During the course of 
these meetings, the members of the Security Council have listened 
with great interest to addresses by His Excellency General Oman 
Torrijos. Head of the Government of Panama, by representatives of 
Member States of the United Nations invited to participate in the 
Council’s discussions pursuant to Article 31 of the Charter, and by 
several spokesmen for other United Nations bodies or inter- 
governmental organizations to whom invitations were extended in 
accordance with rule 39 of the provisional rules of procedure. 

Before concluding their meetings in Panama City, the members 
of the Security Council wish to convey to His Excellency the 
President of the Republic of Panama and to the Head and other 
members of the Government of Panama their deep gratitude for the 
invitation issued to the Security Council and for the generous 
hospitality and unfailing courtesy and helpfulness extended to them 
at all times during their visit to Panama. They further wish to assure 
the Government and the people of Panama and in particular the 
authorities and population of Panama City, that the delegations of 
the mcmbcrs of the Council who came from New York and all those 
who accompanied them carry away with them an abiding memory 
of the warm welcome extended to them. 

In addition, the members of the Security Council express to the 
SecretaryCencral of the United Nations their sincere appreciation 
for the outstanding contribution made by him and his staff to 
ensure a smooth and efficient functioning of the scrviccs required 
for the meetings of the Council. 

COMPLAINT BY CUBA 

By lettera2’ dated 13 September 1973, addressed to the 
President of the Council, the representative of Cuba 

822 1704th meeting, para. 147. For the text of the Presldrnt’s 
statement see ibid., paras. 147-164. For the application of thr 
Provisronal Rules of Procedure of the Security Council concerning 
the excrcisc of the Presidency of the Council, see in chapter I. 
part III. 

823 Ihirl., paras 190-191. 

82’ OR, 2801 yr., Resolufionr and Decisions of the Set-wiry 
Council I973. p. 4. 

825 S/10995. OR, 28th yr.. Suppl. t’or JulySepr. IY 73, 
pp. 31-32. 

requested an urgent meeting of the Security Council to 
consider the serious acts committed by the Armed Forces 
of Chile, which violated the obligations placed upon every 
Member State under Article 2, paragraphs 2 and 4 of the 
Charter. The situation created by these acts constituted a 
serious threat to international peace and security within the 
meaning of Articles 34, 35 and 39 of the Charter. In 
submitting this request, the representative of Cuba referred 
to his previous letter826 dated 12 September 1973, 
whereby he had transmitted a note from the Acting Foreign 
Minister of Cuba informing the President of the Council of 
what had occurred in Chile on I 1 and I2 September. 

At the 1741 st meeting on I7 September 1973, the 
Council included the item in its agenda. Following the 
adoption of the agenda, the representatives of Cuba, Chile, 
Democratic Yemen,’ 2 ’ and at the 1742nd meeting thereof, 
Senegal, Madagascar” * and Algerias29 were invited, at 
their request, to participate in the discussion without the 
right to vote. The Council considered this item at its 1741 st 
and 1742nd meetings on 17 and 18 September 1973. 

At the 1741st meeting, the representative of Cuba*, 
referring to his two letters to the President of the Council, 
stated that on 11 September, during the military coup 
against the constitutional government of President Allende, 
several hundred members of the Chilean armed forces had 
surrounded the Cuban Embassy in Santiago and opened fire 
on it, wounding several members of the Embassy staff 
including the Ambassador. The siege, the armed attack 
against the Embassy and the attempted assassination of the 
Cuban Ambassador were gross violations of the Vienna 
Convention on Diplomatic Relations, specifically of its 
articles 22, 29, 30, 44 and 45 (n). He further charged that 
the Cuban merchant vessel Pla.ya Large had been attacked 
by Chilean aircraft and naval vessels while sailing in 
international waters off Chile. He also mentioned other 
incidents including the arbitrary arrest of two Cuban 
doctors participating in a programme organized by the 
World Health Organization and the Pan American Health 
Organization. He denounced these incidents and expressed 
his Government’s concern over the fate of a number of 
Cuban citizens who were in Chile to fulfd bilateral 
agreements between the Governments of Chile and Cuba or 
to participate in activities planned by organizations within 
the United Nations system. In concluding his remarks he 
condemned the military regime that emerged from the coup 
of I I September as a threat to all civilized peoples and 
attributed its rise to power to the interfering policies of 
North American imperialism, to the activities of powerful 
foreign monopolistic corporations, and to the involvement 
of the Chilean right.830 

