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INTRODUCTION

The present reportl is submitted to the General Assembly by the Security
Council in accordance with Article 24, paragraph 3, and Article 15, paragraph 1,
of the Charter.

Essentially a summary and guide reflecting the broad lines of the debates,
the report is not intended as a substitute for the records of the Security Council,
which constitute the only comprehensive and authoritative account of its delibera
tions.

With respect to the membership of the Security Council during the period
covered, it will be recalled that the General Assembly, at its 1595th meeting, on
6 November 1967, approved the membership of Algeria, Hungary, Pakistan,
Paraguay and Senegal as non-permanent members of the Security Council to fill
the vacancies resulting from the expiration, on 31 December 1%7, of the terms
of office of Argentina, Bulgaria, Japan, Mali and Nigeria.

The period covered in the present report is from 16 July 1967 to 15 July
1968. The Council held sixty-six meetings during that period.
--

1 This is the twenty-third annual report of the Security Council to the General Assembly.
The previous reports were submitted under the symbols A/93, A/366, A/620, A/945, A/1361,
A/1873, A/2167, A/2437, A/2712, A/2935, A/3137, A/3648, A/390l, A/4190, A/4494,
A/4867, A/5202, A/5502, A/5802, A/6002, A/6302 and A/6702.
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Part I

QUESTIONS CONSIDERED BY THE SECURITY COUNCIL UNDER ITS RESPONSIBILITY
FOR THE MAINTENANCE OF INTERNATIONAL PEACE AND SECURITY

Claa,,'er 1

TilE SITUATION IN THE :l\IIDDLE EAST

A. Iteferral to the Security Council of the pro
cecdings of the fifth emergency specinl ses
sion of the General AssemMy on the situation
in the .Mitl«lle Enst

1. By n letter dated 21 July 196i (S/8088), the
Secretary-General transmitted to the President of the
Security Council the text of General Assembly resolu
tion 2256 (ES-V) of 21 July 1967 and forwarded, as
requested in the operative part of the resolution, the
records, documents, draft resolutions and adoptedreso
lutions of the fifth emergency special session of the
General Assembly.

B. Communications received by tbe Security
Council from 16 July to 20 October 1967

2. During this period the Council received the
following comnlttnications relating to various aspects
of the situation in the Middle East:

(a) COlllllllmicatio1l relating to tlte fifth (?lIIergellC~1

special session of ti,e Gelleral AsselllblJ1 011 tlte
sitl/atiol! ill the Middle East

3. In a letter dated 24 July 1967 (S/8090), the
representative of the Union of Soviet Socialist Re
publics transmitted to the Council the text of a state
ment by the Soviet Government on the work of the
fifth emergency special session of the General As
sembly, which, illter alia, noted that the Assembly had
proved unable to adopt a decisiOll dealing with the main
problem in the Middle East, namely, that of the with
drawal of the Israel forces from the occupied Arab
territories to the positions they held before 5 June
1967, and maintained that the United States, some
of its allies and those countries subjected to United
States pressure had prevented the General Assembly
from discharging its proper duty in accordance with
the aims of the United Nations Charter.

(b) COlllllllmicatiolls relating to c1wrges of 'IIIilitarJ'
action a·lId other violent illcidents ·in violation of
NUl Security COl/ncil cease-fi,re ·resolutiolls alld ,'e
lated matters

4. In this connexion, the Council received the fol
lowing com1lltl11ications:
Letters dated 17 July (S/8067), 18 July (S/8075), 16

October (S/8195), 18 October (S/8198) fr0111 the
representative of Jordan.

Letters dated 17 July (S/8065 and S/8068), 18 July
(S/8074), 19 July (S/8076, S/8079 and S/8087),
8 September (S/8145), 26 September (S/8169), 29
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September (5/8173 and Corr.1) , 4 October (5/
8181), 10 October (S/8188), 13 October (S/8192),
15 October (S/819+), 20 October (S/8202) from
the representative of Israel.

Letter dated 17 July (S/8071) from the representa
tive of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics.

Letters dated 17 July (S/8070), 6 September (S/
8140), 22 September (S/8163), 6 October (S/
8183) from the representative of the United Arab
Republic.

Letter dated 31 July (S/8106) from the representative
of Lebanon informing the Secretary-General that the
Government of Lebanon accepted the Security Coun
cil resolutions 233 (1967) and 234 (1967) of 6 and 7
June 1967.

Letters dated 27 September (S/8171), 10 October
(S/8187) irom the representative of Syria.

(c) COIIIlIIl//II'catiolls l'elating to lite IreallllC1lt of civil
im~ poplllation and prisollers of war and related
lIIa.fters

5. In this connexion, the Council received the fol
lowing conulltl11ications:

Letters dated 16 July (S/8086), 17 July (S/8064)
from the representative of the United Arab Republic.

Letters dated 17 July (S/8069), 19 July (S/8082),
24 July (S/8092), 1 August (S/8104), 2 August
(S/8105),3 August (S/8108), 15 August (S/8123),
25 August (S/8134), 28 August (S/8137) and 8
September (S/8147) from the representative of
Israel.

Letters dated 19 July (S/8077), 18 August (S/8125),
1 September (S/8138) and 3 October (S/8178)
frol11 the representative of Syria.

Letters dated 27 July (S/8101), 4 August (S/8110),
8 August (S/8115), 10 August (S/8117) from the
representative of Jordan.

Letter dated 18 August (S/8127) fr0111 the Chairman
of the Arab Group of States.

(d) Comml/lIicatio1!s relating to tlle situation existing
in and aroltnd tlte city of Jerl/salclII and its H oiy
Places

6. In this connexion, the Council received the £01
lowing communications:

Letters dated 19 July (S/8078), 2 August (S/8107),
3 August (S/8109) £rol11 the representative of
Jordan.



Letter dated 25 July (S/8093 and Cord) from the
representative of Syria.

(e) Rcjlo,.ts of tile Scc,.ctar;y-Gellcral

7. In connexion 'with the violations of the cease
fire the Secretary-General, in a supplementary report
dated 17 July 1967 (S/7930/Add.23), reported that
after a heavy exchange of fire betwcen Israel and
United Arab Republic forces on 15 July in the Suez
sector, both sides had accepted a cease-fire proposal by
General Odd Bull, Chief of Staff of UNTSO. The
Secrctary-General also informcd thc Council that ad
vance parties of Unitcd Nations military observers
would begin observation operations on both sides of
the Suez sector on 17 July.

8. In three further supplementary reports issued
between 24 July and 11 Aitgust (S/7930/Add.24-26),
the Secretary-General reported that the situation in
general had remained quiet in the Suez sector. On 26
July there had been an exchange of fire in the Israel
Syria sector, but a cease-fire proposal had been ac
cepted by both sides.

9. On 10 August the Secretary-General reported
(S/80S3/Add.1) that since the beginning of UNTSO
cease-fire observation on the Suez sector on 17 July,
United Nations military observers had, by 5 August,
been increased to sixteen on both sides of the Canal,
with three observation posts on the United Arab Re~

public side and four on the Israel side. On the basis
of revised estimates calling for a total of forty-six
temporary observers in the sector, he proposed to
secure twenty-one additional observers. The report also
explained a proposal made by the Chief of Staff of
UNTSO to Israel and the United Arab Republic to
stop all military activity in the Suez Canal, including
the movement of boats in or into the Canal, but not
including boats of the Suez Canal Authority, for a
period of one month starting on 27 July 1967. Israel
had accepted the proposal on condition of reciprocity
and the United Arab Republic had stated that main
tenance of the present situation under which it was not
carrying out any military activity in the Suez Canal
would ensure against any threat to the cease-fire deci
sion. In a further report of 28 August (S/8053/Add.2),
the Secretary-General reported that both Israel and the
United Arab Republic had agreed that the arrange
ment of 27 July would continue in effect until otherwise
agreed by the two parties.

10. In two supplementary reports issued on 25 and
28 August (S/7930/Add.30 and 31), the Secretary
General reported that since 11 August the situation in
general had remained quiet in the Israel-Syria sector.
Regarding the situation in the Suez sector, there had
been considerable air activity on both sides, and a heavy
exchange of fire had taken place on 26 August at a
point south of Ismailia.

