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4. THE SITUATION IN CYPRUS

Decision of 4 June 1981 (2279th meeting): resolution
486 (1981)

On 27 May 1981, before the mandate of the
United Nations Peace-keeping Force in Cyprus
(UNFICYP) was due to expire, the Secretary-General
submitted to the Councif) a regort' covering the
period from 1 December 1980 to27May 1981. fn his
report, the Secretary-General stated that within the
framework of the mission of good offices entrusted to
him by the Council the intercommuna talks in
Cyprus had continued in a generally constructive
amosphere, athough with limited practical results.
A more intensive pace for those deliberations was
planned as from the beginning of July. The Secretary-
General concluded that the continued presence of
UNFICYP remained necessary, both in helping to
maintain cam on the idand and in creating the
conditions under which the search for a peaceful
settlement could best be pursued, and he therefore
recommended to the Council that it extend the
mandate of UNFICYP for a further period of six
months. In an addendum* issued on 4 June, the
Secretary-General indicated that, following consulta-
tions, tme parties concerned had signified ther
concurrence with the proposed extension.
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At its 2279th meeting, on 4 June 1931, the Council
included the report of the Secretary-Genera in its
agenda under the item “The situation in Cyprus’ and
invited, at their request, the representatives of Cy-
prus, Greece and Turkey® to participate in the
discussion without the right to vote. The Council also
invited Mr. Nail Atalay! to participate under rule 39
of the provisiona rules of procedure. The Council
considered the item at its 2279th meeting.

At the outset of the meeting, the President put to
the vote a draft resolution® prepared in the course of
consultations, which was adopted by 14 votes in
favour to none against, with no abstentions, as
resolution 486 (1981).% The resolution reads as
follows:

The Security Council,

Tak;‘ng noreof the report of the Secretary-General on the United
Nations operation in Cyprus of 27 May 198 1,

Noting the concurrence of the parties concerned in the recom-
mendation by the Secretary-General that the Security Council
should extend the stationing of the United Nations Peace-keeping
Force in Cyprus for a further period of six months,

Noting also thatthe Government of Cyprus has agreed that in
view of the prevailing conditions in the island it is necessary to
keep the Force in Cyprus beyond 15 June 1981,

Reaqffirming the provisions of its resolution 186 (1964) and other
relevant resolutions,

Reiterating its support of the ten-point agreement for the
resumption of the intercommunal talks which was worked out at
the high-level meeting on 18 and |9 May 1979 at Nicosia under
the auspices of the Secretary-General,

|. Extends once more the stationing in Cyprus of the United
Nations Peace-keeping Force established under resolution 186
(1964) for a further period ending on 15 December 1981,

2. Notes with satisfaction that the parties have resumed the
intercommunal talks within rhe framework of the ten-point
agreement and urges them to pursue these talks in a continuing.
sustained and result-oriented manner, avoiding any delay;

3. Requests the Secretary-General to continue his mission of
good offices, to keep the Security Council informed of the progress
made and to submit a report on the implementation of the present
resolution by 30 November 1981.

Following the vote, the Secretary-General assured
the Counafthat he was takingsteps to give effect to
the resolution just adopted. Concerning his mission
of good offices, he referred to his report’ of 27 May
1981 and observed that the intercommunal talks’
were scheduled to enter a more active phase at the
beginning of July.?

The representative of Cyprus stated that both his
biannual appearance before the Council and the
resolution just adopted, while essential for the preser-
vation of peaceful conditions, were at the same time
a sad commentary on the ability of the United
Nations to apply the principles of the Charter and the
peremptory norms olpii nternational law to a small and
defenceless country in whose case they had been
violated. He noted that while the talks were till aive
they had as yet produced no results whatsoever, and
he hoped that when he appeared before the Council
again in six months time he would have something
positive to report on them.?

The representative of Greece asserted that the
extension of the mandate of UNFICYP represented
an admission of failure on the part of the United
Nations in its misson of guaranteeing the indepen-
dence and territorial integrity of its Members, partic-
ularly the small countries. Despite the praiseworthy
efforts of the Secretarﬁ-General and his colleagues
and the dedication ofthe Force no real progress had
been made in the dialogue. The intercommunal talks

had reached a 1umin§-poi nt and could not be extend-
ed indefinitely, and this might be the last opportunity
to achieve an agreement which would maintain the
independence, unity, territorial integrity and non-
aignment of the Republic of Cyprus.!

Mr. Nail Atalay stated that the reference in the
resotution to the Greek Cypriot administration as the
so-called Government of Cyprus made the resolution
unacceptable to the Turkish Cypriot side. He stressed
that the principle of the equality of the two commu-
nities must be maintained whenever and wherever
there had to be a reference to the intercommunal
talks or to the respective status of each commumt(.
Moreover, the modus operandi of UNFICYP would
have to be changed and its mandate revised accord-
ingly, since under the terms of resolution 186 (1964),
which provided that it was to prevent a recurrence of
fighting and contribute to the restoration of law and
order and a return to normal conditions, it had no
legitimate function to perform in the north of
%)garus. If UNFICYP were adjusted to the present
redities of Cyprus, 30 per cent of its personnel would
suffice to control the cease-fire lines and thus ade-
%atel fulfil its mandate. In addition, the wording of
the fifth preambular paragraph and paragraph two of
the resolution did not accurately reflect the fact that
the intercommunal talks had been resumed and were
continuing on the basis of the Secretary-General’s
opening Statement of 9 August 1980,!" which incor-
porated the high-level agreement of 12 February
1977, the 10-point agreement of 19 May 1979 and
other important elements, however, he would not
insist on a change in the wording so as not to create
an impasse.'?

The representative of Turkey asserted that in the
current circumstances the discussion in the Council
was both inappropriate and harmful to the search for
a solution by means of the intercommunal negotia-
tions. His Government was satisfied at the continua-
tion of the intercommunal talks, which were the only
vaid means for arriving at a just and lasting solution
to the problem of Cyprus, and reiterated its support
for, and co-operation with, the Secretary-General in
his mission of good offices. However, he objected to
references to the “Government of Cyprus ' in the
Secretary-General’s report and in the third preambu-
lar paragraph of the resolution the Council had just
adopted. His delegation’s position conceming that
titte was well-known and remained unchanged, and
adl of Turkey’s reservations regarding previous Coun-
cil resolutions referred to in the current resolution
remained unchanged. He noted as well that the
Council had not adopted the wording his delegation
had proposed for paragraph 2 of the resolution,
which would have referred to the Secretary-General’s
statement of 9 August 1980 as providing the
framework for the resumption of the intercommunal
talks, and stressed that his Government nevertheless
interpreted the text of the resolution, and particularly
It'hgi r?}‘erence to the resumption of the talks, in that
ight.

Decision of 14 December 1981 (2313th meeting):
resolution 495 (198 1)

On 1 December 198 |, the Secretary-General sub-
mitted a report!* covering the period from 28 May to
30 November 198 1. He noted that duri gg the period
under review UNFICYP had continued to perform
its peace-keepingfunctions by supervising the cease-
fire lines, providing security 1n the area between the
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lines, looking after the safety and welfare of Cypriots
residing in areas under the control of the other
community and supporting relief operations co-ordi-
nated by the Office of the United Nations High
Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR). These activi-
ties had made a major contribution to maintainin

cam in the island. During the same period the searc

for a solution of the Cyprus problem had undergone a
rapid evolution, with both sides in the intercommu-
na talks submitting new or revised proposals which
included for the first time concrete arrangements as
the proposed basis for a comprehensive settlement.
On 22 October 198 1, the Specia Representative of
the Secretary-Genera had submitted on his behalf an
evaluation paper drawn up in the exercise of his
mission of good offices which analysed the positions
of the parties. The Secretary-General expressed the
hope that the consideration of that paper would mark
the beginning of a new and fruitful phase in the
search for a negotiated settlement. He concluded
that, under the circumstances, the continued pres-
ence of UNFICYP remained necessary and recom-
mended to the Council that it extend the mandate of
UNFICYP for a further period of six months. In an
addendum” dated 14 December 198 |, the Secretary-
General indicated that, following consultations, the
concerned parties had signified their concurrence
with the proposed extension.

At its 2313th meeting, on 14 December 1981, the
Council included the report of the Secretary-General
in its agenda and invited, a their request, the
representatives of Cyprus, Greece and Turkey's to
participate in the discussion without the right. to
vote. The Council also invited Mr. Nail Atalay'? to
participate in accordance with rule 39 of its provi-
sional rules of procedure. The Council considered the
item at its 2313th meeting.

The President drew the attention of the members
of the Council to a draft resolution’* prepared in the
course of consultations, which he then put to the
vote. It was adopted unanimously'® as resolution 495
(198 1), and reads as follows:

The Security Council.

Taking mote of the report of the Secretary-General on the United
Nations operation in Cyprus of | December 198 |,

Noting the concurrence of the parties concerned in the recom-
mendation by the Secretary-General that the Sccurity Council
should extend the stationing of the United Nations Peace-keeping
Force in Cyprus for a further period of six months,

Noting also that the Government of Cyprus has agreed that in
view of the prevailing conditions in the island it is necessary to
keep the Force in Cyprus beyond I5 December 1981,

Reaffirming the provisions of ils resolution 186 (I 964) and other
relevant resolutions,

Reiterating its support of the ten-point agreement for the
resumption of the intercommunal talks which was worked out at
the high-level meeting on 18 and 19 May 1979 at Nicosia under
the auspices of the Secretary-General,

I. Extends once more the stationing in Cyprus of the United
Nations Peace-keeping Force established under resolution 186
(1964) for a further period. ending on 15 June 1982;

2. Notes with satisfaction that the parties have resumed the
intercommunal talks within the framework of the ten-point
agreement and urges them to pursue these talks in a continuing,
sustained and result-oriented manner, avoiding any delay;

3. Requests the Secretary-General to continue his mission of
good offices, to keep the Security Council informed of the progress
made and to submit a report on the implementation of the present
resolution by 31 May 1982.