The representative of Chile* stated that the events about 
which Cuba had complained in its letter of 12 September 
had never threatened international peace and security. The 
first letter of 11 September had not invoked any Articles of 
the Charter defining matters that fell within the purview of 
the Council nor did it contain a request for a Council 

826 S/10993,ibid, pp. 30-31. 
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meeting. Only after the problems had been resolved, did the 
Cuban Government invoke the provisions of the Charter 
and ask the President of the Council to convene an urgent 
meeting. Referring to the Wo,*a Lavu. the representative of 
Chile said that the ship had disobeyed the repeated orders 
of the maritime authorities not to sail and had left without 
the pilot or the papers called for by Chilean navigation 
laws. In accordance with article 23 of the Vienna Conven- 
tion of the High Seas, Chile had invoked the right of hot 
pursuit against a ship that had been in a Chilean port and 
subject to Chilean jurisdiction. The harassment of the ship 
had ended on I? September. at midday, and the whole 
question fell within the domestic jurisdiction of Chile. 

With regard to the charges concerning the incident at the 
Cuban Embassy, the Chilean representative stated that a 
military patrol had been sent to protect the Embassy from 
popular indignation about the systematic interference by 
Cuban diplomats in the domestic affairs of Chile. The 
military patrol had been received with offensive remarks 
against the Chilean army and the situation in Chile. Staff 
members of the Embassy had repeatedly fired at the 
soldiers who returned the fire in self-defence. As the first 
shots came from the Embassy, it was Cuba that had 
violated the Charter. On I2 September, late in the day, the 
Cuban Ambassador and his staff had, by agreement, left 
Chile; there was no ground for action by the Council.83 ’ 

The representative of the Soviet Union rejected the 
attempts to justify the attacks on the Embassy and on the 
ship as entirely unconvincing and compared these attacks to 
terrorist actions, which constituted inadmissible violations 
of international law as contained in the 1961 Vienna 
Convention on Diplomatic Relations. Cuba was acting in 
strict compliance with the United Nations Charter in calling 
upon the Council to consider the situation and to take 
appropriate action. He called for the condemnation of the 
hostile actions of the Chilean forces against the Embassy 
and its staff and urged the Council to adopt appropriate 
decisions of principle to prevent similar unlawful actions in 
international relations in the future.“’ 

The representative of Panama condemned the attacks on 
the Cuban Embassy and on the ship as violations of the 
norms of international law, but as an advocate of the 
non-intervention in the internal affairs of other States 
refrained from commenting on developments in Chile.a” 

The representative of Democratic Yemen* recalled the 
warning which President Allende had issued in his address 
to the General Assembly in 1972. that the International 
Telephone and Telegraph Company attempted to hring 
about civil war in Chile. This warning had come true. As a 
result, the fate of 10.000 political refugees who had come 
to live in exile in Chile, was at stake, for the military ,iunta 
was reported to consider their forcible deportation to their 
own countries. He concluded that the Council was duty- 
bound to intervene on their behalf and see to it that their 
human rights were upheld in accordance with international 
law and morality.B3 4 

83’ 174191 meeting. intervention by Chile. 

832 Ibid.. intervention by the USSR. 

a 3 3 Ibid., intervention by Panama. 

*34 /bid., intervention by Democratic Yemen. 

At the 1742nd meeting on I8 September 1973, the 
representative of the United States declared that the United 
States regretted departures from constitutional processes 
wherever they occurred and opposed any violent action 
against diplomatic establishment and merchant shipping in 
international waters. His delegation agreed with several 
other Council members that the actions charged by Cuba 
had resulted from the violent internal upheavals within the 
territory of a Member State. Therefore, any redress would 
be more appropriately sought through bilateral channels. 
Hc also said that there were other ways, short of a Council 
meeting, to gain the attention of the international com- 
munity, such as circulating letters. If other Member States 
sought to convene the Council on every occasion when 
injuries were inflicted or when diplomatic and overseas 
missions were damaged, the Council would be in almost 
continuous session. Exercising his right of reply, he rejected 
the accusations made by the representative of Cuba against 
the United States.*3 ’ 

The representative of India said that the events in Chile 
were essentially an internal matter and that there was no 
evidence of an immediate threat to international peace and 
security. In view of the nature of the complaint and the 
paucity of facts, his delegation suggested that the Council 
adjourn until it had had time to sift the facts and consider 
their legal implications.836 

The representative of Guinea stated that the attack on 
the Cuban Embassy and on the ship, together with the 
arrest and detention of innocent persons, constituted grave 
violations of the principles of the Charter and of inter- 
national law. She called upon the Council to condemn the 
military junta for these attacks and for acts of provocation 
likely to trouble international peace and security.*3 ’ 