11. On 4 and 7 September the Secretary-General
communicated reports (S/7930/Adc1.32-34) from the
Chief of Staff of UNTSO indicating that a heavy
exchange of fire on 4 September had been started by a
United Arab Republic shot directed at Israel boats
in Suez Bay and that the United Arab Republic had
again initiated firing on 6 September in the Ismailia
area. Observers had eventually obtained effective cease
fires.

12. In eight additional reports issued between 12
and 30 September (S/7930/Add.35-41), the Secre-
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tary-General reported on new exchanges of fire on
12, 20, 21, 22, 25, 27 and 29 September, stating that
United Nations military observers' reports indicated
that the firing on 12 September was initiated by the
United Arab Republic and that on 21 September by
Israel. He reportedfl11'ther exchanges of fire on 27
September along the whole area from Kantara to Suez,
and apI~ealed to both parties to exercise the utmost
restraint in the Sue! Canal sector, to observe strictly
the agreed arrangements and to use the United Nations
cease-fire machinery. As regards the Israel-Syria sector,
the Secretary-General reported that as at 30 Septembcr
the situation in general remained quiet.

1.3. On 4 October the Secretary-General informed
the Council (S/8182) of thc financial implications con
cerning the stationing of United Nations military ob
servers in the Suez sector.

14. In a report of 13 October (S/i930/Add.42),
the Secretary-General said, illter alia, that since 30
Septeluber the situation in the Suez sector had re
mained quiet except for overflights by both sides on 11
October. In the Israel-Svria sector the situation in
general remained quiet as· at 13 October.

15. In connexion with his cfforts to obtain the
return of Government House Headquarters to UNTSO,
the Secretary-General on 11 August 1967 (S/7930/
Add.27) informed the Council of a proposal made by
the Government of Israel to return Government House
and one third of its grounds. Israel had given as
surances that it would make no military use of the
area which had not been offered for return. In a further
report dated 22 August (S/7930/Add.29), the
Secretary-General informed the Council that he had
authorized UNTSO to return to the area offered be
cause of its urgent need of the facilities and as a
practical step only. That action, the Secretary-General
added, was without prejudice to the claims he had
maintained that the United Nations was entitled to
the return and exclusive occupancy and possession of
the whole Government House compound. UNTSO
resumed occupancy on 23 August.

16. In a letter dated 25 July (S/8094), the repre
sentative of Syria conveyed to the Secretary-General
his Government's attitude regarding the terms of re
ference and functioning of UNTSO.

17. Pursuant to paragraph 3 of Security Council
resolution 237 (1967) of 14 June 1967 concerning the
alleviation of the sufferings of civilpopulations and
prisoners of war, the Secretary-General, on 18 August,
submitted an interim report (S/8124) based upon in
formation received from the Commissioner-General of
UNRWA and interim reports from his Special Repre
sentative to the Middle East, Mr. Nils-Goran Gussing.

18. The report dealt, -inter alia... with the needs of
persons displaced during and after the recent conflict
and emergency assistance promised for them, as well
as the problem of return of persons who· had fled
from the Vvest Bank of the Jordan to the East Bank
and with arrangements for their return made by repre
sentatives of the Governments concerned. the Interna
tional Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC) a.nd the
Jordanian Red Crescent.

19. By a note dated 25 August (S/8133), the
Secretary-General transmitted to the Council a message
he had sent to the Government of Israel requesting
an extension of the deadline for the return of refugees
to the West Bank beyond 31 August 1967, the date



set by Israel. The reply of Israel stating its compliance
with the request was received on 11 September (5/
8153).

20. On 15 September the Secretary-General an
nounced (5/8155) that a report on the humanitarian
aspects of the situation in the Middle East would be
forthcoming.

21. On 2 October the Secretary-General transmitted
to the Council a final report (5/8158) based on in
formation obtained by his Special Representative, :Mr.
Gussing, on the situation of the population in areas
currently under Israel control, the measures taken to
shelter and to facilitate the return of those who had
fled, the treatment of prisoners of war and the protec
tion of civilians. The Special Representative had re
ceived excellent co-operation at all levels in the coun
tries he had visited and had been allowed full freedom
of movement; however, he had met with spokesmen of
the civilian population, displaced persons, prisoners
of war and local authorities only in the company of
government representatives. The Special Representative
believed that, particularly in the occupied areas, it
would have been of great psychological importance
and would have provided for franker exchanges if he
had had the opportunity to meet and talk without wit
nesses to whomever he wished. This view was con
veyed to Israel representatives without result.

22. Reporting on the safety, welfare, and security
of the population in areas under Israel control, which
had been placed under Israel military administration,
the Secretary-General stated that in the Syrian area
the entire population had left except fur some 6,000
Druses, who had not wanted to leave and were living
peacefully, and some 250 other civilians, mainly in
Kuneitra. Syrian complaints regarding alleged viola
tion by Israel of humanitarian principles, to which the
Special Representative could not give the required in
dividual on-the-spot investigation, had not therefore
been verified. Israel had rejected the allegations. The
Special Representative, however, had looked into selected
issues which were the subject of continuing Syrian
complaints: namely, the alleged systematic efforts to
expel the entire original population from the area and
the alleged looting and demolition of entire villages after
the cessation of hostilities. Regarding the movement
of population, Mr. Gussing reported that while there
were strong indications that the majority of the popula
tion had left before the end of hostilities, he had found
it difficult, in view of conflicting reports on subsequent
events, to determine the line between physical and
psychological pressure. At the local level, it seemed
clear that certain actions allowed by local commanders
had been an important cause of flight. He had never
been informed of any action taken by the Israel au
thorities to reassure the population. As for looting, the
Special Representative felt reasonably sure that re
sponsibility for the extensive looting of Kuneitra lay
to a great extent with the Israel forces. Syria had also
complained of "excavations" and "international rob
bery" of historic treasures at an archaeological site near
Banias, but Mr. Gussing reported that he could find
no trace of any recent digging in those parts of the
site shown to him. On the question of demolition of
villages, he felt that the vast destruction observed in
three of four villages mentioned in Syrian complaints
could be attributed largely to military operations.

23. Concerning the occupied 'vVest Bank area of
Jordan, of its'population of 1.1 million people, including
430,000 registered UNRWA refugees, 200,000 had left

for the East Bank during and after the fighting, and
an additional substantial number had been displaced.
Jordanian complaints relevant to the \Vest Bank civil
population, which Israel had either commented on or
rejected as unfounded, could not all be investigated in
detail or verified by the Special Representative. As
to complaints of ISl':lel's attempts to creute another
Amb exodus to the East Bank, the truth seemed to lie
somewhere between an Israel statement that uno en
couragement" wus given to the population to flee and
the allegations of brutal force and intimidation made
by refugees. The impact of hostilities and military oc
cupation, particularly when no measures of reassurance
had been tal,en, had clearly been a main factor in the
exodus.

24. Regarding persons displaced by Israel demoli
tion of certain villages which had been the subject of
Jordanian complaints, the Special Representative
provided more specific details. In the border town
of Qalqiliya, 850 of 2,000 dwellings had been demolished.
Israel claimed that the destruction had been caused
by actual fighting; the Arab mayor stated that only
fifteen to twenty houses had been destroyed during
the fighting and before the population had been advised
to leave by the Israel commander. The population had
been allowed to return three weeks later. Three villages
in the Latrun area had been destroyed: an Israel liaison
officer stated that most of the destruction had taken
place during the fighting, and the Israel Minister of
Defence stated that the damaged villages had been
destroyed for strategic and security reasons. These
displaced villagers had not been allowed to return. In
the Hebron area two villages had been demolished. The
reason given by Israel was that they were "El Fatah"
terrorist bases; the MuMfa,. claimed that "El Fatah"
members only passed through them and that the in
habitants had never co-operated.

25. As for Jordanian complaints about alleged loot
ing "of everything" found in banks by Israel occupying
forces, Israel had rejected the allegations. Israel spokes
men said that the bank books and money had been
removed against signed receipts solely to check on the
situation of the banks. The Special Representative had
found it difficult to form a firm opinion regarding re
ports of looting of private property by military per
sonnel inasmuch as it took place two months before
his arrival. Israel authorities had stated that measures
!lad been taken to prevent looting 'and to stop it when
It occurred.

26. Views on the economic and social conditions
of the civilian population on the West Bank had been
conflicting. Observation of four main towns indicated
that as a result of hostilities the general economy had
come to a standstill. The Israel Government had as
sured the Special Representative that it had taken
initial measures to reactivate that economy. Delay in
resumption of normal life would require continued
provision of food relief for persons not at present
under UNRWA's care.