In explanation of the vote, the representative of
China pointed out that, for historica and political
reasons, China had until then adhered to a well-

known position vis-d-vis United Nations peace-keep
ing operations. However, having taken into consider-
ation the changes in the international arena and the
evolution in the role of the peace-keeping operations,
his delegation would from then on actively consider
and support such United Nations peace-keeping
operations as were conducive to the maintenance of
international peace and security and to the preserva-
tion of the sovereignty and independence of the
States concerned., in strict conformit){ with the pur-
poses and principles of the Charter.?

The Secretary-General observed that after amost
18 years of United Nations involvement in Cyprus
the ‘problem was ill far from a solution, Ieadlgg
some, perhaps, to question whether the Unit
Nations road to peaceful accord, involving the con-
current use of peace-keepng and good ces, had
judtified its political and inancial cost. However,
considering the enormously complex pattern of con-
flicting interests involved., 1t would have been idle to
look towards an immediate solution. By managing
effectively to keep the threatening situation on the
round under control and maintaining the peace, the
fJnited Nations had helped to create conditions
conducive to the search for a political settlement of
the underlying dispute. Instead of confrontation
there had been ira ual movement, and the pace of
that movement had been distinctty accelerated over
the past few months. He appealed to al the parties
concerned not to allow impatience to obscure a sober
assessment of the progress achieved, nor to lose sight
of the great distance that remained to be travelled.
Cdling for greater efforts, greater restraint and more
concrete achievements, he concluded that the path
had been charted, and while the obstacles were
formidable, he was convinced that with the co-opera-
tive efforts of al concerned they could be over-
come.*’

The representative of Cyprus indicated that his
Government found the Secretary-General’s evalu-
ation of the status of the negotiations helpful and
hoped it would pave the way to a more productive
phase in the talks. However, 1t had never been meant
to form the basis for the negotiations, which was, and
aways would be, the United Nations resolutions and
the two high-level agreements, including the priorit
on Varosha. He noted that, as a gesture of good wil |.
his Government had agreed to the adjournment of
the debate on the question of Cyprus during the
thirty-fifth session of the General Assembly in the
previous year and again during the current year's
regular Assembly session, ‘but “if the talks did not
reiister progress within a reasonable time they would
ask for, and have, a full-fledged debate and a
resolution during a resumed session of the Assemb_lux
That was not meant as a threat, but if the other side
did not reciprocate his Government’'s good will,
determination and bona fides to achieve progress
then they would have to act to safeguard the interests
of their country,. both in the United Nations and in
every other avallable forum.**

The representative of Greece stated that, while
UNFICYP had contributed greatly to the sabiliza
tion of the situation in Cyprus and was rendering
invaluable services to al the Cypriots, it would be a
fatal mistake to consider th%é:)eace-keepi ng operation
as a goal in itself. He claimed that it was because the
Turkish Cypriot proposals had been so unsatisfactory
that the Secretary-General had found it necessary to
play a more active role in the negotiations within"his
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mandate of good offices, and had thus presented the
parties with his evatuation of the various aspects of
the problem, which the Government of Cyprus had
accepted as a vehicle for advancing the negotiations.
His Government found that to be a constructive and
helpful step, and was committed to helping to find a
solution that would be consistent with the relevant
resolutions of the General Assembly and the Council
and the high-level agreements of 1977 and 1979.3

Mr. Nail Atalay reiterated his objection to the
terminology referring to the Government of Cyprus
contained 1n the resolution just adopted, and once
a%am referred to the need to dter the modus operandi
of UNFICYP. In addition, he asserted that the fifth
yreambular paragraph and paragraph 2 of the resolu-
ion did not accurately reflect the actual basis on
which the taks were continuing, which now included,
in addition to those elements he had mentioned at
the Council’s 2279th meeting in connection with
resolution 486 ( 198 1), the Secretary-General’s recent
evauation paper. The Turkish Cypriot side sup
ported the efforts of the Secretary-General and had
accepted the evaluation paper as the framework and
the basis for the intercommunal negotiations. He
stressed that the Cyprus problem was a matter
between the two communities and that a just and
lasting solution could be found only through inter-
communa talks held on an equa footing. The
Turkish Cypriot side was determined to do dl it
could to keep the process of the intercommunal talks
alive, despite the unconstructive attitude of the other
side. 2

The representative of Turkey declared that, follow-
ing 16 months of uninterrupted talks, the intercom-
munal talks had reached a crucial stage, The Turkish
Government endorsed the view eé,oressed by the
Secretary-General concerning his evaluation paper in
aragraph 56 of his report and fully supported the
urkish Cypriot proposal that the retary-Gener-
a’s evauation paper should congitute the frame-
work for the intercommunal negotiations. He regret-
ted that the resolution lacked any encouragement for
the two communities along the lines of paragraph 56
of the Secretary-General’s report. Commenting on
the reference to the Government of C}/prus contained
in the third preambular paragraph of the resolution
just adopted, the Turkish representative stated that
Turkey did not recoghize that status as belonging to
the leaders of the Greek Cypriot community, who
had placed themselves in the position of usurpers of
that title. The Republic of Cyprus would not have a
lega and legitimate government until, through the
intercommunal  negootiations, the bicommunal es-
sence of the Republic guaranteed by internationa
treaty had been restored, with each community
having its own federated state within a biregiona and
bicommunal framework.

Decision of 15 June 1982 (2378th meeting): resolu-
tion 510 (1982)

In a report? covering the period from 1 December
1981 to 3 1 May 1982, submitted on | June 1982, the
Secretary-General noted that duringthe period under
review the search for a negotiated, just and lasting
settlement of the Cyprus problem had entered a new
phase. Under the auspices of his Special Representa
tive the two interlocutors at the intercommunal talks
had embarked on a systematic review of the man
elements of the congtitutional aspect using the evalu-
ation paper as a framework for the tatks. They had

succeeded in arriving at “points of coincidence” in a
number of cases, which did not mean that the major
substantive elements of the Cyprus problem were
about to be resolved, but that they were being
systematically reconsidered, reformu lated and re-
duced. When this task had been completed it would
dill be necessary to undertake the politicaly chal-
lenging enterprise of devising solutions for major
constitutional and territorial Issues. The Secretary-
General concluded that the continued presence of
UNFICYP remained necessary and recommended to
the Council that it extend the mandate of UNFICYP
for a further period of six months. In an addendum
issued on 14 June 1982¥ the Secretary-General
stated that the parties concerned had agreed to the
proposed extension.

At its 2378th meeting, on 15 June 1982, the
Council included the report of the Secretary-General
in its agenda and invited, at their request, the
representatives of Cyprus, Greece and Turkey? to
participate in the discussion without the right to
vote. The Council aso invited Mr. Nal Atalay?
under rule 39 of the Council’s provisiona rules of
procedure. The Council considered the report of the
Secretary-General at its 2378th meeting.

At the beginning of the 2378th meeting, the
President put to the vote a draft resolution that had
been prepared in the course of consultations. The
draft resolution received 15 votes in favour and was
adopted unanimously as resolution 510 (I 982).3' It
reads as follows:

The Security Council,

Taking mote of the report of the Secretary-Genera on the United
Nations operation in Cyprus of | June,

Noting the concurrence of the parties concerned in the recom-
mendation by the Secretary-General that the Security Council
should extend the stationing of the United Nations Peace-keeping
Force in Cyprus for a further period of six months,

Noting also that the Government of Cyprus has agreed that in
view of the prevailing conditions in the island it is necessary to
keep the Force in Cyprus beyond 15 June 1982,

Reaffirming the provisions of its resolution 186 (1964) and other
relevant resolutions.

Reiterating its support of the ten-point agreement for the
resumption of the intercommunal talks which was worked out at
the high-level meeting on |8 and 19 May 1979 at Nicosia under
the auspices of the Secretary-General,

I. Extends once more the stationing in Cyprus of the United
Nations Peace-keeping Force established under resolution 186
(1964) for a further period, ending on 15 December 1982;

2. Notes with satisfaction that the parties have resumed the
intercommunal talks within the framework of the ten-point
agreement and urges them to pursue these talks in a continuing,
sustained and result-oriented manner, avoiding any delay;

3. Requests the Secretary-General to continue his mission of
good offices, to keep the Security Council informed of the progress
made and to submit a report On the implementation of the present
resolution by 30 November 1982.

The representative of Cyprus stated that the prob-
lem o was not one of dfferences bewen the
two communities or of religious differences, but
rather a problem of the invasion and occupation of a
small, non-aligned country striving to protect its
independence against the expansionist policy of a
large and power ful neighbouring country. Pointing to
the strategic location of Cyprus and to the number of
years that the problem had been before the General
Assembly and the Council, he stated that the problem
of Cyprus was international in nature, and directly
affected the peace and security of the area and of the
world in general. Despite the provisions of the many
resolutions adopted by the Assembly and the Council
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there had been no withdrawal of the Turkish troops,
no refugees had been permitted to return to their
homes, and the intercommunal talks had failed to
achieve any progress on matters of substance.

He caled upon the Council and countries not
members of the Council to bring pressure to bear
upon Turkey to end its aggression and to withdraw
its troops from Cyprus. He referred to the proposal of
the President of the Republic of Cyprus for the total
disarmament and demilitarization o prus and the
creation of a mixed Greek-Turkish priot police
force under the control of an international United
Nations police force, and cited the positive response
of his President to the proposa of the Prime Minister
of Greece, who had offered to withdraw the Greek
contingent stationed in Cyprus under the 1960
Agreements® provided that the Turkish troops were
also withdrawn and a United Nations police force
was stationed in Cyprus. Pledﬁm his country’s
support for the strengthening of the United Nations,
he declared that if the world community, through the
United Nations, did not choose to give the Organiza
tion the means to carry out its task there would be no
end to the aggressive use of force.?