The representative of Algeria* said that the facts on 
which the Cuban complaint was based were sufficiently 
clear and grave to impel the Council to take the necessary 
measures against the military authorities of Chile as a 
matter of urgency. Although his Government as a principle 
avoided any interference in the domestic affairs of other 
countries and denounced all acts of foreign interference, 
the dangerous situation behind the brutal activities of the 
new military regime should retain the attention of the 
Council. It would be a mistake to divorce the acts 
denounced by Cuba from the whole context of the 
situation in Chile or to assess them without taking full 
account of their inherent danger to peace and harmony in 
that part of the world.838 

The President, speaking as the representative of Yugos- 
lavia, stated that any Member State had the right to call for 
a meeting of the Council and that the facts presented by 
Cuba constituted a serious threat to international peace and 
security within the meaning of Articles 34, 35 and 39 of 
the Charter and fully warranted the meeting of the Council. 
The new authorities in Chile were attacking relations with 

other countries on political and ideological grounds and 
subjected large numbers of foreign nationals to arrest, 
terror and violence. The broader implication of the situ- 

835 1742nd meeting, intervention by the United States. 

836 Ibid.. infervention by India. 
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ation was that the dispute had its roots predominantly in 
foreign interference against the Government of Chile during 
the past three years or more. It had been precisely in the 
larger context of peace and security in latin America that 
the Council. meeting in Panama, had adopted resolution 
330(1973).8’9 

The representative of Madagascar* said that the inci- 
dents about which Cuba complained represented very 
serious breaches of the standards of conduct imposed by 
international law. The Council should not merely confine 
itself to noting a situation that threatened international 
peace and security, for its duty was to prevent any 
development which might jeopardize peace and normal 
friendly relations between nations.84o 

A number of representatives stated that they followed 
the recent events in Chile with concern, but that they 
rigorously adhered to the principle of non-intervention in 
domestic affairs. They noted the contradictory statements 
by the representatives of Cuba and Chile and added that 
they could not pass judgement as long as the facts were not 
clearly established.B4 ’ 

At the end of the 1742nd meeting, the President stated 
that it would be premature to fix a time for another 
meeting on the issue since he had no indication when 
members of the Council might wish to speak or present 
proposals on the item.*4z 

COMPLAINT BY IRAQ 

INITIAL PROCEEDINGS 

By a lettere43 dated 12 February 1974, the representa- 
tive of Iraq requested the President of the Security Council 
to convene an urgent meeting of the Council to consider 
the “continuing acts of aggression launched by Iranian 
armed forces against the territorial integrity of lraa.” 

At the 1762nd meeting on 15 February 1974, the 
Council includede4’ the question in its agenda. The 
representatives of Iran, Democratic Yemen,84 ’ the Libyan 
Arab Republic and the United Arab Emiratese46 were 
invited to participate in the discussion. The Council 
considered the question at its 1762nd to 1764th and 
1770th meetings, held between 15 February and 28 
May 1974. 

Decision of 28 February 1974 (1764th meeting): 

Statement by the President of the Council 

During the discussion the representative of Iraq charged 
that Iran, on several occasions, had committed acts of 

R39 1742rd meeting. intervention by President as representative 
of Yugoslavia 
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aggression against his country. After describing the attacks 
and violations of Iraqi territory that had taken place on the 
borders of the two countries on 10 and 24 December 1973 
and on 4 and 10 February 1974 lcaving a death toll of 44 
known,n4 ’ he stated that Iran’s aggressive policy towards 
his country stemmed from Iran’s refusal to abide by its 
obligations under the mutually binding Iraqi-Iranian Bound- 
ary Treaty of 1937. Iran’s violations of its treaty obli- 
gations had culminated in its declaration, made in April 
1969, to tile effect that it was unilaterally abrogating it. In 
that connexion, he recalled that in a letter dated 11 July 
1969, his Government had given a detailed account to the 
Council of the Iranian illegal action and of the historical 
background of the Shat Al-Arab dispute.B4’ Moreover, his 
Government had drawn also the attention of the Secretary- 
General to the seriousness of the situation on the Iraqi- 
Iranian border and had expressed its readiness to accept a 
special mission of the Secretary-General to investigate that 
situation. It had also offered to submit the alleged Iranian 
complaints regarding the implementation of the 1937 
Boundary Treaty to the International Court of Justice. 
Iran, in both cases had turned down Iraq’s offer. The 
problem had proved itself to be insoluble so far, due to 
Iran’s refusal to renounce its territorial claims against Iraq. 
The Security Council was duty-bound to expend its efforts 
to see that justice was done and peace and stability restored 
to the region. His Government wanted to preserve Iraqi- 
Iranian relations, on the basis of justice and respect for 
Iraqi sovereignty and would welcome direct negotiations in 
connexion with the Iraqi-Iranian border disputes, only after 
Iran had declared before the Council, its willingness to 
abide by the 1937 Boundary Treaty.84 9 