27. The United Arab Republic-administered Gaza
Strip and Sinai, occupied by Israel, consisted, respec
tively, of an area densely populated by about 455,000
persons, of whom 315,000 were UNRWA-registered
refugees and of a vast peninsula with most of its
45,000 to 55,000 inhabitants in the two towns of
EI-Arish and East Kantara. The report sketched the
post-hostilities economic and social conditions charac
terized by unemployment and hardship.



28. Regarding movement of population, Israel had
enabled residents of the Gaza area to visit relatives on
the "'est Bank of Jordan. Si~ large buses were said
to leave daily; it was not known whether si~ busloads
of people also returned every day. The military gov
ernor of the area stated that the populntion had been
informed that those who wanted to go and work on
the 'Vest Bank could do so.

29. After describinr the difficult position of the
1.000 civil servants Hl1d their families in EI-Arish.
the Special Representative stated that trnns£er of the
5,000 persons to the 'Vest Bank of the Canal had
started, by agreement, but he had later been informed
that the United Arab Republic no longer wished them
to cross but to stay so that their presence might
bolster the momle of the population. The Government
of the United Arab Republic objected, however, to
the Israel detention of some 290 civil servants who
had been stationed in Gaza and requested that they
be permitted to rejoin their families who had been
allowed to cross the Canal.

30. Turning to the situation of persons who had
fled from areas under Israel occupation and the question
of their return, the report described the emergency
assistance provided and current pressing needs. The
persons involved were 200,000 who had moved from
the 'West to the East Bank of the Jordan; another
110,000 persons, accordinl{ to Syria, although Israel
put the estimate at 85,000, who had moved out of
the south-western corner of Svria; and 35,000 who
had moved across the Canal from the Gaza Strip or
Sinai. The number of UNRWA-registered refugees
included in the three groups were respectively 93,000,
17.000 and 3.000.

31. Recalling that in its resolution 237 (1967) the
Security Council had called upon Israel to facilitate
the retttrn of these displaced persons, the report de
tailed information obtained by the Special Represen
tative 011 the three groups.

32. The Syrian Government strongly desired the
return of the Syrian displaced persons through inter
vention by the United Nations but was not willing
to enter into direct negotiations with Israel. The Israel
Government's attitude to the return of the displaced
persons, applicable to both Syria and the United Arab
Republic, 'was that Israel and Jordan had reached an
agreement and that, when talks were initiated with
Syria and El{ypt. it would be prepared to discuss any
outstanding issues, including the return of the dis
placed civilians.

33. In early July Israel had announced its inten
tion of authorizing the return of displaced persons
to the West Bank on certain conditions and had set
10 August as the deadline for the return. A dispute
over the application form required by Israel had not
been resolved until a meeting between representatives
of Israel, ICRC and the Jordanian Red Crescent on
6 August. The distribution of npplication forms had
begun on 12 August, and Israel had extended the
deadline to 31 August. According to the Jordanian
Government, by 28 August Israel had approved only
4,763 applications, covering 16,266 persons. of the
40,000 applications, involving 170,000 persons.. which
had been transmitted through ICRC. On 9 September
Jordan stated that the total number of displaced persons
who had returned was 14,150 (14,056 according to
Israel). Israel and Jordan had offered various con
flicting reasons why the return operation had not
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functioned smoothly. Jordnn charged that Isracl ap
proval of applications had c~c1uded UNR'" A-regis
tcrcd t:efugces and displaced persons in East Bank
camps, as well as those from the areas of Jerusalem,
Bethlehem and Jericho. Israel charged that a Jor
danian campaign against Israel of increasing violence
nnd direct incitement of both the prospective re
turnees and \Vest Bnnk inhnbitants had seriously
impeded the whole question of the return of the
displaced pcrsons.

34. The Special Representative pointed out that
only 35,000 persons could have l'etut'lled by 31 August
at the potentinl daily rate mentioned by Isrnel. He had
been able to assure Israel that Jordan wished to
proceed with the return operation' in an ntmosphere
of restraint. In response to a rcquest by the Secre
tary-Gcneral on 24 August for extension of the dead
line. Israel had informed him that displaced persons
who had been ttttnble to use previously issued permits
would be allowed to retul'tl within n fi~ed period of
time and that additional individual and reunion-of
family applications would be considered.

35. Displaced persons in the United Arab Republic
hade~pressed their desire to return to their homes.
The Israel attitude to their return was the same as
that set forth above (see para. 32) in the case of
Syrian displaced persons. The United Arab Republic
held the view that the Special Representative should
initiate discussions regarding return and that the ICRC
might assume responsibility for implementing- any
agreement reached.

36. Regarding the correct treatment of prisoners of
war, referred to in paragraph 2 of Security Council
resolution 237 (1967), Mr. Gussing stated that on
the whole the ICRC had been able to play an im
portant role as ag-ent and neutral intermediary in the
area of conflict. Jordan, Syria and the United Arab
Republic had accused Israel of maltreatment and execu
tion of prisoners of war. Israel had denied the alle
gations and had e~pressed concern over treatment of
Israel prisoners of war in Arab countries, alleging
murder of several Israel pilots by the United Arab
Republic and by Syria. The Special Representative
had not been in a position to investigate these accusa
tions. but in visits to prisoner-of-war camps had
gathered the impression that treatment was correct on
both sides. An exchange of prisoners had been success
fully concluded through the ICRC between Israel on
the one side and Jordan.. Syria and Lebanon on the
other. Negotiations between Israel and the United
Arab Republic through the ICRC had not yet led to
any agreement.

37. Regarding the treatment of Jewish minorities,
particularly in certain Arab States, about which Israel
had expressed concern. the Secretary-General had
informed Mr. Gussing that the provisions of Security
Council, resolution 237 (1967) might properly be in
terpreted as having application to the treatment of
both Arab and Jewish pe~'sons in the States involved
in the war. Since this particular aspect of the protec
tion of civilians in time of war could be taken up only
towards the end of his stny in the area of conflict, the
Special Representative had had very little time for
discussion or investil{atio~l of the actual situation of
minorities. Letters of inquiry had been sent by the
Special Representative to Israel, Syria and the United
Arab Republic. Israel had replied that except for
security measures, which were no longer in effect,



there had been no. discrimination against Arab citizens.
The United Arab Republic had expressed to Mr.
Gussing its firm opinion that Security Council resolu
tion 237 (1967) did not apply to its Jewish minority
and had requested clarification of that interpretation.
Jews of Egyptian nationality, it maintained, were
solely the responsibility of the UAR Go;vernment. The
Special Representative indicated that there were per
sistent allegations that 500 to 600 men of the estimated
Jewish minority of 2,500 in the United Arab Republic
had been kept in detention since the beginning of the
war. In discussion of his. letter with the Syrian Govern
ment, the latter had assured Mr. Gussing that the
Jewish minority in Syria (about 4,000 persons) was
treated in exactly the same way as other Syrian
citizens. For security reasons, certain Jews suspected
of anti-Government activities were restricted in their
movements, as were certain Christians and Moslems.

38. In conclusion, the report noted the efforts of
Governments and international organizations to help
the people affected by the war. The Secretary-General
expressed appreciation for all the voluntary contribu
tions to relieve the distressed populations and appealed
to all to contribute to that humanitarian task.

39. Pursuant to paragraph 3 of General Assembly
resolution 2254 (ES-V) of 14 July 1967 concerning
the situation in Jerusalem, the Secretary-General cir
culated to the Security Council a note dated 14 August
(S/8121), announcing the appointment of Ambassador
Ernesto A. Thalmann of Switzerland as his Personal
Representative in Jerusalem. The Secretary-General
pointed out that Mr. Thalmann's mission would be
solely to obtain information as a basis for the report
requested under the above-mentioned resolution and
would not entail any negotiations relating to the im
plementation of that resolution.

40. On 12 September the Secretary-General submit
ted to the Council a two-part report (S/8146) on the
situation in Jerusalem. The first part was based on
information gathered by his Personal Representative
during his two-week mission.

41. After setting out figures on changes in Jerusa
lem's geography, population and municipal administra
tion, the Personal Representative stated that Israel
leaders had made clear to him beyond any doubt that
Israel was taking every step to place under its sove
reignty those parts of the city not controlled before
June 1%7. For practical reasons, not all Israel laws
and regulations were yet being enforced, but the
declared objective was to equalize the legal and ad
ministrative status of residents of all parts of the city.
The Israel authorities had stated unequivocally that
the process of integration was irreversible and not
negotiable.