The representative of Greece stated that free and
meanin gx);ll ngotiatiqns between the Greek Cypriots
and the Turkish Cypriots were inconceivable as long
as a substantial part of the Republic of Cyprus
remained under military occupation. Since both
communities were concerned about their security his
Government had proposed that, aong with the
Greek contingent, the Turkish troops should with-
draw from Cyprus and an enlarged United Nations
peace-keeping force should be established. His Gov-
ernment was willing to assume all the additiona
expenses that such an increase of the Force would
entail. After that step, intercommunal talks should
start with a view to drafting a constitution which
would be based on internationally recognized safe-
guards for the protection of minorities. A demilitari-
zation of the Republic of prus, coupled with
international guarantees, should complement the
settlement in order to meet further security demands
of the parties concerned.™

Mr. Nal Ataday affirmed that, as stated in the
report of the Secretary-General, progress was begin-
ning to be made at the intercommunal talks. How-
ever, the Turkish Cypriot community was concerned
about the future c},the talks as a result of certain
actions of the Greek Cypriot leaders and certain
statements by the Prime Minister of Greece.35

The representative of Turkey noted at the outset
that, in the light of the positive developments that
had taken place since the resumption of the inter-
communal talks and the fact that the search for a
solution in Cyprus was continuing steadily, his
Government would have wished to avoid a discus-
sion that was certain to involve acrimonious ex-
changes, whereas the renewal of the mandate of
UNF%CYP was a formality. He further stated that, in
the view of the Turkish Government, the encourage-
ment of the intercommunal talks was the best way to
arrive at a solution. "1n Typrus, and any action or
initiative that could jeopardize the talks or encourage
those who desired to mtemationalize the problem
should be avoided as it would result in a breakdown
of the talks between the two communities.

Decision of 14 December 1982 (2405th meeting):
resolution 526 (I 982)

On 1 December 1982, the Secretary-General sub-
mitted to the Council a report” on UNFICYP
covering the period from 1 June to 30 November
1982. He indicated that the new phase of his mission
of good offices, which had been initiated at the
intercommunal talks on 7 January 1982, had contin-
ued at a steady pace and in a constructive atmo-
sphere during the reporting period. The interlocutors,
who continued to fellow the evaluation paper sub-
mitted by his Special Representative, had completed
the discussion of almost al of the constitutional
aspects and were about to begin an examination of
the territorial aspect. He hoped that the parties
concerned would demonstrate the political will nec-
essary to undertake the next phase of the negotiations
as soon as possible. The Secretary-General concluded
that the continued presence of UNFICYP remained
necessary, and recommended to the Council that it
extend the mandate of UNFICYP for a further
period of six months. In an addendum issued on 13
December 1 982,% the Secretary-General stated that
the parties concerned had agreed to the extension.

At its 2405th meeting, on 14 December 1982,
following the inclusion of the Secretary-Genera’s
report in the agenda, the Council invited, at their
request, the representatives of Cyprus, Greece and
"l_"urkeyi" to participate in the discussion without the
I’I?ht to vote, and invited Mr. Nail Atalay® under
rule 39 of its provisional rules of procedure. The
Council considered the report of the Secretary-Gen-
era at its 2405th meeting.

The President drew the attention of the Council to
a draft resolution*! prepared in the course of consul-
tations, which he then BUt to the vote. The draft
resolution was adopted 15 votes in favour*? as
Irasolution 526 (1982). The resolution reads as fol-
Ows:

The Security Council,

Taking note of the report of the Secretary-General on the United
Nations operation in CYPrus of | December 1982,

Noting the concurrence of the parties concerned in the recom-
mcndation by the Secretary-General that the Security Council
should extend the stationing of the United Nations Peace-keeping
Force in Cyprus for a further period of six months,

Noting also that the Government of Cyprus has agreed that in
view of the prevailing conditions in the island it is necessary to
keep the Force in Cyprus beyond 15 December 1982,

Reajﬁrming the provisions of its resolution 186 (1964) and other
relevant resolutions,

Reiterating its support of the ten-point agreement for the
resumption of the intercommunal talks which was worked out at
the high-level meeting on 18 and 19 May 1979 at Nicosia under
the auspices of the Secretary-General,

1. Extends once more the stationing in Cyprus of the United
Nations Peace-keeping Force established under resolution 186
(1964) for a further period, ending on 15 June 1983;

2. Notes with satisfaction that the parties have resumed the
intercommunal talks within the framework of the ten-point
agreement and urges them to pursue these talks in a continuing,
sustained and result-oriented manner, avoiding any delay;

3. Requeststhe Secretary-General to continue his mission of
good oflices, to keep the Security Council informed of the progress
made and to submit a report on the implementation of the present
resolution by 31 May 1983.

The representative of Cyfprus declared that the
principle of the non-use of force in international
relations enshrined in Article 2, paragraph 4, of the
Charter of the United Nations was being violated in
Cyprus and stated that if the resolutions and deci-
sions of the United Nations continued to be disre-
%arded the reputation of the Organization would be
urther eroded, as its credibility depended upon its
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living up to its decisions. Rﬁardi ng the intercommu-
na talks, he maintained that, except for identifying
the negotiating positions of both sides, no substan-
tive progress had been achieved since the last renewal
of UNFICYP. He hoped that the Council would
follow developments in Cyprus vigilantly and con-
tinue to recognize its sPecial responsibility towards
Cyprus and Its people. ¥

~ The representative of Greece asserted that the
intercommunal talks had been dedling mainly with
minor issues, creating a totally misleading impression
of progress. He recaled that, in addition to the
proposa for an enlargement of UNFICYP, his
Government had proposed that the situation be re-
examined by a speciad committee of the United
Nations or by an international conference. Since
Turkey had taken a negative stand with regard to
those proposals it might be time for the Council to
exert its influence on Turkey in order that it might
abide by the resolutions of the General Assembly and
the Council.*

Mr. Nail Atalay reaffirmed the Turkish Cypriot
community’s support of the intercommunal talks as
the best means available for the solution of the
problem of Cyprus and stated that interference by
parties not directly involved would only harden the
positions of the parties. He urged that "the Council
encourage negotiations in conditions of equality
between the two national communities and restrain
al interference. His people hoped that the Council
would induce the two communities to resolve their
differences through talks on the basis of the princi-
Pl& and a§1reements they had concluded between
hemsdves. +

The representative of Turkey stated that his Gov-
ernment considered it essential to safeguard the
intercommunal  negotiations, especially at a time
when they were suffering a set-back, and declared
that the problem would not be solved by invoking
unrealistic recommendations that had been reected
by the Turkish community of Cyprus and Turkey.
Rejecting the view that the question of Q{Iprus was a
problem born of military intervention, he asserted
that the Turkish community of Cyprus and Turke
had used the right of self-defence in accordance wit
the Treaty of Guarantee to recreate the state of
affairs provided for in the Cypriot Constitution, but
this time in a sound and durable manner, which
could not be other than as a federation. The Turkish
armed forces would remain on the territory until the
conclusion of a fina agreement betweéen al the
parties because, as experience had unfortunately
shown, international forces had never been able to
ensure the full security of populations.*

Decision of 15 June 1983 (2453rd meeting): resolu-
tion 534 (1983)

In his report dated 1 June 1983, covering the
eriod from 1 December 1982 to 31 May 1983, the
retary-General stated that the intercommunal
talks had continued regularlg/ on the basis of his
evaluation paper, but noted that following the adop
tion on 13 May 1983 of General Assembly resolution
37/253 the leaders of the Turkish Cypriot community
had announced their decision not to attend the
meeting of the talks scheduled for 31 May 1983. He
hoped that the talks could be continued as soon as
possible on the existing, mutualy acceptable basis
and had strengthened his persona” involvement with-
in the framework of his mission of good offices. It

was his intention to follow up on the work done
during the current phase of the talks in order to give
fresh impetus to the talks. He appealed to all
concerned to show restraint. The Secretary-General
concluded that the continued presence of UNFICYP
remained necessary and recommended to the Coun-
cil that it extend the mandate of the Force for
another six months. In an addendum dated 14 June
1983,% the Secretary-Genera stated that the parties
concerned had agreed to the proposed extension.
At its 2453rd meeting, on IS5 June 1983, the
Council included the report of the Secretary-Generd
in its agenda and invited the representatives of
Canada, Cyprus, Greece and Turkey,® a ther
refw&ct, to participate in the discussion without the
right to vote. The Council aso invited Mr. Nail
Atalay*® under rule 39 of its provisiona rules of
procedure. The Council considered the item at its
2453rd and 2454th meetings, on 15 June 1983.

At the outset of the 2453rd meeting, the President
put to the vote a draft resolution® prepared in the
course of the Council’s consultations. The draft
resolution was unanimously adopted as resolution
534 (1983). The resolution reads as follows:

The Security Council,

Taking note of the report of the Secretary-General on the United
Nations operation in Cyprus of | June 1983,

Noting the concurrence of the parties concerned in the recom-
mendation by the Secretary-General that the Security Council
should extend the stationing of the United Nations Peace-keeping
Force in Cyprus for a further period of six months,

Noting also that the Government of Cyprus has agreed that in
view of the prevailing conditions in the island it is necessary to
keep the Force in Cyprus beyond 15 June 1983,

Reaffirming the provisions of its resolution 186 (I 964) and other
relevant resolutions,

Reiterating its support of the ten-point agreement for the
resumption of the intercommunal talks which was worked out at
the high-level meeting on 18 and 19 May 1979 at Nicosia under
the auspices of the Secretary-General,

I. Extends once more the stationing in Cyprus of the United
Nations Peace-keeping Force established under resolution 186
(1964) for a further period, ending on |5 December 1983;

2. Notes with satisfaction that the parties have resumed the
intercommunal talks within the framework of the ten-point
agreement and urges them to pursue these talks in a continuing,
sustained and result-oriented manner, avoiding any delay;

3. Reguests the Secretary-General to continue his mission of
good offices, to keep the Security Council informed of the progress
made and to submit a report on the implementation of the present
resolution by 30 November 1983.