The representative of Iran* denied Iraq’s allegations of 
Iranian aggression and stated that on the contrary, it was 
his country who was the victim of Iraq’s acts of aggression. 
In a letter addressed to the Embassy of Iraq in Teheran, and 
circulated as a Security Council document,’ so the Govern- 
ment of Iran had described those acts of aggression and had 
drawn the attention of the Iraqi Government to the very 
dangerous consequences of such violations. He added that 
Iraq had also conducted mass deportations of Iranian 
nationals and made efforts to incite the people in Iran to 
revolt. ‘. 

The representative of Iran then said that his country did 
not consider the 1937 Boundary Treaty to be valid and had 
repeatedly offered to enter immediately into negotiations 
with the Government of Iraq on the basis of the accepted 
principles of international law and justice and taking into 
account the interests of the two parties, with a view to the 
complete normalization of the situation. However, the 
delegation of Iraq had refused to have recourse to these 
normal means. After stating further that there did not exist 
any treaty delimiting the land frontier between Iran and 
Iraq, he stated that his Government would not be opposed 
if the Council sent a representative on a fact-finding mission 

“’ ’ Those actions were described by Iraq in document S/ 112 16. 
OR. 2Yth yr., Suppl. for Jan.-March 1974, p. 96. 
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to the battlefield of 10 February 1974, who would then 
report back to the Council.a ” 

At the 1764th meeting, on 28 February 1974, the 
President (France) read out the following statement as 
representing the consensus of the views of the members of 
the Council,a ” which was adopted without any objec- 
tion.’ ’ 3 

1. Following the complaint presented on 12 February 1974 by 
the rcprcscntative of Iraq, the Security Council met on 15 and 20 
February. The President of the Security Council has had consul- 
tations with all the members of the Council and with the Pcrmannent 
Reprcsentativc of Iran. As a result. the President has found that 
there exists within the Council a consensus in the following terms. 

2. The Security Council, having heard the statements of the 
rcprcsentativcs of Iraq and Iran regarding the events refcrrcd to in 
the complaint by Iraq. bclicves that it is important to deal with a 
situation which could endanger peace and stability in the region. It 
deplores all the loss of human life; it appeals to the parties to refrain 
from all military action and from any move which might aggravate 
the situation. The Council reaffirms the fundamental principles set 
out in the Charter regarding respect for the territorial sovereignty of 
States and the pacific settlement of disputes and the duty of all 
States to fulfil their obligations under international law, as well 3s 

the principles referred to in the Declaration on Principles of 
International Law concerning Friendly Relations and Co-operation 
among States in accordance with the Charter of the United Nations. 

3. From the information available to the Council, it appears 
that the cause of the events lies, inter aliu, in the fait that the legal 
basig for the delimitation of the boundary between the partics is 
contested. 

4. The Council had noted the recent exchange of ambassadors 
between the two States and hopes that this could constitute a 
channel through which problems affecting relations between the 
parties might be resolved. 

5. As additional information is required, the Security Council 
rcqucsts the SecrctaryCencral 

to appoint as soon as possible a special representative to conduct an 
investigation of the events that have given rise to the complaint 
by Iraq and 

to report within three months. 

6. The above-mcntioncd consensus was reached by members of 
the Council with the exception of China, which dissociates itself 
from it; the Chinese delegation made the following statement: 

The Chinese delegation hopes that Iran and Iraq will arrive at a 
fair and reasonable settlement of their boundary dispute through 
negotiations in accordance with the five principles of pcaccful 
co-existcncc. Thercforc, the Chinese delegation dots not favour 
United Nations involvement in any form in 3 boundary dispute. In 
view of this position, the Chinese delegation dissociates itself from 
the above consensus of the Security Council.‘*S4 

At the same meeting, the representative of China said his 
Government as stated in paragraph 6 had dissociated from 
the consensus because it had always stood for the settle- 
ment of questions such as the one being considered by the 
Council through friendly consultations between the parties, 
without United Nations invo1vement.as5 

The representative of Peru stated that it was the 
understanding of his delegation that the mandate of the 
special representative to be appointed by the Secretary- 
General was wholly contained and defined exclusively in 
paragraph 5 of the consensus. that is, he was “to conduct 

a5 r 1762nd meeting, Iran, first intervention. 
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an investigation of the events that have given rise to the 
complaint by Iraq.“* ’ 6 