42. While admitting serious economic problems of
adjustment in East Jerusalem, Israel authorities main
tained that in many respects the economy was in a
prosperous state due to the flow of Israelis and that
the adverse effects of the cessation of. tourism should
not be unduly protracted. Everything was being done
not to cut off East Jerusalem from its V,rest Bank
source of supply, especially of agricultural produce.
Israel excise and customs duties, income tax, municipal
taxes and vehicle licence fees were being applied in
East Jerusalem, all at higher rates than those previously
paid there. The question of the increased cost of living
was being 'studied, and the pay of salaried officials
had been increased but not toa level equal to the
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Israel scale. Serious obstacles to economic recovery
had been caused by monetary problems, including the
closure of ';Vest Jerusalem banks and the rate of
exchange of the Jordan dinar to the Israel pound.

43. !\'Ieasures concerning the judiciary had included
moving the High Rabbinical Court to East Jerusalem.
Moslem courts. the Israel authorities stated, were
functioning in the same manner as in the past.

44. As for education. it was intended to introduce
as soon as possible in East Jerusalem all the educa
tional laws and regulations applicable in Israel to Arllo
children. using the existing curriculum and textbooks
and. maintaining Arabic as the basic language oi
instruction. All previously employed teachers had been
invited to continue their work. Information from other
sources made the Personal Representative doubtfUl
whether the teachers would be prepared to co-operate
with the Israel authorities in reopening the schools.

45. Turning to the situation in Jerusalem as de
sc.ribed by Arab personalities. the Personal Representa
tive explained that the disproportionately large amount
of information received from the Israel side. as com
pared with that from Arab sources. was due part.ly
to the fact that his investigations were carried out in
an Israel-controlled area. Israel representatives had
stated that the Arab personalities interviewed were,
with few exceptions, members of the Palestine Libera
tion Organization and did not truly represent the
population. The Personal Representative noted that
the Arab-provided documents were signed bya wide
range of personalities, including many previous Jordan
officials and recognized religious leaders.

46. The report described the most important Arab
complaints against the Israel authorities. Most Arabs
stated the Moslem population was shocked by Israel
desecration of Moslem Holy Places. The bulldm:ing
of 135 Arab-owned houses in the Maghrabi Qual·ter
(adjoining the 'Vailing 'Wall) and expulsion of their
inhabitants had aroused strong feelings, as had the
eviction of 3,000 residents from the so-called Jewish
Quarter. The application of Israel civil law was un
acceptable to the Arabs, as was the Israel claim of
jurisdiction over the Moslem religious courts and
control over sennons preached from the EI-Aksa
Mosque. The dissolution of the elected Municipal Coun
cil of East Jerusalem was described by the Arabs as a
violation of international law. Action taken by Arab
notables to establish a public adnlinistration in accord
ance with Jordanian law had not been recogniz~d by
the Israel authorities. Measures by Israel with respect
to taxes, customs duties, licences, absentee properties
and other economic matters were considered oppres
sive, and there was a growing feeling of economic
strangulation. There was pronounced aversion to efforts
by the Israel authorities to apply their own educa
tional system to Arab schools.

47. The Personal Representative was told that the
Arabs were ready to co-operate with a military occu
pation regime on questions of administration and
public welfare but were opposed to civil incorporation
by force into the Israel State system, which. they
regarded as a violation of intemational law, which
prohibited an occupying Power from changing the
legal and administrative structure.

48. All representatives of the religious communities
met by the Personal Representative agreed that the
Holy Places needed special protection and that their
believers should have free access to those places.



Reassuring statements made in this connexion by Israel
authorities were favourably received. Apart from the
Moslems, essentially only the Catholic Church adopted
a systcmatically divergcnt attitude: the Holy Sce was
convinced that the onl)' solution offering sufficient
guarantce for the protection of Jerusalem and its Holy
Places was to place that city and its vicinity under
an international regime in the form of a corpus scpara.
fu",. Various religious leaders hoped that their links
with the outside world, including the Arab countries,
would remain open. The Personal Representative was
assured by Israel that a liberal practice would be
pursued: so far as entry from Arab countries was con
cerned, it was for those countries to issue the relevant
permits.

49. Part II of the report set forth the response of
Israel dated 11 September to the Secretary-General's
letter of 15 July 1967 transmittin~ the General Assem
bly's resolution 2254 (ES-V) of 14 July 1967. In that
reply, the Israel Foreign Minister stated that it was
necessary to ensure equal rights and opportunities to
all residents of the city. No international or other
interest would be served by the institution of divisions
and barriers. It was his Government's policy to secure
appropriate expression of the special interest of the
three great religions in Jerusalem, in co-operation
with the universal interests concerned, by ensuring
that the Moslem, as well as the Christian and Jewish,
Holy Places should be scrupulously respected and
placed under the responsibility of a recognized Moslem
authority.

C. Communications to the Security Council and
requests for a meeting

50. In letters dated 21 and 22 October (5/8203
and S/8204) addrts!>ed to the President of the Security
Council, the representative of Israel charged the United
Arab Republic with a premeditated and unprovoked
attack at 17.30 hours local time on 21 October on the
Israel destroyer Eilat, at position 31 °20.5' north, 32°8'
east on the high seas to the north of the Sinai
peninsula, while it was on a routine patrol, which
had been known to the United Arab Republic for
several months. The first surface-to-surface missiles
launched from within Port Said harbour, approximately
fourteen nautical miles distant. had immobilized the
ship. which dropped anchor. Two more missiles fired
at 19.30 hours at the helpless vessel had forced
abandonment of the sinking Eilat at 20.30 hours. Ca
sualties had inclUded fifteen killed, thirty-six missing
and forty-eight wounded, eight of them seriously. The
representative of Israel denied that the ship had
opened fire on Port Said as had been alleged by
the United Arab Republic authorities. He termed the
attack a wanton act of aggression and charged that
it was the culmination of a series of violations of
the cease-fire resolutions and an outrageous violation
of the international law of the sea.

51. In a supplementary report dated 22 October
(S/7930/Add.43), the Secretary-General reported, on
the basis of information submitted by the Chief of
Staff of UNTSO, that on 21 October the senior liaison
officer of the United Arab Republic had reported that
at 15.50 hours GMT one Israel boat had entered
UAR territorial waters, that it had opened fire at
15.55 hours GMT and that fire had been returned
and the destroyer sunk at 16.17 hours GMT. At 18.45
hours GMT, the Israel liaison officer had confirmed
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that the Israel destroyer had been attacked and presu
mably sunk. He believed the ship was approximately
thirteen miles east of Port Said and approximately ten
miles off shore. In response to a mcssage from the Chief
of Staff that he expected no interference with any
rescue operations, the senior liaison officer of the
United Arab Republic had informed him that the local
commander had been forbidden to fire. The Chief of
Staff had no verified information about the nature
of the attack as the United Nations military observers
in the Suez Canal sector had no means of observing
such incidents at sea. On 24 October the Secretary
Gelleral reported (S/7930/Add.49) that the Chief of
Staff had been informed by the senior liaison officer
of the United Arab Republic that the destroyer had
been hit by a guided missile from a United Arab
Republic torpedo boat outside Port Said when it was
eleven nautical miles north-east of Port Said.

52. In a letter dated 22 October (S/8205), the
representative of the United Arab Republic informed
the Security Council that at 17.30 hours local time,
on 21 October, an Israel destroyer had been seen
speeding in UAR territorial waters off Port Said and
that the United Arab Republic: naval units in Port
Said had been compelled to act in self-defence to
stop the advance of the Israel vessel. The subsequent
exchange of. fire had resulted in the sinking of the
destroyer. He added that this latest aggressive viola
tion of the cease-fire followed the series of attacks on
populated cities of the Suez Canal sector which had
prompted the United Arab Republic to evacuate over
300,000 of that sector's inhabitants.

53. In a further letter dated 24 October (S/8207).
the representative of the United Arab Republic charged
Israel forces with unprovoked premeditated flagrant
aggression at 12.30 hours GMT, on 24 October, when
they had started a continuous shelling of the city of
Suez resulting in extensive human losses and severe
damage to property. The Israel forces had also sys
tematically shelled and completely or severely damaged
industrial installations, including the petroleum re
fineries in Suez, the Nasr plants for fertilizer, and
installations in the Suez harbour. Those military opera
tions could not be justified as a retaliatory measure
against the sinking of the Israel destroyer in territorial
waters because they were conducted against civilian
and industrial installations, not military targets. The
Israel forces, he said, had not responded to the cease
fire request of United Nations military observers until
their planned aggression had been implemented. He
requested an urgent meeting of the Security Council
to consider that grave situation and take prompt
action against Israel in accordance with the United
Nations Charter.