The representative of Cyprus stated that the
United Nations resolutions were as far as ever from
being implemented, and that as a result the problem
of Cyprus continued to pose a grave threat to the
peace of the region and to international peace and
security in general. Turkey and the Turkish Cypriot
leader had embarked on new secessionist steps
directed against the territoria inte%rity and unity of
Cgfrus, and were undermining the intercommunal
talks. He reected the Turkish argument that the
Cypriot Government’s efforts to internationalize the
question of Cyprus while negotiations were going on
were contrary to the spirit of the intercommunal
talks. The talks were held to solve the internal aspects
of the problem, whereas the international aspects
were matters rightly to be considered by the United
Nations. Furthermore, the talks originated from
Council and Genera Assembly resolutions, and since
the Assembly had called for the talks it was appropri-
ate and necessary on the part of his Government to
keep that body informed and to request its further
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assistance in the search for a solution. He expressed
regret that following the adoption by the Assembly of
resolution 37/253, whose operative paragraph 16
welcomed the intended initiative of the Secretary-
General, Turkey had refused to respond to the
Secretary-General’s call for a meeting to discuss his
intended initiative. He reiterated his Government’s
support for negotiations under the auspices of the
Secretary-General and appealed to the Turkish side
to abandon its present policies and to work at the
negotiating table to reach a just and durable solution
based on relevant United Nations resolutions and
high-level agreements.*0

Mr. Nail Atalay stated that the problem of Cyprus
existed because there was no Government by the
consent of the two communities on the island, and he
cited his own presence before the Council as a clear
indication that the Greek Cypriot administration did
not represent the Turkish Cypriot people. The at-
tempt to split the problem into an internal and an
external factor was redly an attempt to prevent
Turkey and the Turkish Cypriots from arresting the
Hellenization of the idand. Decisions of the United
Nations and other international bodies which ig-
nored the rights and status of the Turkish Cypriot
community only made an agreed political settlement
more difficult. He stated categorically that General
Assembly resolution 37/253, which, infer gfja, “cals
upon all States to support and help the Government
of the Republic of Cyprus’-meaning the Greek

priot administration-to  exercise “sovereignty
and control over the entire territory of Cyprus’, was
totally unacceptable to the Turkish Cypriot side. It
was the understanding of the Turkish Cypriots that,
if and when the negotiations started, that resolution
would not be taken into consideration. The Turkish
Cypriot side had decided to reassess its position in
the light of resolution 37/253; he affirmed, however,
that the Turkish Cﬁpriots would continue to co-
operate fully with the Secretary-General and were
determined to continue the negotiating process in a
spirit of good will and with a constructive attitude.
He deplored the fact that some of the States contrib-
uting troops to UNFICYP had departed from their
traditional equidistant Eoswe by voting in favour of
resolution 37/253 and hoped that they would return
to the position of not taking sides in the dispute in
order to retain the impartiait[)(/ that was essentia to
the car?'lng out of peace-keeping operations in
Cyprus.5

_ At the Council's 2454th meeting, the representa-
tive of Canada noted that, as a troop contributor to
UNFICYP, his Government remaned willing to
assst in the peacek |n% process but was anxious to
ensure that there would be tangible evidence that the
complementary process of peace-making was pro-
gressing. The formation and maintenance of
UNFICYP had provided the necessary stable condi-
tions under which the peace-keeping process should
have succeeded long ago. The United Nations had
done all that was possble to create and maintain
those conditions in Cyprus, but UNFICYP of itself
could not bring about an intercommunal settlement.
His Government believed that the falure to achieve
a hegotiated settlement and a return to peaceful
condifions was attributable to a lack of Wllron the
part of the parties to make the necessary difficult
compromises and called upon them to enter into
serious and fruitful discussionsin aSﬁl rit of good will
and compromise. Noting that neither the patience

nor the resources of Canada were without limits, he
reaffirmed Canada' s strong support for the Secretary-
General in his efforts to give fresh impetus to the
negotiating process and expressed the hope that all
interested countries would do likewise.?

Decision_of 18 November 1983 (2500th meeting):
resolution 54 1 (1983)

On |5 November 1983, the representatives of the
United Kingdom,** Cyprus®* and Greece’*® addr
separate letters to the President of the Council calling
for an urgent meeting of the Council to consider the
situation In Cyprus. In requesting the meeting, the
reé)resentative of Cy'&)rus stated that on 15 November
1983 the so-called Assembly of the “Turkish Feder-
ated State of Kibris’ had proclaimed an independent
State in the part of the territory of the Republic of
Cyprus which was under military occupation by
Turkey in an attempt to secede from the Republic of
Cyprus. The purported secession was in clear viola-
tion of specific provisions of Council resolutions and
created an explosive situation that threatened the
independence, sovereignty, territorial integrity and
unity of the Republic of Cyprus and jeopardized
international peace and security. His Govemment
requested that the Council take urgent and effective
action to dea with that grave development in
accordance with the relevant provisions of the Char-
ter.

At its 2497th meeting, on 17 November 1983, the
Council included the three letters in its agenda. The
following representatives were invited, at their re-
quest, to participate in the discussion without the
right to vote: at the 2497th meeting, the representa
tives of Australia, Canada, Cyprus, Greece, India,
Romania, Seychelles, Sri Lanka, Turkey and Yugo-
davia a the 2498th meeting, the representatives of
AI%%ia, Cuba and Democratic Yemen; and at the
2500th meeting, the representative of Egypt.’ At the
2498th meeting, the Council invited Mr. Rauf Denk-
tag*’ to participate in the discussion under rule 39 of
its provisiona rules of procedure. The Council
consdered the item at its 2497th to 2500th meetings,
on 17 and 18 November 1983.

At the 2497th meeting, the Secretary-Genera
stated that the matter before the Council concerned
the announcement on 15 November of a Turkish
Republic of Northern Cyprus and the issuance of a
declaration in which that entity was described as an
independent State. He had been informed of the
announcement by a letter from the leader of the
Turkish Cypriot community, Mr. Denktas, and had
responded with an expression of his deep regret at the
announcement, which he considered contrary to the
resolutions of the Security Council and at variance
with the high-level agreements of 1977 and 1979, and
an appeal to all those involved to exercise the utmost
restraint.

The Secretary-General told the Council that, based
on the suggestion made by Mr. Denktas on 1
October, his' Special Representative had arrived in
Cyprus on 14 November to begin consultations
regarding a high-level meeting between the leaders of
the two communities, which was meant to pave the
way for a resumption of serious intercommunal
nedotiations. Against that background, he felt con-
strained to express once again his deep disappoint-
ment at the action taken on 15 November. However,
Mr. Denktas had informed him that the proposal for
a high-level meeting under the auspices of the
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Secretary-General remained valid and that the good
offices of the Secretary-General and the negotiations
must continue.

The Secretary-General stated that he was deter-
mined to attempt to induce the parties to return to
the search for an agreed, just and negotiated settle-
ment, and to that end he would utilize to the fullest
the presence at the United Nations of high-ranking
representatives of all concerned. Regarding the situa
tion on the idand, he informed the Council that
access to the north of C\éprus had been temporarily
closed prior to the Turkish Cypriot announcement
and had been reopened shortly thereafter. The situa
tion remained calm, and the presence of UNFICYP
provided a measure of assurance that the calm would
not be disturbed.’

The Minister for Foreign Affairs of Cyprus de-
clared that his Government considered the declara
tion of the independence of the entity described as
the “Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus’ null and
void, and that all States were duty-bound to recog-
nize no Cypriot State other than the Republic of
Cyprus. He asserted that Turkey was solel(}/ responsi-
ble for the purported declaration of independence,
and that the Denktas régime was a mere puppet
maintained and controlled by Turkey. Those actions
represented a breach of Turkey’'s obligations under
the Treaty of Guarantee and the Treaty of Establish-
ment and constituted a threat to international peace
and security with implications which extended be-
yond the confines of Cyprus. His Government ap-
peded to the Council to discharge its responsibilities
under the Charter by adopting effective measures
which would reverse the situation in the occupied
part of Cyprus. He urged that the Council serioudy
consider taking effective measures to implement its
own mandatory resolutions, in accordance with the
Charter.’

At the 2498th meeting, Mr. Denktag indicated that
he stood ready to resume the negotiations within the
agreed procedure. As the declaration of indepen-
dence had made clear, the Turkish Cypriot side
favoured continued negotiations under "the good
offices of the Secretary-General and believed that the
declaration of statehood would help the negotiating
process because it underlined the equality of the
parties. The Turkish Cypriot side stood by the 1977
and 1979 summit agreements, the 1980 opening
statement of the Secretary-General and the Secretary-
General’s evauation paper, al of which foresaw the
establishment of a bizonal federal republic.

He charged that the problem of Cyprus existed
because the Greek Cypriots sought to destny the

bicommunality of Cyprus and to make of it a Greek
CyaPriot State, rcle_:%atmg the Turkish riots to the
status of a minority within that State. The recogni-

tion by international force of the Greek Cﬁprlot wing
as the legitimate Government of Cyprus had led the
Greek a(Z}/prlots to feel that they had achieved what
they had set out to achieve and had removed any
incentive for re-establishing a bicommunal State. Mr.
Denktas urged that the Council give Cyprus a chance
to establish bizonal, bicommuna federalism. The
Greek Cypriot call for condemnation and non-recog-
nition of the Turkish C%priot move should be
ignored, for it was only when the world started to
recognize them that the Greek Cypriots would feel
the need to come to the negotiating table.’’

The representative of Turkey contended that the
Turkish yrrlot declaration of Tndependence and the
Turkish military presence in Cyprus were in accord-
ance with the international treaties by which the
Republic of Cyprus had been established. The unilat-
eral amendments by the Greek Cypriots to the 1960
Cypriot Consgtitution were in contravention of the
Treaty of Guarantee concluded between the Republic
of Cyprus, the United Kingdom, Greece and Turkey,
and of the Constitutional Order of Cyprus, which
Turkey, as a guaranteeilg Power, was duty-bound to
preserve and restore. On that basis the Turkish
military continued to protect the Turkish Cy priot
community 1n order to prevent union with Greece
and to restore the conditions that the 1960 Constitu-
tion had aimed at establishing, namely, a bicommu-
nal republic within which the two communities,
under the protection of the appropriate safeguards
and guarantees, could live in peace and security.
States that recognized the Greek Cypriot administra-
tion as the Government of Cyprus were endorsing a
flagrant vidlation of “international law. The Cypriot
State had been co-founded by the two communities;
how then could one of them form a Government to
rule over both? The Council had recognized that the
right to self-determination was exercised in Cyprus
jointly by the two communities, since the Council
considered that only the two communities together
were competent to bring about a negotiated solution.