Decision of 28 May (1770th meeting): resolution 348 
(1974) 

On 20 May 1974 the Secretary-General submitted to the 
Security Council his reportRS7 on the implementation of 
the consensus adopted by the Security Council on 28 
February 1974 regarding the complaint by Iraq concerning 
incidents on its frontier with Iran. In his report, the 
Secretary-Genera1 stated that his Special Representative, 
Ambassador Luis Weckmann-Mufioz, had informed him 
that the Governments of Iran and Iraq had agreed through 
the Special Representative, who was acting in the exercise 
of the Secretary-General’s good offices,” ’ a to the following 
points: (a) a strict observance of the 7 March 1974 cease- 
fire agreement; (b) prompt and simultaneous withdrawal of 
armed forces along the entire border; (c)the creation of a 
favourable atmosphere conducive to achieving the purpose 
stated in the following paragraph, by refraining totally from 
any hostile actions against each other; and (d) an early 
resumption, without any preconditions, at the appropriate 
level and place, of conversations with a view to a 
comprehensive settlement of all bilateral issues. 

At the 1770th meeting on 28 May 1974, the Security 
Council resumed its consideration of the item* 59 and 
included in its agenda the report by the Secretary-General 
(S/11291).*6o The Council invited the representative of 
Iran to participate in the discussion.a6 ’ 

At the same meeting, the President (Kenya) after 
recapitulating briefly the previous action taken by the 
Council on the matter, stated that consultations held 
between the parties concerned and then among the 
members of the Council had resulted in agreement on the 
text of a draft reso1ution.a6 * 

The representative of the USSR stated that regarding 
paragraph 4 of the draft resolution, his delegation would 
have preferred it to indicate that in discharging his mandate 
from the Security Council, the Secretary-General would act 
in accordance with and with the approval of the Security 
Council, in matters concerning the nature and scope of 
assistance to the parties in the settlement of disputes. 
However, taking into account the explanations of the 
parties, and the consultations held among members of the 
Council, the USSR delegation would not insist on the 
inclusion in the draft resolution of 3 special provision on 
the understanding that if the parties should request 
assistance of the Secretary-General he would agree with the 
Security Council on the nature and extent of such 
assistance.86 3 

R56 Ibid.. intervention by Peru. 
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At the same meeting, the draft resolution was voted 
upon and adopted by 14 votes in favour, none against and 
no abstentions.864 One member (China) did not participate 
in the vote.s6’ The draft resolution read as follows:n66 

Heculling its consensus adopted on 28 February 1974 (S/l 1229), 

1. T&es nofrs wifh uppreciuriot~ of the Sc’c.rctary-(;cncr;lI’s 

report, which was circulated to the Security Council on 20 May 
1974 (S/11291); 

2. Welcomes the reported determination on the part of Iran and 
Iraq to de-escalate the prevailing situation and to improve their 
relations and, in particular, the fact that both countries have agreed 
through the Sccrctary-Gcncral’s Special Reprcscntativc, acting in the 
exercise of the SccretaryGencral’s good ofticcs, to the following 
points: 

(a) A strict observance of the 7 March 1974 cease-fire agree- 
ment; 

(b) Prompt and simultaneous withdrawal of concentrations of 
armed forces along the entire border, in accdrdancc with an 
arrangement to be agreed upon between the appropriate authorities 
of the two countries; 

(c) The creation of a favourablc atmosphcrc conducive to 
achieving the purpose stated in the following subparapaph, by 
refraining totally from any hostile actions against each other; 

(6) An early resumption. without any preconditions, at the 
appropriate level and place, of conversations with a view to a 
comprchensivc settlement of all bilateral issues; 

3. Expresses tile hope that the parties will take as soon as 
possible the necessary steps to implement the agrcemcnt reached; 

4. Invites the SecretaryGeneral to lend whatever assistance may 
be requested by both countries in connexion with the said 
agreement. 