54. By a letter dated 24 October (S/8208), the
representative of Israel charged that United Arab
Republic forces had opened fire from the cities of Port
Ibrahim' and Suez on the west bank of the Suez Canal
on Israel forces on the east bank north of Port
Taufiq at 14.30 hours. The artillery fire had been
returned. Because of the location of the Egyptian
artillery some oil refineries were believed to have been
hit. He added that a cease-fire proposed by United
Nations military observ.ers for 17.30 hours had been
accepted by both parties and had taken effect. He
requested an urgent meeting of the Council to deal
with the open aggression and violations of the cease
fire resolutions by the United Arab Republic.



55. On 24 and 25 October the Secretary-General
transmitted reports on the events of 24 October (S/
7930/Add.44-48) from the Chief of Staff of UNTSO,
indicating that United Nations military observers h'ln
not ascertained the initiation of firing south of Lltuc
Bitter Lake heard at 12.23 hours GMT on 24 October.
Israel forces had initiated artillery fire at 12.31 hours,
GMT at the oil refinery approximately five kilometres
west of Port Taufiq. Heavy exchange of fire had
developed at 12.35 hours GMT in Port Taufiq-Suez
area. At. 12.35 hours GMT, United Nations Military
Observers had proposed a cease-fire for 13.30 hours
GMT. The United Arab Republic had accepted. At
1S.25 hours GMT, Israel had stated it would agree to
a cease-fire at 15.30 hours GMT. After vain United
Nations military observers' efforts to obtain acceptance
by Israel for an earlier cease-fire, the Chief of Staff
had finally proposed one for 15.30 hours GMT, a
proposal accepted by the United Arab Republic at
14.45 hours GMT and Israel at 15.13 hours GMT.
Heavy sporadic firing had continued until the cease-fire
time.

D. COllsideration by Ibe Council at tbe 13691h
to 1371st meetings (24.25 October 1967)

56. At the l369th meeting on 24 October, the
provisional agenda consisted of the letters of 24 October
from the United Arab Republic and Israel. The repre
sentatives of the United Arab Republic, Israel, Jordan
and Syria were invited, at their request, to take part
in the Council's discussion.

57. The representative of the United Arab Republic
charged that Israel's act of war on 24 October was
the most violent since its aggression of 5 June and was
carried out against the entire civilian and industrial
life in the Suez area, one of the most vital industrial
sites in his country. The reports of the Chief of Staff
made clear that Israel had rejected the first cease
fire proposal because two more hours were needed to
implement Israel's plan of aggression and destruction.
That aggression was totally unprovoked and premedi
tated. It followed the violation of the territorial waters
of the United Arab Republic by the Israel destroyer
Ei!af on 21 October and its attempt to carry out aggres
sion against the city of Port Said. The destroyer was
subsequently sunk, in self-defence, by his Government's
forces. That destroyer had sunk two United Arab Re
public boats in the territorial waters of Port Said on
12 July 1967. He called upon the Council to condemn
the Israel aggression and to apply enforcement mea
sures under the provisions of Chapter VII of the
Charter.

58. The representative of Israel charged that the
destroyer Eilat had been attacked by Egyptian naval
craft equipped with Soviet Komar missiles while on
routine patrol outside Egyptian territorial waters. The
later renewal of the attack on and the sinking of
the helpless vessel showed the premeditated nature
of the action. There had been nineteen killed, twenty
eight were missing and ninety-one wounded. The use
of missiles was a deliberate act of military escalation.
The United Arab Republic had been preparing for the
situation by evacuating the population of the Suez area
and by creating tension by radio and press announce
ments that the renewal of fighting was imminent.
Cairo's Pre~s and radio had gloated over news of the
sinking. The incidents of 24 October were the cul
mination of a long series of provocative Egyptian
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violations of the cease-fire by the shelling of Israel
forces from gun emplacements near built-up areas. If
there were no reciprocity as regards the cessation of
fire, he declared, then naturally the whole system
collapsed. Israel w'as ready to meet representatives
of the United Arab Republic and of any other Arab
State forthwith to discuss measures to lay the basis
for a peaceful future.

59. \Vith regard to the charge that Israel had been
at fault in not agreeing to the first cease-fire proposal,
the representative of Israel stated that the delay in
effecting the cease-fire was due to the fact that an
Israel communications centre had been hit at the
beginning of the incidents. Israel was prepared to
co-operate in an investigation to determine the position
of the Eilat when it was sunk and was confident that
such an investigation would corroborate that the ship
was sunk on the high seas.

60. The representative of the United Kingdom
thought that the whole weight of the Council should
be applied to a demand that the cease-fire be observed,
and belligerence from both sides abandoned. In his
view, the Council should have met and acted earlier.
He reminded the Council that the United Kingdom
had repeatedly 'urged the appointment of a United
N.1tions special representative. His Government's pro
posals had been absolutely clear. It could not be accused
of delay, or of opposition to United Nations action
when the 1967 war broke out. It was delay which had
led to conflict, then to deadlock and currently to more
death and destruction. The Council should take urgent
action towards a fair and balanced resolution appointing
a United Nations special representative to deal with
the situation on the spot.

61. The representative of Canada observed that the
current outbreak of hostilities underlined the precarious
nature of the cease-fire. He suggested several measures
to be adopted by the Council: first, the Council should
call upon all parties to observe scrupulously the cease
fire and to halt all military activities in the area;
second, the. Council should request a report from
the Secretary-General on what additional resources the
Chief-of-Staff of UNTSO might need to carry out
his task under the consensus of the Council on 9/10
July 1967 for surveillance of the cease-fire in the area;
and third, the Secretary-General.should be immediately
authorized, as the delegations of Canada, India and
the United Kingdom had advocated since early June,
to send a special representative to the Middle East to
start the process towards restoring peace on the basis
of a fair and balanced resolution.

62. The representative of the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics condemned the premeditated shelling
of inhabited areas and industrial targets by Israel forces,
which had opened fire and disregarded United Nations
military observers appeals for an immediate cease-fire.
That action, he said, followed the provocative sending
of an Israel destroyer into the territorial waters of
the United Arab Republic, which had had to take
measures in legitimate self-defence. The new act of
provocation by Israel's armed forces was a very serious
violation of the Security Council decision on a cease
fire and a defiance of the generally recognized rules
of international law and the principles of the United
Nations Charter. Israel's actions had not been some
kind of error or accident, but a deliberate act of
barbarity planned in advance. The counter-complaint
hurriedly put forward in the Security Council by Israel



was intended to mislead the Council and world public
opinion. The Soviet Union firmly supported the United
Arab Republic's legitimate request for an uncondi
tional condemnation of the aggressive actions of Israel
in the area of the town of Suez. Peace could not be
restored in the Near East until the illcgal occupation
of Arab lands by Israel was ended. It was essential
to hasten the achievcment of a political settlement in
the Near East. The representative of the Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics then introduced the follow
ing draft resolution (S/8212);

ttTlle Security Cormcil,
ftHa.ving considercd the communication of the

representative of the United Arab Republic concern
ing a new act of aggression by Israel in the area
of the city of Suez,

ftHaving considered also the information provided
by the Secretary-Gcneral in document S/7930/Add.
44 that the Israel forces began and continued an
artillery barrage.. ignoring the proposal by the Chief
of Staff of the United Nations Truce Supervision
Organization for an immediate cease-fire,

ttE;\'pressing grave concern that the said act of
aggression has resulted in heavy losses among the
peaceful population and in serious ph} .:ieal damage,

ftCotJsidcritlg that the actions of the Israel armed
forces in the area of the. city of Suez constitute a
gross violation of the Security Council resolutions
of 6 June 1967 (resolution 233 (1967» and of 7
June 1967 (resolution 234 (1%7» caUin~ for a
cease-fire and the cessation of military activities, as
well as of other Security Council resolutions on that
question,

"1. Sirotlgly cotldenms Israel for the act of aggres
sion committed by it in the area of the city of Suez:

"2. Dematlds that Israel compensate the United
Arab Republic for the damage caused by that act j

"3. Urgetltly calls upon Israel strictly to observe
the aforementioned resolutions of the Securitv
Council concerning the cease-fire and the cessation
of military activities."
63. The representative of Jordan said that nearly

five months had passed since Israel occupied large
tracts of Arab territory and nothing had been done to
change that situation. The recent attack by Israel on
Suez, he said, was but one link in a chain of continued
Israel aggression. In the occupied parts of Jordan, he
went on, Israel forces in disregard of international law
and the Charter were committing crimes unparalleled
in modern history. Human torture, looting and oblitera
tion of Jordanian villages abounded. Those acts con
tinued, he said, because the United Nations shrank
from taking a clear and effective stand. He urged the
Council to condemn Israel aggression and order
the withdrawal of Israel occupation forces to the lines
existing prior to 5 June 1967.