The Greek Cypriots, however, had persisted in
referring to the Turkish Cyaﬁmt community as a
minority or ethnic group, making it clear that they
had no intention of restoring to it its lega and
legitimate position as co-founder of the Republic.
Turkish Cypriot exasperation had findly led to the
declaration of independence. It was not a secession,
however, for the Twrkish C*priots had proclaimed
themselves bound b{ the Treaties of Guarantee,
Establishment and Allaance which had given birth to
the Republic of Cyprus. The representative of Turke
proposed that the Council should, above al, call
upon the two communities to resume intercommunal
negotiations within the framework of the mission of
good offices of the Secretary-General. It should take
mto account the willingness of the Turkish Cypriots
to negotiate and refrain from judgements based on
distortions and prejudices. Unilateral condemnation
of the Turkish community in Cyprus would aggravate
its exasperation but would never deflect it#ém its
aspiration for equality, protected and sustained by
Turkey.?’

The representative of Nicaragua stated that the
decision to declare an independent Turkish Cypriot
State was unacceptable because it destroyed the
unity, independence, soveragn'gl and territorial in-
tegnty of a Member State. It endangered internation-
a peace and security, violated Article 2, paragraph 4,
of the Charter, and violated relevant decisions of the
General Assembly and Council, in particular, Assem-
bly resolutions 3212 (XXI)g and 37/253 and Council
resolutions 365 (1974) and 367 (1975), which formed
the foundation on which the search for a solution
should be based. The two communities in Cyprus
must come to an agreement between themselves
without interference. The Council should promote
the efforts of the Secretary-General to achieve a
negotiated solution, should declare the Turkish Cy-
g{lot action null and void and should cal upon
Member States not to recognize the declaration of
independence.*®
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The representative of Australia, noting that his
Government was a troop contributor to UNFICYP,
called upon al parties to alow the Force to carry out
its mandate unimpeded and stated that if the Force
were placed in jeopardy his Government would have
to review the participation of its contingent.

At the outset of the 2499th meeting, the President
(Malta) brought to the Council’s attention a draft
resolution® submitted by the United Kingdom.®!

At the same meeting, the representative of Paki-
stan asserted that without an appreciation of the
circumstances leading to the decision to proclaim the
independence of a Turkish Republic of Northern
Cyprus it would be impossible to arrive at a correct
judgement on it. That decision was attributable to
the neglect shown by the internationa communig/1
regarding the interests and concerns of the Turki
Cypriots and to the failure of the Greek Cypriot
leadership to mitigate the misgivings of their Turkish
compatriots. A resolution condemning the Turkish
Cypriot community, whose co-operation was a sine
qua non for the re-establishment of the unity of
Cyprus, would aggravate the situation, and an at-
tempt to isolate the Turkish Cypriot community
would impede the resumption of the intercommunal
negotiations and the resolution of the problem. The
Turkish Cypriot declaration was not an irreversible
act of secession. The Turkish Cypriot community
had expresdly reaffirmed its desire for the resumption
of negotiations and the continuation of the SecretarK-
General’s mission of good offices. Therefore, the
representative of Pakistan urged the Council to
strengthen the hand of the Secretary-General to
continue his good offices in Cyprus.®

At the 2500th meeting, the representative of
Guyana expressed the view that the draft resolution
to be adopted by the Council should have con-
demned the Turkish Cypriot declaration of indepen-
dence as being in defiance of the United Nations, and
in particular of resolutions 365 (1974) and 367
(1975). The Council should have declared that the
United Nations would not accord any recognition to
the so-caled ind%Pendent entity, and an
should have been directed to Member States not to
recognize it. However, his delegation appreciated the
effort made by the authors of the draft resolution and
in a spirit of compromise would vate in favour.®?

The representative of Turkey rejected the first
preambular paragraph of the draft resolution because
of its reference to the Government of the Republic of
Cyprus and, defending the legitimacy of the Turkish
Cypriot community’s right to self-détermination and
its decision in the exercise of that right to create its
own independent State, he further rejected the sec-
ond, third and fourth preambular paragraphs and
operative paragraphs 1, 2 and 7. He expressed
surprise that, “contr to the Council’s normal
practice, the draft resolwtion contained no reference
to the r;?otiations between the two communities,
and stated that the onlﬁ_poss'_bi lity for the Secretary-
General to conduct his mission of good offices
outside the framework of the intercommunal negotia-
tions would be between two independent Cypriot
States and with their prior consent. He concluded
that, as the draft resolution was based on a distortion
of historical events and showed no concern for an
equitable approach to the two communities of Cy-
prus, Turkey would reject it in its entirety.s?

The representative of the United Kingdom stated
that the draft resolution sponsored by his delegation
reflected the views of his Government: it deplored
the action by the Turkish Cypriot community, which
was incompatible with the treaties governing the
establishment of the Republic of Cyprus, and it
recognized only one riot State, under the Gov-
ernment of President Kyprianou. His Government
hoped that the intercommunal negotiations would be
resumed, and that could best be done through the
Secretary-General, whose statement of 17 November
his Government warmly welcomed and whose efforts
it fully supported.t

The representative of Pakistan noted that his
delegation had proposed certain amendments to the
draft’ resolution circulated by the United Kingdom
and regretted that those proposals had not received
the attention they deserved from the Council. The
draft resolution had contained a reference to the
intercommunal negotiations, which Pakistan consid-
ered essential, and whose deletion from the revised
version of the draft resolution rendered that draft
unacceptable.5?

At the same meeting, the draft resolution®® was
adopted by 13 votes in favour to | against, with 1
abstention, as resolution 54 1 (1983). The resolution
reads as follows:

The Security Council,

Having heard the statement of the Foreign Minister of the
Government of the Republic of Cyprus,

Concerned at the declaration by the Turkish Cypriot authorities
issued on 15 November 1983 which purports to create an
independent State in northern Cyprus,

Considering that this declaration is incompatible with the 1960
Treaty concerning the establishment of the Republic of Cyprus
and the 1960 Treaty of Guarantee,

Considering, therefore, that the attempt to create a “Turkish
Republic of Northern Cyprus” is invalid, and will contribute to a
worsening of the situation in Cyprus.

Reaffirming its resolutions 365 (1974) and 367 (1975).

A ware of the need for a solution of the Cyprus problem based on
the mission of good offices undertaken by the Secretary-General.

Affirming its continuing support for the United Nations Peace-
keeping Force in Cyprus,

Taking note of the Secretary-General's statement of 17 Novem-
ber 1983,

. Deplores the declaration of the Turkish Cypriot authorities of
the purported secession of part of the Republic of Cyprus;

2. Considers the declaration referred to above as legally invalid
and calls for its withdrawal;

3. Calls for the urgent and effective implementation of its
resolutions 365 (1974) and 367 (1975);

4. Requests the Secretary-General to pursue his mission of good
oflices. in order to achieve the earliest possible progress towards a
just and lasting settlement in Cyprus;

5. Calls upon the parties to co-operate fully with the Secretary-
General in his mission of good ofTices;

6. Calls upon all States to respect the sovereignty, independence,
territorial  integrity and non-alignment of the Republic of Cyprus;

7. Calls upon all States not to recognize any Cypriot State other
than the Republic of Cyprus;

8. Culls upon all States and the two communities in Cyprus to
refrain from any action which might exacerbate the situation;

9. Requests the Secretary-General to keep the Security Council
fully informed.

The representative of the Soviet Union stated that
his delegation had voted in favour of the resolution
in the belief that it adequately met the needs of the
situation and that it had been guided by the fact that
the text was acceptable to the Govemment of Cyprus.
However, he maintained that the Zurich-London
agreements referred to in the preambular part of the
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resolution had been imposed upon Cyprus and
represented a serious curtailment of the sovereignty
ofp the Republic of Cyprus, that the guarantees
envisioned therein were essentially used to serve
interests that were aien to the Cypriot people, and
that they had failed both in the past and in the
current circumstances to prevent armed intervention
and other acts amed at splitting up the State of
Cyprus.®?

Mr. Denktag responded to the adoption of the
resolution by reiterating the position he had ex-
pounded a the Council’s 2498th meeting. He
stressed that, even if the entire world recognized the
present admmistration as the legitimate Government
of Cyprus, his people would never do so. The only
solution was to reestablish the bicommunal, bizonal
federal system with the aid, help and good offices of
the Secrétary-General, for which the Turkish Cypriot
community “remained ready.s?

Decision of 15 December 1983 (2503rd meeting):
resolution 544 ( 1983)

On 1 December 1983, the Secretary-General sub-
mitted a report® on the United Nations operation in
Cyprus covering the period from | June to 30
November 1983. He noted with regret that, despite
intensive efforts on his part in cooperation with the
parties concerned, the search for a settlement of the
problem of Cyprus had suffered a set-back during the
?erlod' under review. In his meetings with the parties
ollowing the action of the Turkish Cypriot commu-
nity of 15 November 1983 he had strongly urged
them to observe al of the provisions of resolution
541 (1983) and had drawn their attention to the call
for their cooperation in his mission of good offices.
He stated that the chances for success In his efforts
would depend on the cooperation of the parties
involved and their willingness to engage in serious
negotiations. The Secretary-General concluded that,
based on the situation on thegrround and political
developments, the presence ofUNFICYP remained
indispensable,. and he recommended a further six-
month extension of its mandate. In an addendum®
dated 15 December 1983, the Secretary-Genera
infformed the Council that the Governments of
Cyprus, Greece and the United Kingdom had agreed
to the proposed extension.

At its 2503rd meeting, on 15 December 1983, the
Council included the report of the Secretary-Genera
in its agenda and invited, at their request, the
representatives of Cyprus, Greece and Turkeyt® to
participate in the discussion without the right to
vote, and aso invited Mr. Nail Atalay®’ under rule 39
of its provisiona rules of procedure. The Council
considered the item at its 2503rd meeting.