After the vote, the representative of the United King- 
dom stated that it was not appropriate to discuss the 
precise relationship between the Secretary-General and the 
Security Council on a resolution dealing with an agreement 
entered into bilaterally between the parties to a dispute, 
particularly when no amendment to that effect had been 
moved to paragraph 4 of the draft resolution. Nothing in 
that resolution, and nothing that had taken place in the 
Security Council that day had in anyway altered the 
relationship that existed between the Secretary-General and 
the Security Council.u6 ’ 
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RELATlONSHlP BETWEEN THE UNITED NATIONS 

AND SOUTH AFRICA 

INITIAL PROCL:.I’DINGS 

By a letter dated 9 October 197486” addressed to the 
President of the Security Council, the representative of 
Tunisia, in his capacity as the Chairman of the African 
Group at the United Nations, requested a meeting of’ the 
Security Council to review the relationship between the 
United Nations and South Africa in conformity with Gen- 
eral Assembly resolution 3207 (XXIX) adopted on 

‘63 1770th meeting, following the intervention by Chma. 
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30 September 1974. Under that resolution the General As- 
scmbly had called on the Security Council to review the 
relationship between the United Nations and South Africa 
in the light of the comtant violation by South Africa of the 
principles of the Charter of the United Nations and the 
Universal Declaration of Human Rights. 

The Council held I1 meetings between 18 and 30 
October 1974 to consider the item. In the course of the 
discussion, the President (United Republic of Cameroon), 
with the consent of the Council, and at their request, 
invited the representatives of Algeria, Bangladesh, Bar- 
bados, Congo, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, Dahomey, Egypt, the 
German Democratic Republic, Ghana, Guinea, Guyana, 
India, Kuwait, Liberia, Libyan Arab Republic, Madagascar, 
Mali, Mauritius, Morocco, Nigeria, Pakistan, Qatar, 
Romania, Saudi Arabia, Sierra Leone, Somalia, South 
Africa, the Syrian Arab Republic, Tunisia, Uganda, the 
United Arab Emirates, the United Republic of Tanzania, 
Upper Volta, Yugoslavia and Zaire to participate in the 
debate without the right to vote. 

The Council also decided to extend invitations under 
rule 39 of its provisional rules of procedure to Mr. David 
Sibeko of the Pan Africanist Congress of Azania, Mr. Duma 
Nokwe, of the African National Congress, Noel Mukono of 
the Zimbabwe African National Union, T. George Silundika 
of the Zimbabwe African People’s Union and Mr. Theo-Ben 
Gurirab of the South West Africa People’s Organization. 

At the 1796th meeting on 18 October 1974, following 
the adoption of the agendaa69 the Council began its 
discussion of the question with statements by the represcn- 
tatives of Tunisia, Somalia and Sierra Leone. 

The representative of Tunisia*, representing the African 
group, stated that the political and social system practised 
in South Africa was in total violation of, and in flagrant 
contradiction with, the principles and purposes of the 
Charter of the United Nations and the Universal 
Declaration of Human Rights. Furthermore, South Africa, 
in violation of Article 2 of the Charter, had continued 
illegally to occupy the Territory of Namibia, despite the 
fact that in 1966 the General Assembly had terminated its 
Mandate, and it had sent troops to Southern Rhodesia and 
maintained them there, defying both the administering 
Power and the United Nations. Moreover, in violation of 
Articles 5 and 25 of the Charter, it had refused to apply the 
Security Council decisions that imposed sanctions on 
Rhodesia under Chapter VII of the Charter and had 
continued to maintain political. economic, military and 
other relations with the minority regime in Rhodesia. The 
representative of Tunisia then said that in view of South 
Africa’s attitude during the past twenty-nine years of its 
membership in the United Nations, his delegation would 
urge the Council to invoke Article 6 of the Charter and 
expel South Africa from the Organization.* ” 

The representative of Somalia*, speaking as current 
Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the Organization of 
African Unity had also called for the invocation of Article 6 
of the Charter. I-ltt stressed that in its consideration ot’ the 

relationship between the L’nited Nations and South Africa, 
the Council must also take into account its own conclusion 

“* 1796th meeting. Prerldent’s opening statement 
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that the situation in South Africa was a threat to regional 
peace and security which could well escalate into a threat 
to international peace and security. The Council could not 
turn away from the responsibility of considering whether 
South Africa should be expelled from the United Nations. 
Objective consideration of the facts would show that South 
Africa’s continued presence as a Member State made a 
mockery of international law and morality.87 ’ 

The representative of Sierra Leone* taking note of the 
demands for the expulsion of South Africa from the United 
Nations stated that whatever decision was taken at the 
conclusion of the debate would have a direct relevance to 
the conditions of life and respect for the human dignity of 
millions of citizens in the southern part of Africa. The 
Council should carry out its onerous duties with sincerity 
and without flinching from whatever decision it believed 
would serve the principles of the Organization and serve to 
further respect for human dignity.* 72 