64. The .representative of the United States ex
pressed concern over the loss of life and destruction
resulting from the sinking of the Eilat and the exchange
of artillery fire at Suez. He emphasized that the first
step towards peace must be a complete cease-fire and
cessation of violence between the parties. The United
States, he added, would co-operate in giving the
United Nations machinery in the area a strength com
mensurate with its tasks. The events of the last days
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underscored the need to move towards a just settle
ment of all the questions outstanding between the
parties. The Council should now demand scrupulous
adherence to the cease-fire while condemning all viola
tions j it should deal with the situation even-handedly
without taking' one-sided views or adopting one-sidcd
resolutions. He introduced the following draft resolu
tion (S/8213):

t'Tlle Security Cottllcil,

«Gravely c01lcertlcd at the reports and complaints
it has received of military hostilities in violation
of the cease-fire between Israel and the United Arab
Republic,

ftConvitlccd that progress toward the establish
ment of a just and durable peace in the area requires
mutual respect for the cease-fire, in accordance with
resolutions of the Security Council and the agree
ments of the parties,

"1. COIldcllms any and all violations of the cease
fire;

"2. Insists that the Member States concerned
scrupulously respect the cease-fire as contained in
resolutions 233 (1967), 234 (1967), 235 (1967) and
236 (1967) mld the consensus of 10 July and co
operate fully with the Chief of Staff of the United
Nations Truce Supervision Organization and the
United Nations Military Observers in their tasks
in connexion therewith j

"3. Calls on the Governments concemed to issue
categoric instructions to all military forces to refrain
from all firing, as required by these resolutions."
65. The representative of India said that the de-

liberate nature of the attack by Israel on the Suez
area was proved by Israel's refusal to accept UNTSO's
first cease-fire proposal. He maintained that Israel's
policy of retaliation was impermissible under Security
Council decisions. Moreover, Israel's action infringed
the Security Council cease-fire resolution 236 (1%7)
of 12 June. In view of the conflicting statements by
Israel and the United Arab Republic concerning
the Israel destroyer he suggested that the Secretary
General should order further investigation to determine
whether the.destroyer was in territorial waters or on
the high seas when sunk. India believed that there
could be no reduction of tension in the area unless
Israel forces first withdrew from the occupied terri
tories. He agreed on the need for a fair and balanced
resolution which should be based on certain funda
mental guidelines.

66. The representative of Brazil stated that the
regrettable military action could only postpone the date
of a lasting settlement. He emphasized that strict
observance of the cease-fire was a necessary first step.

67. The representative of Bulgaria said that the
Israel destroyer by entering United Arab Republic
territorial waters had provoked just retaliation, which
had been used by Israel as a pretext for the Suez
attack. Moreover, the Israel forces had delayed accept
ance of the cease-fire in order to complete their planned
massacre of the population and destruction of the
installations. He added that as long as Israel continued
to occupy Arab territory, there would always be the
temptation on the part of Israel leaders to undertake
military action in order to expand their territorial
gains j the Council must take the necessary measures



to resolve the situation created by Israel's aggression
of 5 June. He declared that the Coullcil must condemn
Israel for its aggression, demand compensation for
the damage and call on Israel to observe strictly the
Security Council cease-fire resolutions as proposed in
the draft resolution tabled by the USSR.

68. The representative of France regretted that
there had once again been a resort to force, which
could only reopen a cycle of reprisals and counter
reprisals. Without more information he did not wish
to pass judgement on responsibility for the incidents
but stressed that only on the basis of a strict observance
of the cease-fire by both parties could the wider task of
re-establishing normal conditions in the whole area be
undertaken.

69. The representative of Denmark said that the
incidents in the Middle East had again proved the in
stability of existing arrangements there. The cease-fire
must be fully respected and all violations deplored
and condemned. His delegation would consider favour
ably any request from the Secretary-General to
strengthen the cease-fire machinery in the area. It was
the Council's duty to strive for a just and durabk~

peace and to formulate, in a fair and balanced way,
the principles that should guide a lasting settlement.

70. The representative of Mali charged that Israel
had violated the cease-fire by its premeditated aggres
sion against Suez, resulting in destruction of 80 per
cent of the industries there and loss of life. His delega
tion shared the concern expressed by other members
of the Council about the precarious nature of the
cease-fire arising from Israel's territorial claims and
military occupation of Arab territories. He added that
as long as Israel continued its occupation, the situation
in the Middle East would remain fatally explosive.
The Council, he said, must condemn Israel's violation
of the cease-fire resolutions of the Security Council
and must order strict observance of the cease-fire by
the parties and demand fair compensation for the
damage suffered by the United Arab Republic. He
expressed support for the USSR draft resolution.

71. The representative of Ethiopia said that his
delegation was anxious to ensure respect of the
cease-fire resolutions of the Security Council and to
strengthen the cease-fire machinery. He thought the
Council should request of the Secretary-General a full
report of the recent incidents in the area so that the
Council might take appropriate action. However, as
other members of the Council had pointed out, the
cease-fire was only a precarious first step for building
peace in the area. Further measures were necessary
to change the present dangerous stalemate to a state
of just and durable peace. In that connexion, he sup
ported the suggestions of the United Kingdom repre
sentative and said that the dispatch of a Special
Representative to the area was long overdue. In his
view the Special Representative should make contacts
with the Governments concerned and operate within
the context of general and comprehensive guidelines
set out by the Council.

72. The representative of Argentina, stressing" the
gravity of the events which had taken place, said that
further information was needed to decide on the respon
sibilities of each of the parties. He believed that the
Council should speedily find a formula which would
establish a clear-cut balance of interests and obligations
on the pat:t of the parties concerned and set up a
constructive dialogue among them. He hoped that agree-
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ment on a substantive resolution might be reached that
would open the way to a just and lasting peace.

73. At the 1370th meeting of the Council, on 25
October, the represe~ltative of Nigeria declared that
if it were proved that the Israel destroyer had been
sunk in circumstances in which it should not have
been attacked and if there were conclusive evidence
that the Israel action against Suez was a reprisal
action, he would join in condemning both actions.
Noting the draft resolutions of the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics and the United States, he con
sidered it would be reckless to vote upon them since
a resolution not having the general support of the
Council did not have the effect it should. He suggested
a short suspension of the meeting to allow consulta
tions on a compromis~... draft resolution which would
not damage the .position of the two major Powers but
produce an effective decision as a necessary step
towards continuing efforts to deal with the Arab-Israel
question as a whole.

74. The Council then adjourned.
75. At the opening of the 1371st meeting of the

Council, on the same day, the President announced
that, as a result of consultations, agreement had been
reached on the text of the following draft resolution:

"The Security Cmtncil,

"Gravely concerned over recent military activities
in the Middle East carried out in spite of the
Security Council resolutions ordering a cease-fire,

"HtrUillg heard and considered the statements
made by the parties concerned,

"Taking into consideration the information on the
said activities provided by the Secretary-General in
documents S/7930/Add.43, Add.44, Add.45, Add.46,
Add.47, Add.48 and Add.49,

"1. Condellms the violations of the cease-fire;
"2. R.egrets the casualties and loss of property

resulting from the violations;
"3. Reaffirms the necessity of the strict observance

of the cease-fire resolutions;
"4. Dema.nds of the Metnber States concerned to

cease immediately all prohibited miiitary activities
in the area, and to co-operate fully and promptly
with the United Nations Truce Supervision Organi
zation."
76. There being no objection to granting priority

in the vote to the draft resolution, the President put it
to the vote.