The President drew the Council’'s attention to a
draft resolution®® prepared in the course of consulta-
tions, which he then put to the vote. The draft
resolution received 15 votes in favour and was
adopted unanimously as resolution 544 (1983). It
reads as follows:

The Security Council,

Taking note of the report of the Secretary-General on the United
Nations operation in Cyprus of 1 December 1983,

Noting the recommendation by the Secretary-General that the
Security Council should extend the stationing of the United
Nations ~Peace-keeping Force in Cyprus for a further period of six
months,

.Noling also that the Government of Cyprus has agreed that in
VIEW of the prevailing conditions in the island it is necessary to
keep the Force in Cyprus beyond ]§ December 1983,

Reaffirming the provisions of its resolution 186 (I 964) and other
relevant resolutions,

I. Extends once more the stationing in Cyprus of the United
Nations Peace-keeping Force established under resolution 186
(1964) for a further period. ending on IS June 1984;

2. Requests the Secretary-General to continue his mission of
good offices, to keep the Security Council informed of the progress
made and to submit a report on the implementation of the present
resolution by 31 May 1984;

3. Calls upon all the parties concerned to continue to co-operate
with the Force on the basis of the present mandate.

The representative of Pakistan expressed regret
that the resolution just adopted contained certain
elements that had no direct bearing on the extension
of the mandate of UNFICYP. He cited the third and
fourth preambular paragraphs, which had remained
unchanged despite the objection of the Turkish
Cypriot community, and pomted out that the second
Preambular paragraph had been atered to indicate,
or the first time, that the resolution did not enjoy the
agreement of all the parties concerned. The resolu-
tion retained the reference to “other relevant resolu-
tions’ contained in the fourth preambular Bgr%graph,
despite his delegation’s suggestion that it el eted
because of its implicit incclusion of resolution 541
(1983), which Pakistan and the Turkish Cypriot
community had rejected. It a'so made no reference to
the intercommunal talks and the important agree-
ments that had been reached both within and outside
the United Nations framework. Nevertheless, his
delegation had voted in favour of the draft resolution
in order to underscore the importance it attached to
the United Nations peace-keeping role and the
continued presence of UNFICYP 1n Cyprus.8’

The representative of Cyprus referred to resolution
541 (1983) and stated that mere condemnation of the
Iqurported secession of the so-called Turkish Repub-
ic of Northern Cyprus was not enough. The Council
should take the measures provided for in the Charter
to ensure the withdrawal of Turkish settlers from
Cyprus, the lifting of the declaration and the with-
drawal of Turkish recognition of the illegal entity.®?

The respresentative of Greece expressed the hope
that the Scretary-Genera would be able to contrib-
ute to the implementation of paragraph 2 of resolu-
tion 541 (1983). Greece welcomed the renewal of the
mandate of UNFICYP with particular satisfaction
because its presence helped to avert dangerous crises
in Cyprus and also helped to create an atmosphere of
moderation and confidence.®’

Mr. Nail Atalay stated that the Turkish Cypriots
would have preferred a clear-cut, concise resolution
extendingthe mandate of UNFICYP and supportin
the good offices mission of the Secretary—ggneraﬁ
while avoiding delving into the substance of the
conflict. Instead, the resolution referred again to the
Greek Cypriot administration as the Government of
Cyprus, and the paragraphs relating to the intercom-
munal talks in previous resolutions had been deleted.
Therefore, the Turkish Cypriots rejected the resolu-
tion in toto; in the future, the principle, scope,
modalities and procedures of cooperation between
the Turkish Republic of Northern C.yprus and
UNFICYP would be based sotiy on thececisions to
be taken by that Government. He further stated that,
while he did not question the right of any country to
exercise its right to vote as it deemed tit on any issue,
the voting records on General Assembly resolution
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37/253 and Council resolution 54 1 (1983) of some of
the troop-contributing countries had impaired the
Turkish Cypriots trust in UNFICYP operations,
which reguired meticulous impartiality.s’

The representative of Turkey endorsed the Turkish
_C\{priots rejection of the resolution just adopted and
informed the Council that his Government rejected
the resolution for the same reasons. He supported
Mr. Ataday’s statement concerning the future basis
for contacts between the Turkish authorities in
Cyprus and UNFICYP. He noted that UNFICYP
demonstrated the interest of the United Nations in
Cyprus and in that fulfilled a political function
to which the Turkish Cypriots and Turkey were not
in principle opposed; however, the interest shown in
the Cyprus problem by any international or?an which
continued to support usurpation would leave the
Turkish people sceptical and would exasperate the
Turkish Cypriots. The Turkish Cypriot community
would not” rescind its decision nor would Turkey
withdraw its recognition. He suggested that efforts
should be concentrated instead on bringing the two
parties to the negotiating table.t’

On | May 1984, the Secretary-General submitted a
ref:fport"9 on the latest progress in his mission of good
offices.

Decision Of 11 May 1984 (2539th meeting): resolu-

tion 550 (1984)

In a letter™ dated 30 April 1984, the representative
of Cyprus requested that the Council be convened
urgently to consider the grave situation in Cyprus
caused by the “exchange of ambassadors’ between
Turkey and the illegal regime in the areas of Cyprus
under Turkish occupation and to take urgent and
effective measures in accordance with the relevant
provisions of the Charter for the full and effective
Implementation of its resolutions in all their respects.

At its 2531st meeting, on 3 May 1984, the Council
included the letter in its agenda. The following
representatives were invited, at their regquest, to
participate in the discussion without the right to
vote: at the 2531st meeting, the representatives of
Antigua and Barbuda, Cyprus, Greece, Turkey and
Yugoslavia; at the 2532nd meetin , the representa-
tive of Afghanistan; a the 2534rd meeting, the
representatives of Australia, Ecuador, Sri Lanka and
the Syrian Arab Republic; at the 2534th meeting, the
repreSentative of Algeria; at the 2535th meeting, the
representatives of Cuba, Guyana, Jamaica, Mongolia
and Viet Nam; at the 2536th meeting, the representa-
tives of Bangladesh, Bulgaria, Costa Rica, Hungary,
Panama and Saint Lucia;, at the 2537th meeting, the
representative of the German Democratic Republic;
and at the 2538th meeting, the representatives of
Czechodovakia and Malaysia,”! In addition, at the
2531st meeting, Mr. Rauf Y)enktas was invited in his
individual capacity under rule 39 of the Council’s
provisional rules of procedure.” The Council consid-
ered the item at its 2531st to 2539th meetings, from 3
to 11 May 1984.

At the 2531st meeting, the President of Cyprus
observed that the internationad community was in
agreement about the question of Cyprus, and the
problem was whether or not that agreement could be
implemented. After the event of 15 November 1983
the international community had promised that it
would take measures to reverse the situation. The
Secretary-General had proposed to the Turkish side
to freeze the process, despite the call for reversal in

the Council resolution, but Turkey had gone ahead
and exchanged ambassadors. The President of Cy-
prus concluded that there could no longer be any
doubts as to the intentions of Turkey, whose long-
standing plan had been the partition of Cyprus and
the destruction of the Republic, and he warned of the
coming end of Cyprus as an independent State unless
the Council acted quickly and effectively. If it
became too late to act, the Council, through its
condonation and lack of action, would be an accom-
plice to what had been happening at the expense of
Cyprus.”?

Mr. Denktas asserted that the Turkish Cypriots
were not flouting the decisions of the Council, as had
been suggested, but were defying the attempt by one
section of a bi-national country to deceive the world
assembly and the Council by falsehoods. The Turkish
Cypriot policy had developed in defence against the
Greek C&p/)riot plan for union with Greece. The
Turkish Cypriots were trying to prevent their de-
struction as one of the |;_g{eoples of Cyprus and one of
the co-founders of the Republic, and they could not
accept that, because the partnership had been de-
stroyed by force in 1963, they had no right to claim
justice. Mr. Denktas confirmed his willingness and
desire for negotiations and dlalo%ue and "suggested
that tr712e Council insist that the other side meet with
them.

At the 2532nd meeting, the representative of
Turkey stated that those who wished to prevent the
Turkish Cypriot community from progressing on the
path of independence should persuade the Greek
Cypriot administration and Greece to consent to the
resumption of the intercommunal negotiations under
the auspices of the Secretary-General’s good offices,
with a view to reaching a comprehensive settlement
within the framework of a bicommunal, bizona and
non-aligned federation based on the principle of the
equality of the two communities. His Government
continued to support the Secretary-General’s mission
of good offices and considered, as always, that the
interlocutors of the Secretary-General in his efforts to
resume the intercommuna negotiations were the
Turkish Cypriot community and the Greek Cypriot
community.”

The representative of Greece expressed the belief
that, had the resolution of the situation in Cyprus
been a question of finding an intercommunal balance
within the framework of internationally accepted
patterns, that goal could have been attained within a
matter of a few weeks. He suggested that what had
happened in Cyprus stemmed instead from Turkish
expansionism in the eastern Mediterranean and from
Turkey's so-called geopolitical interest in Cyprus.
Turkey was asking for an unconditional surrender
based on Turkish military might, which would never
be accepted.”

The representative of India expressed regret that
the Turkish Cypriot leadership had taken further
actions in direct contravention of resolution 541
(1983) and the endeavours of the Secretary-General.
His delegation had aways advocated an equitable
solution to the Cyprus question that would ensure the
dignity and equal rights of both communities in an
undivided country, and had pointed to intercommu-
nal ne otiations as the only means towards that end.
India %elieved that the Secretary-Genera’s mission
of good offices remained the only Bossible channel
through which both sides could be engaged in
meaningful negotiations. The Council should request
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the Secretary-General to persist in his efforts and
should strengthen his hand in doing so. States that
had influence in the region should actively support
the Secretary-General’s efforts and display greater
determination to ensure the implementation of reso-
lution 541 (1 983).

The representative of Pakistan, at the 2534th
meeting, stated that the right of the Turkish commu-
nity in Cyprus to equal status was sui generis and
could not be qualified or diminished by distinguish-
ing between a mgjority and a minority ‘community in
a State. A basis for the fruitful continuation of the
Secretary-Genera’s good offices clearly existed and
should not be impaired by the adoption of another
one-sided resolution, which could result in the irre-
trievable loss of the co-operative attitude of one of
the communities. He urged the Council to adopt a
resolution that would provide the necessary support
to the good offices of the Secretary-General and be
acceptable to both sides.’™

At the 2535th meeting, the representative of Viet
Nam called upon the Council to show more serious
concern about the events in Cyprus, to support fully
the Secretary-General’s mission of good cffices and
to take effective measures under Chapter VII of the
Charter to guarantee the implementation of the
relevant r@o%utions adopted by the General Assem-
bly and the Council.”