The representative of Egypt* stated that South Africa’s 
aparrheid policy was not limited to South African territory 
but encompassed southern and northern Africa as well 
where acts of agression and threats to international peace 
and security were repeatedly perpetuated by South Africa 
and its allies. The collaboration between South Africa and 
Israel in the military, political and economic spheres had 
also represented a serious threat to international peace and 
security. It was therefore vital for the United Nations to 
adopt certain measures against South Africa, including 
expulsion from the Organization and observance by 
Member States of a total boycott in its dealing with the 
South African rtgime.’ ‘) 3 

The representative of Nigeria*, asserting that South 
Africa’s policies and actions had created a threat to 
international peace and security called for the exclusion of 
the South African regime from participation in the Organiz- 
ation under Articles 5 and 6 of the Charter of the United 
Nations. In discussing the argument that South Africa’s 
expulsion from the Organization would violate the principle 
of universality, he stated that that principle could be 
upheld only in accordance with the principles of the 
Charter and not as a means to condone and defend gross 
violations of the Charter. Otherwise, Articles 5 and 6 would 
be rendered meaningless.874 

The representative of Mauritius* stated that it was 
intolerable and destructive of the United Nations to allow a 
rCgime, which openly opposed the collective decisions of 
the Security Council and the General Assembly, to con- 
tinue participation in their decision-making process. Also 
intolerable was that three permanent members-France, the 
United Kingdom and the United States-which maintained 
close military contact with the South African regime should 
be allowed to veto any constructive resolution to apply the 
provisions of the Charter, particularly Articles 5 and 6.875 

The representative of Madagascar+ stated that the fact 
was that once the South African Government had refused 
the good offices of the Organization, attacked the consti- 

117’ 1796th meeting. intervention by Somalia. 
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tutionality of its resolutions and decisions, rejected the 
recommendations under Chapters VI and Xl of the Charter, 
and ignored the innumerable appeals for co-operation 
under Articles 1, 13, 55 and 56, the Organization itself 
became a party to the dispute, thus creating a situation for 
which no express provision was made in the Charter. The 
logical consequences of that situation were covered by 
Article 6, concerning expulsion and Articles 41 and 42, 
on sanctions and the use of force, two articles not mutually 
exclusive. In the case of South Africa, the pertinent Articles 
of Chapter VI had already been applied when the Organiz- 
ation set up good offices commissions, called for mediation 
aid ordered inquiries conducted by a group of experts of 
the Council. Article 40 was invoked when the Council 
decided to institute an arms embargo. For 28 years the 
Organization had seen South Africa persistently infringe 
Charter principles, thus calling for the application to itself 
of Article 6. As for Article 27, it was necessary to clarify its 
scope with a view to applying its provisions in relation to 
Chapter VII of the Charter. Looked at in political terms, if 
one or more States had given diplomatic, political and 
military support to South Africa, and perhaps were 
prepared to go on doing so, it could be concluded that they 
too bore responsibility for the reprehensible actions of the 
South African regime. In that case they became a party to 
the dispute, and Article 27 of the Charter would be 
applicable to them.876 

Also calling for the expulsion or suspension of South 
Africa from the United Nations were the representatives of 
Algeria*, Byelorussian SSR. China, Congo*, Cuba*, 
Dahomey*, the German Democratic Republic*, Ghana*, 
Guinea*, Guyana*, India*, Indonesia+, Iraq*, Kenya, 
Kuwait*, Libya*, Mali*, Mauritania, Morocco+, Pakistan*, 
Peru*, Qatar*, Syria*, Tanzania+, Uganda*, Upper Volta*, 
United Republic of Cameroon, Yugoslavia* and Zaire*. 

The representative of the USSR, in supporting the 
demands for South Africa’s expulsion from the Organiz- 
ation stated that the South African regime had been able to 
defy the United Nations owing to the support it enjoyed 
from certain western Powers, members of the North 
Atlantic Treaty Organization as well as from transnational 
monopolies belonging to them. He urged the permanent 
members of the Council not to put any obstacles in the 
move to exclude South Africa from the United Nations.” 7 

The representatives of Bangladesh*, Czechoslovakia* 
and Liberia* called for more effective steps against South 
Africa in the face of its continued defiance of the United 
Nations and the representative of Austria while conceding 
that expulsion was one alternative, suggested that other 
possibilities ought to be explored as weU.a7* 