Decision: At the .1371st meeting, on 25 October, the
draft resolution 'Was adopted unanimously (resolution.
240 (1967))

77. After adoption of the resolution, the Secretary
General stated that the need to strengthen the observer
operation, established in the Suez Canal sector follow
ing the Council's consensus of 9/10 July 1967, had
become increasingly apparent. At present, forty-three
observers manning nine Observation Posts were patrol
ling parts of the Canal sector in jeeps. Their mobility
was limited and they had no facilities to observe by
air or sea.

7S. Consultation with the Chief of Staff of UNTSO
on means to make the operation more fully effective in



maint~ining the cease-fire had made apparent the
necessity of steps along the following lines: (1) in
creasing the number of observers from the present
forty-three to ninety i (2) doubling the Observation
Posts from nine to eighteen; (3; using, possibly, four
small patrol craft to patrol the waters of the Canal and
adjacent waters i (4) acquiring and making use of
four smatt helicopters to increase observer mobility
and for air observation, two on each side of the Canal.
All st~~h measures woul~ relate exchtsively to the
Counctl s cease-fire resolutions and its consensus and
therefore, would be of a provisional and temp~rary
nature. A substantial increase in costs, beyond the
estimate set out in document S/8182, would result
from the strengthening of the observer operation. The
Secretary-General also reminded the Council that there
was only token observer representation in the Israel
Jordan and Israel-Lebanon sectors and therefore no
machinery to assist in implementing the. Council's reso
lutions of 6 and 7 J ttne, which applied to all sectors.

79. The representative of the Union of Soviet
~ocialist Republics declared that though his delega
hon's draft resolution was completely justified and
Israel's sole responsibility clear. he had not opposed
the resoh~tion presented by the President because
o! the desire of some members for unanimity. In the
circumstances there was no need to put the USSR
draft. to a .vote. He stressed that peace in the area
was. Impossible as ~ong as Is~ael forces occupied Arab
territories, and adaed that It was highly regrettable
that neither the Council nor the General Assembly
had taken steps to liquidate the consequences of Israel
aggression. At the same time, he said, there was a
unanimous feeling in the Council that consultations
mu~~ be speeded to. work out a decision leading to a
pohttcal settlement m the Near East. With regard to
the Secretary-General's statement concerning the in
crease in the number of United Nations observers
in the Suez Canal sector and certain other measures
connected with supervision of the implementation of
the Security Council decisions on a cease-fire and
cessation of .hostilities, the USSR representative noted
that, ~ccordmg. to the Secretary-General, the Council
was sttll not setzed of reports concerning many details.
He added that any increase in the number of observers
!Uust be examined by the Council in conformity with
ItS competence under the Charter.

80. The. representative of the United States said
the Council had acted positively and wisely in
:eaffirming the Council's cease-fire orders, in demand
mg mutual and scrupulous observance of the cease-fire
by the parties, and in condemning all violations. He
observed that the Council had refused to take a one
sided view of the situation and had dealt with the
incidents in a balanced manner.. As a result there was
no need to vote on his draft resolution. He believed
that recent events underlined the fact that although a
cease-fire was essential, the situation also required
new steps towards a durable, permanent and just
peace. The United States regarded the steps proposed
by the Secretary-General to strengthen the observa
tion operation in the Canal sector as in accord with his
responsibilities and his authority under the Charter
and established practices of the United Nations and
therefore fully supported the Secretary-General's in
itiative.
. 81. The representative of China said that his delega

hon whole-heartedly welcomed the resolution just
adopted by the Council as an essential first step. With-
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out an effective cease-fire, a climate conducive to a
durable settlement could not be creatcd.

8~. The rcpresentative of Syria condcmncd the pre
meditated Israel attack on Suez. That act of agO'ression
he said, had been confirmed by the report of th~
Secretary-Gcneral on 24 October. He said that the pre
text for the massacre of 24 October had been the sink
ing .of .the Israel destroyer in United Arab Republic
terntonal watcrs. Israel peace appcals, he said were
cynical and hypocritical, and were usually m:lde at
gunpoint under conditions of conquest and duress. He
affirmed that by rejecting the United Nations armistice
machinery and all eff~rts towards peace, Israel had
embarked upon a cloctrme of belligerency.

83. The President, speaking as the representative
of Jal?an welcomed the resolution adopted by the
CounCil as a first step. He urged the Council to find
a f~rmula which, acceptable to the parties, would es
tabhsh a durable and Just peace in the :Middle East.

E. Reports of the Secretary-General on the
observance of the cease-fire

84. In a report dated 31 October 1967 (S/8053/
Add.3 an.d Corr.l), the Secretary-General, after further
consultahon with the Chief of Staff of UNTSO, re
ported on .the requirements and details for the possible
s~rengthe111ng of the .observer operation mentioned in
IllS statement at the 1371st meeting of the Council on
25 October. The report outlined the tentative deploy
ment pla~l for the additional observers, including the
ObservatIon Posts to be established in consultation
with the parties, the need for further consultations
with the parties about the nationalities of the ob
servers, the a:eas of operation of the proposed patrol
craft and hehcopters and other communications and
logistic problems. The Secretary-General emphasized
that those measures would not suffice to maintain the
cease-fire unless the parties exercised the utmost re
straint and he therefore renewed his appeal of 27
September that in cases of alleged violations of the
cease-fire each side make use of the United Nations
observati?n sy.stem instea~ of continuing the practice
of resortml{ dtrectly to VIolent measures. Durinl{ this
p~riod the Secretary-General also issued three sup
piementary reports (S/7930/Add.50-52) on the ob
s~rvance of the ~ease;fire. The reports indicated over
fltghts by both SIdes In the Canal sector. The situation
in general had remained quiet in the Israel-Syrian
sector.

85. On 10 November the representative of the Union
of Soviet Socialist Republics submitted a draft re
solution (S/8236), whereby the Security Council would
authorize the Secretary-General to increase the number
of observers in the Suez Canal sector. The text of the
draft resolution read as follows:

((The Security Cmmcil,

"Recalling its resolutions 233 of 6 June 1967, 234
of 7 June 1967 and 240 of 25 October 1967,

((Recalling further the consensus reached at its
1366th meeting on 9 July 1967 concerning the send
ing of observers to the Suez Canal sector,

"Noting the Secretary-General's statement at the
1371st meeting of the Security Council on 25 October
1967 and the Secretary-General's reports S/8053 of
11 July 1967, S/8053/Add.l of 10 August 1967 and



S/8053/Add.3 and Corr.1 of 31 October 191)7 con
cerning the stationing of United Nations observers
in the Suez Canal sector, the desirability of sending
additional United Nations observers to the area and
the provision to them of technical facilities and means
of transport with a view to the more effective im
plementation of the Council's decision concerning a
cease-fire and the cessation of all military activities,

itNofin{l fm't/lCr the Secretary-General's report
S/8182 of 4 October 1967 on the f1nancial implica
tions in regard tl) the stationing of additional ob
servers in the Sllez Canal sector,

"Tald1lg cog1lism/ce of the above-mentioned re
ports by the Secretary-General,

"Aufhori:.:cs the Secretary-General to increase the
number of observers in the Suez Canal sector to
ninety and to take the measures proposed in his
report to the Security Counci! (S/8053/Add.3 and
Corr.!) concerning the provision of additional tech
nical facilities and means of transport for the United
Nations observer group."

F. Consideration by tbe Council at tbe 1373rd,
1375tb, 1377tb and 1379tb to 1382nd meet
ings (9.22 November)

86. In a letter dated 7 November 1967 (S/8226),
the United Arab Republic requested an urgent meeting
of the Council to consider the dangerous situation pre
vailing in the Middle East as a result of the persistence
of Israel not to withdraw its armed forces from all the
territories which it occupied as a result of its aggression
committed on 5 June 1967 against the United Arab
Republic, Jordan and Syria.

87. At the 1373rd meeting, on 9 November, the
Council included the United Arab Republic letter in
its agenda and invited the representatives of the United
Arab Republic, Israel and Jordan, at their request,
to take seats at the Council table.

88. On a point of order, the representative of the
United States, citing the established practice of the
Council, moved that the parties concerned which had
indicated their desire to speak, namely, the United Arab
Republic and Israel, be heard prior to the members
of the Council.

Decision: Follo'Wlng a brlef alscllsslon in 'Which the
rcpresentatz:ves of the Union of Sovlet Socialist Repub
lics) India.) the United States and Nigerla made state
ments, the Council) a.f the suggestion of the rept'esenta
tive of Nigerla.) agreed on a short recess for consultation.