The representative of the United Kingdom stated
at the 2538th meeting that it was necessary to make a
distinction between the immediate problem of the
purported exchange of ambassadors, which, ond
doubt, was in confravention of resolution 541 (1 983),
and the more_fundamental long-term problem of the
situation in Cyprus, which was gettin mcreesn%Iy
complicated. The Council’s m e should_be that
the resolution of the long-term problem required that
al parties cooperate with the Secretary-General’s
mission of good offices while in thé meantime
refraining from any action that might exacerbate the
situation. That would best be done on the basis of
certain fundamental principles that had the backing
of t?]elp?f,ti$ and of the international community as
a whole.

At the outset of the 2539th meeting, the President
drew attention to a draft resdiut sponsored b»fy
India, Nicaragua, the Upper Volta and Zimbabwe. 78

Prior to the vote the representative of Pakistan
stated that his delegation had little choice but to vote
against the draft resolution as it made no reference to
the intercommunal talks or to the high-level agree-
ments of 1977 and 1979, and it attempted to redefine
the mandate of the Secretary-General in terms that
would give his efforts little’ chance of success, by
requesting him to undertake new efforts in conformi-
ty with t%\e Charter and pertinent United Nations
resolutions, including resolution 541 (1983) and the
draft resolution.™

At the same meeting, the draft resolution’” was
adopted by 13 votes in favour to 1 against, with 1
abstention, as resolution 550 (1984). It reads as
follows:

The Security Council.

Having considered the situation in Cyprus at the request of the
Government of the Republic of Cyprus,

Having heard the statement of the President of the Republic of
Cyprus,

Taking note of the report of the Secretary-General,

Recalling its resolutions 365 ( 1974), 367 (I 975). 541 ( 1983) and
544 (1983),

Deeply regretting the non-implementation of itSresolutions, in
particular resolution 54 1 (1983),

Gravely concerned about the further secessionist acts in the
occupied pan of the Republic of Cyprus which are in violation of
resolution $41(1983), namely, the purported exchange of ambas-
sadors between Turkey and the legally invalid “Turkish Republic
of Northern Cyprus” and the contemplated holding of a “constitu-
tional referendum” and ‘“‘clections”, as well as by other actions or
threats of actions aimed at further consolidating the purported
independent State and the division of Cyprus,

Deeply concerned about recent threats for settlement of Varosha
by people other than its inhabitants,

Reaffirming its continuing support for the United Nations
Peace-keeping Force in Cyprus,

I. Reaffirms its resolution 54 | (1983) and calls for its urgent and
effective implemenlalion;

2. Condemns all secessionist actions, including the purported
exchange of ambassadors between Turkey and the Turkish Cypriot
leadership, declares them illegal and invalid and calls for their
immediate withdrawal,

3. Reiterates the call upon all States not to recognize the
purported State of the “Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus” set
up by secessionist acts and cals upon them not to facilitate or in
any way assist the aforesaid secessionist entity;

4. Culls upon al States to respect the sovereignty, independence.
territorial integrity, unity and non-alignment of the Republic of
Cyprus;

§. Considers attempts to settle any part of Varosha by people
other than its inhabitants as inadmissible and calls for the transfer
of that area to the administration of the United Nations;

6. Considers any attempts to interfere with the status or the
deployment of the United Nations Peace-keeping Force in  Cyprus
as contrary to the resolutions of the United Nations;

7. Requests the Secretary-General to promote the urgent imple-
mentation of Security Council resolution 541 (1983);

8. Reaffirms the mandate of good offices given to the Secretary-
General and requests him to undertake new efforts to attain an
overall solution to the Cyprus problem in conformity with the
principles of the Chaner of the United Nations and the provisions
for such a settlement laid down in the pertinent United Nations
resolutions, including resolution 541 (1983) and the present
resolution;

9. Culls upon all parties to co-operate with the Secretary-General
in his mission of good offices;

10. Decides t0 remain seized of the Situation with aview to
taking urgent and appropriate measures, in the event of non-
implementation of resolution 541 (1983) and the present resolu-
tion;

I I. Requests the Secretary-General to promote the implementa-
tion of the present resolution and to report thereon to the Security
Council as developments require.

Following the vote, the representative of the
United States indicated that his delegation was
substantially in agreement with the resolution but
had abstained because, in view of the strong feelings
that existed among the parties,any exacer bation of
the conflict must be avoided.’™

The representative of the United Kingdom ex-
pressed reservations about paragraphs 5, 6 and 10,
and regarded the correct interpretation of paragraph
8 as crucid. He explained that his delegation had
voted in favour of the resolution on the understand-
ing that paragraph 8 meant that the Secretary-Gener-
a’s mandate as set out in resolution 347 (1975)
remained valid, and that the Secretary-Generd
would take account of the principles of the Charter
and of the relevant resolutions but would be as free
under this resolution as he had been in the past.™

The representative of the Netherlands stated that,
while his delegation had voted in favour of the
resolution, it had some reservations as to its wording,
in particular paragraph 10, and regarded paragragh 8
as 1n no way restricting the freedom of action ol the
Secretary-General.”®
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Mr. Denktag indicated that the present resolution
was unacceptable to the Turkish Cypriots because it
was based on resolution 541 ?11983), which they had
not accepted. An attempt by the Secretary-Genera to
promote the implementation of resolution 541
(1983) would kill the intercommuna talks and any
Erospect of a negotiated settlement; he therefore

oped that the Secretary-General would find a para-
lel way of approaching them. He noted that the
Council, in reaffirming the good offices mandate,
had tied it to resolution 541 (1983), and stated that
the Secretary-General would have to convince them
that his good offices mission would be based exclu-
sively on the powers granted in resolution 367
$l975). Paragraph 10 was unacceptable because it
ailed to mention summit or high-level agreements.’

~ The representative of Turkey rejected the resolu-
tion as awhole at the outset because it was based on
resolution 541 (1983), and then commented on
specific unacceptable provisions: the seventh pream-
bular paragraph and paragraph 5 represented im-
proper interference by the Council in the search for a
solution, which was the exclusive responsibility of
the two communities of Cyprus, paragraph 3 ex-
pressed a policy of ostracism that was neither realis-
tic nor just and could only impede the quest for
ultimate reconciliation between the two communi-
ties; the inclusion of paragraph 6 was incomprehensi-
ble, in view of the position reiterated that morning by
Mr. Denktas;™ paragraph 8 was not only untimely,
but dangerous; and paragraph 10 had no meaning
and no legd basis in the Charter.’

Decision of 15 June 1984 (2547th meeting): resolu-
tion 553 (1984)

On 1 June 1984, prior to the expiration of the
mandate of UNFICYP, the Secretary-General sub-
mitted a report” covering the period fom 1 Decem-
ber 1983 to 31 May 1984 in which he indicated that
the search for a settlement of the Cyprus problem
had continued during the period under review with-
out success. He concluded that the presence of
UNFICYP remained indispensable and recommend-
ed that the Council extend its mandate for a further
period of six months. In an addendum dated 15 June
19848 the Secretary-General informed the Council
that the Governments of Cyprus, Greece and the
United Kingdom had agreed to the proposed exten-
sion, whereas the Government of Turley and the
Turkish Cypriot community had indicated that the
were not in a position to accept the text of the dr
resolution contained in document S/16622 and
\(/:vouldllexplain their stand at the meeting of the

ouncil.

At its 2547th meeting, on 15 June 1984, the
Council included the report of the Secretary-Genera
in its agenda and invited, a their request, the
representatives of Cyprus, Greece and Turkey® to
participate in the discussion without the right to
vote. The Council aso invited Mr. Necati M. Erte-
kiin®2 to participate in accordance with rule 39 of its
provisional rules of procedure. The Council consid-
ered the item at the 2547th meeting.

The President put to the vote a draft resolution®?
prepared in the course of consultations, which was
adopted unanimously with 15 votes in favour as
Ireﬂolutlon 553 (1984). The resolution reads as fol-
ows:

The Security Council.

Taking note of the report of the Secretary-General on the United
Nations operation in Cyprus of | June 1984,

Noting the recommendation by the Secretary-General that the
Security Council should extend the stationing of the United
Nations Peace-keeping Force in Cyprus for a further period of six
months,

Noting also that the Government of Cyprus has agreed that in
view of the prevailing conditions in the island it is necessary to
keep the Force in Cyprus beyond 15 June 1984,

Reaffirming the provisions of its resolution 186 ( 1964) and other
relevant resolutions.

I. Extends once more the stationing in Cyprus of the United
Nations Peace-keeping Force established under resolution 186
(1964) for a further period, ending on 1§ December 1984;

2. Requests the Secretary-General to continue his mission of
good offices, to keep the Security Council informed of the progress
made and to submit a report on the implementation of the present
resolution by 30 November 1984,

3. Calls upon all the parties concerned to continue to cooperate
with the Force on the basis of the present mandate.

The representative of Greece noted that, aong
with the renewa of the mandate of UNFICYP, the
resolution just adopted reaffirmed the Secretary-
General’s mission d good offices. He stated that the
Secretar);—GeneraI’s mission, as defined in resolu-
tions 367 (1975), 541 (1 983) and 550 (1984), had the
full support of his Government.?

Mr. Ertekan observed that the present resolution
was an updated version of resolution 544 (11983). The
Turkish priot side was therefore left with no
aternative but to reject the resolution in tote and for
the same reasons it had rejected resolution 544
(1983), athough it was prepared to accept the
presence of UNFICYP on the same basis as that
stated in December 1983. He further stated that since
UNFICYP had been set up, 20 years ago, the
Situation on the island had changed consi 'erablz
and a revision of the mandate would seem in order. ¥

The representative of Turkey also reected the
present resolution in toto.%?