The representative of Barbados* proposed that the 
Security Council give the South African Government a final 
deadline by which it must report to the Council its 
complete withdrawal from Namibia. Consistent with Article 
40 of the Charter, the Council might, before making 
recommendations or deciding upon measures provided for 
in Article 39. call upon South Africa to comply with 
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The representative of Costa Rica stated that although 
South Africa descrvcd some form of sanction because of its 
reluctance to act in accordance with the principles of the 
Charter, expulsion was much too grave an action to take in 
this instance, specially, since all other means provided in 
the Charter had not been exhausted. Thus his delegation 
could not support a call for South Africa‘s expulsion 
although it was prepared to support action for immediate 
suspension of South Africa from the United Nations for as 
long as it continued to practice aparflrc~id and refused to 
abide by the decisions of the United Nations concerning 
Namibia. 83 

The representatives of France, the United States and the 
United Kingdom also opposed the expulsion of South 
Africa from the United Nations. While deploring the policy 
of uparfhrid practised by that country, they asserted that 
expulsion of a Member State would create a dangerous 
precedent and would also remove it from the pressures of 
international opinion.884 

certain provisional measures with respect to withdrawal 
from Namibia, in order to prevent an aggravation of a.1 
already grave situation threatening internatio:lal peace and 
security. It would be for the Council to decide upon the 
nature of the provisional measures. In any case, it would bc 
clear that the Council would, by that act, have taken 
preventive action, within the meaning of Article 5 of the 
Charter, against South Africa.879 

The representative of Saudi Arabia* proposed that the 
supporters of South Africa ought to persuade it to transfer 
authority over Namibia to the Trusteeship Council within a 
period of two years after which Namibia would become an 
independent State.“’ 

The representative of Australia said that his delegation 
would support moves to expel South Africa from the 
Organization as his country had decided that moral 
considerations on the question had to be decisive. However, 
he stressed that the expulsion of South Africa, should it 
come about had to be treated as a special and exceptional 
action which must on no account be applied indiscrim- 
inately to countries that might happen to attract the 
opposition of a majority in the Assembly or in the Council 
in respect of particular acts alleged to be contrary to the 
Charter.“’ 

The representative of South Africa* stated that his 
Government’s position in regard to Article 2, paragraph 7 
of the Charter was well known. South Africa’s participation 
in these proceedings, in so far as they related to the internal 
affairs of South Africa, should not be construed to mean 
that South Africa had changed its position in regard to that 
Article, &t.should be seen as flowing from willingness to 
discuss its differences with other countries genuinely 
interested in a constructive solution to them. He asserted 
that there was no valid reason for singling out South 
Africa’s relations with the United Nations and that it was 
just a political move in pursuance of a vendetta being 
conducted by certain Member States. It had been said that 
South Africa had disregarded resolutions of United Nations 
organs; but those resolutions were based on inadequate, 
prejudiced and often grossly distorted information which 
was not objectively weighed to separate facts from ignorant 
or malicious misrepresentations. There had been demands 
in the Council for the expulsion of South Africa from the 
Organization and in other organs of the Organization 
attempts had been made to prevent South Africa from 
exercising its rights and privileges of membership, some- 
thing not only manifestly illegal but which had set a 
dangerous precedent. Such course of action might benefit 
one or two countries remote from the region who had 
pursued political designs of their own but certainly not 
anyone in South Africa and least of all the people in whose 
name such an action was being urged.882 
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Decision of 30 October 1974 (1808th meeting): 

Rejection of rhe draft resolution submitted by Iraq, 
Ken.va. Mauritania and the United Republic of Cumeroon 

At tlw l:??nd meeting on 25 October the Council had 
before it a draft resolution”’ submitted by Kenya, 
Mauritania and the United Republic of Cameroon and later 
co-sponsored by Iraq under which the Security Council 
would have recommended to the General Assembly the 
immediate expulsion of South Africa from the United 
Nations under Article 6 of the Charter in view of that 
country’s refusal to abandon its policies of apartheid. its 
refusal to withdraw from the territory of Namibia and its 
military and other support of the illegal regime in southern 
Rhodesia in violation of the pertinent resolutions of the 
Security Council. 

At the 1804th meeting the President drew attention to a 
draft resolution submitted under rule 38 by Saudi 
Arabia.886 Under the draft resolution, the Security Council 
would urge South Africa to transfer without undue delay 
its authority over Namibia to the Trusteeship Council; 
request the Secretary-General to appoint two co- 
administrators from neutral countries to administer 
Namibia together with South Africa during the period of 
transfer; and request the United Nations Commissioner for 
Namibia to assist by co-ordinating the transfer of power 
from South Africa to the Trusteeship Council. 

At the 1808th meeting on 30 October 1974, the 
four-Power draft resolution was rejected by IO votes in 
favour, 3 against with 2 abstcntions.887 

(1*3 1808th meeting, intervention by Costa Rica 
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