Decision of 14 December 1984 (2565th meeting):
resolution 559 (1984)

With the agreement of the members of the Council,
the Secretary-General delayed the submission of his
report on the United Nations operation in Cyprus in
order to be able to incorporate the results of the final
round of high-level proximity talks on Cyprus, held
on 12 December 1984. Accordingly, on 12 December
1984, he submitted a report® covering developments
relating to UNFICYP frm | June to 30 November
1984 and reporting on hismissjon of good offices for
the period fron 1 June to 12 December 1984. The
Secretary-General indicated that during the period
under review the two sides had engaged in a series of
_hlgh-level proximity talks. By 12 December he had
u Lﬁed that the documentation for a draft agreement
cou d be submitted to a joint high-level mestin
under his auspices starting on 17 January 1985,
which he expected that the interlocutors would
conclude an agreement containing the necessary
elements for a comprehensive solution of the prob-
lem armed at establishing a Federa Republic of
Cyprus, Once again, the Secretary-General concluded
that the (Jarwence of UNFICYP remained indispens-
able, and recommended that the Council extend its
mandate for a further period of six months. In an
addendum?® dated 14 December 1984 the Secretary-
General informed the Council that the Governments
of ecé\garua Greece and the United Kingdom had
agreed to the proposed extension, whereas the Gov-
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emment of Turkey and the Turkish Cypriot commu-

nity had indicated that they could not accept the

dréft resolution contained in document 16862 and

vcvguld_lconvey their views at the meeting of the
uncil.

At its 2565th meeting, on 14 December 1984, the
Council included the Secretary-General’s report in its
agenda and invited, at their request, the representa-
tives of Canada, Cgprus, Greece and Turkey?® to
participate in the discussion without the right to
vote. The Council also invited Mr. Denktasg,’” under
rule 39 of its provisional rules of procedure. The
Council considered the item at its 2565th meeting.

At the outset of the meeting, the President made a
statement*’ on behaf of the Council exprr;(raj the
Council’s appreciation to the Secretary-General and
the hope that the forthcoming high-level meeting
would be useful and advance the developments on
the question of Cyprus. He then put to the vote a
draft resolution®® prepared in the course of consulta-
tions, which was adopted unanimously with 15 votes
in favour as resolution 559 (I 984).” The resolution
reads as follows:

‘The Security Council,

Taking note of the report of the Secretary-General on the United
Nations operation in Cyprus of 12 December 1984,

Noting the recommendation by the Secretary-General that the
Security Council should extend the stationing of the United
Nations Peace-keeping Force in Cyprus for a further period of six
months,

Noting alse that the Government of Cyprus has agreed that in
view of the prevailing conditions in the island it is necessary to
keep the Force in Cyprus beyond 15 December 1984.

Reaffirming the provisions of its resolution 186 (I 964) and other
relevant resolutions,

I. Extends once more the stationing in Cyprus of the United
Nations Peace-keeping Force established under resolution 186
(1964) for a further period, ending on |5 June 198S;

2. Requests the Secretary-General 10 continue his mission of
good offices, to keep the Security Council informed of the progress
made and lo submit a report on the implementation of the present
resolution by 31 May 1985;

3. Calls upon all the parties concerned to continue to co-operate
with the Force on the basis of the present mandate.

The representative of Greece expressed his Gov-
ernment’s earnest wish that the crucia round of
negotiations between the President of Cyprus and
Mr. Denktas duringtheir meeting in January would
lead to a far and viable solution of the Cyprus
problem on the basis of the provisions of the relevant
United Nations resolutions.*’

Mr. Denktas rejected the resolution just adopted
and stressed that the summit meeting in January
would take place between the two leaders of the two
communities, and not between the President of the
Republic of Cyprus and Mr. Denktas. In addition,
the draft agreement prepared and presented by the
Secretary-General would have to be submitted for the
official approval of the two leaders. The text could
not be rewritten or modified, and as far as the
Turkish Cypriot side was concerned, the only point
to be discussed pertained to certain dates that’ would
be filled in a the high-level meeting. Furthermore,
the draft agreement constituted an integrated whole
and did not alow for the introduction of reservations
of any kind. He was certain that the Secretary-
Genera would conduct the hi&h-level meeting on {7
January 1985 mindful of the Juridical requirements
stemming from the nature of the draft agreement.*’

The representative of Turkey stated that, since the
Turkish Cypriots had rejected the present resolution,

Turkey aso rejected it, and for the same reasons. He
pointed out that since December 1983 neither the
Turkish Cypriots nor Turkey had accepted the Coun-
cil resolutions on UNFICYP. If a high-level agree-
ment was concluded its implementatfon would™ un-
doubtedlgl require the allocation of new
responsibilities to UNFICYP, in which case it would
be essential to find a legal foundation for its presence
and activities that would be acceptable to everyone.
His Government expected that a resolution ta_klre13
that new situation into account would be submitt
to the Council in June 1985.8

The representative of Greece observed that certain
statements had created the impression that the
Cypriot President would be presented at the January
meeting with a document to be signed on a take-it-or-
leave-it basis. He suggested that the outcome of a
dialogue must always be the product of mutua
agreement, and hoped that the proximity talks would
initiate a process that would solve remaining points
of difference with a view to achieving a find
agreamat*’
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other delegations. See 2498th mtg.: India, Seychelles, Australia,
Algeria and Canada; 2499th mtg.: USSR, Sri Lanka, Cuba,
Yugoslavia and Netherlands; and 2500th mtg.: Guyana, Zim-
babwe, Poland, Democratic Yemen and France.

 5/16149, adopted without change as resolution 541 (1983).

¢ 2499th mtg.

8 2500th mtg.

6 §/16149, adopted as resolution 541 (1983).

¢4 $/16192, OR. 38th yr., Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1983.

8 8/16192/Add. |, ibid.

% 2503rd mtg. See also chap. Ill of the present Supplement.

8 2503rd mtg.

888/16217, adopted without change as resolution 544 (1983).

¥ $/16519, OR, 39th yr., Suppl. for April-June 1984.

0 $/16514, ibid.

T For details, see chap. It of the present Suppkment.

22531st mtg.

732532nd mtg.

14 2534th mtg.

73 2535th mtg.

% 2538th mtg.

7 §/16550, adopted without change as resolution 550 (1983).

" 2539th mtg.

™ §/16596 and Corr. | and 2, OR, 39%th yr., Suppl. for April-June
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® S/ 16596/Add. |, ibid. An additional addendum was submitted
on the same date (8/16596/Add.2, ibid.).

3 2547th mtg. See also chap. Ill of the present Supplement.

12 2547th mtg.

8 s5/16622, adopted without change as resolution 553 (1984).

U S/16858, OR, 39th yr., Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1984.

85 §/16858/Add. ). ibid. An additional addendum was submitted
on 2 February 1985 relating the latest developments in the
Secretary-General's mission of good offices (S/16858/Add.2, OR,
40th yr., Suppl. for Jan.-Mar& 1985).

¥ 2565th mtg. See also chap. Il of the present Supplement.

8 2565th mtg.

4 5/16862, adopted without change as resolution 559 (1984).

5. COMPLAINT BY IRAQ

INITIAL  PROCEEDINGS

Decision Of 19 June 198 1 (2288th meeting): resolu-
tion 487 (1981)

By a letter dated 8 June 1981, the representative
of Imq transmitted the text of a letter from the

Minister for Foreign Affairs of Irag, requesting the
convening of an immediate meeting of the Council to

deal with an act of aggression by lIsrael against Irag
with far-reaching consequencés for international

peace and security. He reported that on Sunday, 7
June 198 1, at 1837 hours, Isragli war-planes had
raided Baghdad and that their objective had been to
destroy the Iragi nuclear reactor instalations. The
Foreign Minister aso drew attention to the fact that
whereas Iraq, the victim of the attack, was a party to
the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear
Weapons, Israel had consistently refused to sign and
ratify the Treaty. He concluded that the international
community could not remain silent regarding the
serious escalation of aggression, which Israel had
aready admitted.

In aletter dated 8 June 198 1,2 the representative of
Israel drew attention to his Government’s announce-
ment that on 7 June the lIsrael Air Force had
launched a raid on the atomic reactor Osirak, near
Baghdad, and had destroyed the reactor, which
reportedly had been designed to produce atomic
bombs to be used against Isral.

At its 2280th meeting, on 12 June 198 1, the
Council included the letter dated 8 June 1981 from
the representative of Iraq in its agenda. Following the
adoption of the agenda, the following were'invited, at
their request, to participate without vote in the
discussion of the item: at the 2280th meeting, the
representatives of Algeria, Brazil, Cuba, India, Irag,
Israel, Jordan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Pekistan, Romania,
the Sudan, Turkey and Yugodavia, at the 2281st
meeting, the representatives of Bulgaria, Guyana,
Somdia, Viet Nam and Zambia, a the 2282nd
meeting, the representatives of Bangladesh, Czecho-
dovakia, Egypt, Hungary, Mongolia, Sierra Leone
and the Syrian Arab Republic; at the 2283rd meeting,
the representatives of Indonesia, Italy, Morocco,
Poland and Yemen; a the 2284th mesting, the
representatives of Nicaragua and Sri Lanka;, at the
2285th meeting, the representative of Malaysia; and
a the 2288th meeting, the representative of the
Libyan Arab Jamabhiriya.?

At the 2280th meeting, the Council aso decided,
followiq%l a short discussion* and a vote,’ in accord-
ance wichthe Council’s usual practice, to invite the
representative of the Paestine Liberation Organiza-
tion (PLO) to participate in the debate.

At the same meeting, the Council also decided to
extend an invitation to Mr. Chedli Klibi under rule
39 of the provisiond rules of procedure.® A sSmilar
invitation was extended, at the 2284th mesting, to
Mr. Sigvard Eklund, Director-General of the Interna-
tional Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), and, at the
2286th meeting, to Mr. Clovis Maksoud.?

The Council considered the item at its 2280th to
2288th meetings, from 12 to 19 June 1981.

At the 2280th meetiréq, the Foreign Minister of
Irag offered a detailed description ot the Isradli air
raid against the Iragi nuclear instalations near
Baghdad and of the circumstances surrounding that
act of aggression, He charged that Israel had persis-
tently striven to obtain a nuclear military capacity
and that with the support of the United States and
through occasionally questionable operations it had
managed to produce several nuclear bombs of at least
the strength of the bombs dropped on Hiroshima. He
also pointed out that while the Iragi Government had
faithfully adhered to the Treaty on the Non-Prolifera-