89. \iVhen the Council resumed its meeting, further
discussion took place, after which the President put
the United States motion to a vote.

Decision: The United States motion recelved 8 votes
in favour) none against and 7 abstentions) ami was not
adopted.

90. After the vote, the President drew the Council's
attention to the following two draft resolutions. One,
submitted on 7 November 1967 by India, Mali and
Nigeria (S/8227), read as follows:

((The Securlty CO·I/.1lcH)

"Exp'ressing its continuing concern with the grave
situation in the Middle East,
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(''Recalling its resolution 233 ( 1967) of 6 June
1967 on the outbreak of fighting which called for, as
a first step, an immediate cease-fire and for a ces
sation of all military activities in the area,

«RecalUng furtllCr General Assembly rQsolution
2256 (ES-V),

uEmpllasi:.:ing the urgency of reducing tensions,
restoring peace and bringing about normalcy in the
area,

u1. A.O/rllls that a just and lasting peace in the
l\'Iiddle East must be achieved within the framework
of the Charter of the United Nations and more par
ticularly of the following principles:

" (i) Occupation or acquisition of territory by
military conquest is inadmissible under the
Charter of the United Nations and con
sequently Israel's armed forces should with
draw from all the territories occupied as Cl

result of the recent conflict;

"(ii) Likewise, every State has the right to live
in peace and complete security free from
threats or acts of war and consequently all
States in the area should terminate the
state or claim of belligerency and settle their
international disputes by peaceful means;

" (iii) Likewise, every State of the area. has the
right to be secure within its borders and
it is obligatory on all Member States of
the area to respect the sovereignty, ter
ritorial integrity and political independence
of one another;

"2. Affirms further:

" (i) There should be a just settlement of the
question of Palestine refugees;

"(ii) There should be guarantee of freedom of
navigation in accordance with international
law through international waterways in the
area;

"3. Requests the Secretary-General to dispatch
a special representative to the area who would con
tact the States concerned in order to co-ordinate
efforts to achieve the purposes of this resolution and
to submit a report to the Council within thirty days."

,91. The second draft resolution (S/8229), also sub-
111ltted on 7 November, by the United States, read as
follows:

"The Secur£ty COlmcil)
((Kt"pressing its continuing concern with the O'rave

situation in the Middle East, l:>

"i'Reca.lllng its resolution 233 (1967) on the out
!>reak .?f fighting which called, as a first step, for an
lll1111echate cease-fire and for a cessation of all military
activities in the area,

((Recalling further General Assembly resolution
2256 (ES-V),

((E1II:ph~siZ£ng the urgency of reducing tensions
and bnngmg about a just and lasting peace in which
every State in the. area can live in security,

((ElII.phasizing fnrther that all Member States in
their acceptance of the Charter of the United Nations
have undertaken a commitment to act in accordance
with Article 2 of the Charter,



"l. ADirms that thc fulfilmcnt of thc abovc
Chartcr principlcs rcquit·cs thc achicvcmcnt of a
statc of just and lasting pcacc in thc Middlc East
embracing withdrawal of armcd forccs from occupicd
tcrritorics, tcrmination of claims or statcs of bel
ligcrcncc, and mutual rccognition and respect for
thc right of cvcry Statc in thc area to sovcrcign
cxistence, territorial integrity, political independcnce,
securc and recognized boundaries, and frccdom from
the threat or usc of forcc i

"2. ADin"s fl/rthe,' thc necessity:
"(a) For g'tmranteeing freedom of navigation

through international waterways in the area;
Cl (b) For achieving a just settlement of thc rc

fugee problem;
"(c) For guaranteeing the tcrritorial inviolability

and political independence of cvery State in the area,
through measures including thc establishment of de
militarized zones;

" (d) For achieving a limitation of the wasteful
and destructive arms race in the area;

Cl3. Reql/ests the Secretary-General to designate
a Special Representative to proceed to the l\Iiddle
East to establish and maintain contacts with the
States concerned with a view to assisting them in the
working out of solutions in accordance with the pur
poses of this resolution and in creating a just and
lasting peace in the area i

"4. Reql/ests the Secretary-General to report to
the Security Council on the progress of the efforts
of the Special Representative as soon as possible."
92. Opening the debate on 9 November, the Foreign

Minister of the United Arab Republic stated that the
latest aggression of Israel on 24 October had left no
doubt as to the gravity of the present situation in the
area. Since the aggression of Israel on 5 June the
Council had failed to do its clear duty: to condemn
the aggression, order Israel to withdraw its forces to
the positions held on 4 June 1967, and determine
Israel's responsibility for the damages and losses in
flicted on the Arab countries. The emergency special
session of the General Assembly had been unable to
translate into a resolution its unanimous commitment
to the principle that military occupation of any part
of the territory of one State by another was totally
inadmissible. He maintained that the failure of the
United Nations to act had encouraged Israel to defy
the resolutions of the emergency session on Jerusalem
and on the return of the refugees and to embark upon
further acts of aggression in the Suez Canal sector.
That poliey of terror, he said, had resulted in heavy
civilian casualties there and had led his Government
to evacuate more than 300,000 inhabitants. Referring
to the August 1967 Khartoum summit meeting, he
said that its decision was for peace but not surrender,
for a political solution the cornerstone of which was
the immediate and unconditional withdrawal of Israd
forces to the pre-5 June positions. That was a basic
requirement under the United Nations Charter. It was
the duty of the Security Council to eliminate the present
aggression and initiate a course that would bring
normalcy to the area through the application of the
Charter. The central issue in the Middle East situation
was the expulsion by force of the people of Palestine
from their homes. The United Nations, the successor
of the League of Nations, was the only valid framework
for enabling that people to exercise their right to self
determination.

14

93. Continuing, thc Foreign Minister said that Is
rael's aggression of 5 June must be considered in its
grnve dimcnsions. Isrnel's obligations under the Charter
and under the GClleral Armistice Agreements, the
binding nature of which was stated in their provisions,
were inescapable. He urged that militl\l'Y, political
and economic assistancc to ISl'Hel be withheld until
Israel complied with its Charter obligations and with
drew its forces from all the territories it had occupied
as a result of its nggression. The situation, he said, fell
into the cntegoQ' of brenches of the peace which re
quired the Council to apply thc Charter provisions.
Hc concluded that a minimum measure to be taken
by the Council would be a dcmand for immediate with
drawal to the positions of 4 June. Should Israel refuse
to withdraw, the 'Council' must apply enforcement
measures.

94. The representativc of India, introducing the
three-Power draft resolution on behalf of the sponsors
(S/e'?27), said that the Afm-Asian and Latin Amer
ican membcrs of the Council had examined all pro
posals put forward during the Assembly's fifth cmer
genc)' session and had taken into account thc views
of other Councils' members and of the parties con
cerned in order to produce a fair and balanced text.
The draft resolution closely paralleled the Latin Amer
ican draft submitted to the General Assembly's fifth
emergency session. Its aim was not only to set forth
in clear language the principles within the framework
of the Charter on which the solution of the problems in
the Middle East should be based, but to link them so as
to give equal validity to each and to ensure equality
of obligations. Thus, paragraph 1 provided for with
drawal of Israel forces from all the territories occupied'
as a result of the recent conflict..It not only called for
the termination of the state of belligerence but also of
any claim of belligerence; it emphasized the recognition
of the right of every State in the area to be secure
within its borders. \Vith regard to the question of re
fugees, provided for under paragraph 2, it was clearly
intended to comprehend only the Palestinian refugees
and not those who had acquired that status as a result
of the June conflict. In the sponsors' view, as soon
as Israel withdrew its forces, the problem of the so
called new refugees caused by the June conflict would
automatically cease to exist. As for the question of
freedom of navigation, some questions had been raised
during informal consultations regarding the reference
"in accordance with international law". The sponsors,
he said, would examine carefully any arguments which
might be advanced in the Council with regard to that
or other provisions in the draft. vVhile he was aware
that some of its provisions were not in accordance with
the wishes of the parties and there were differences
within the Council, the co-sponsors had tried to narrow
down those differences so as to initiate a process of
peaceful settlement of the \Vest Asian crisis.

95. The representative of Nigeria stated that his
Government's objective was not merely to restore the
status quo before 5June to create a climate in which all
of the people in the area could live in peace. He con
sidered the three-Power draft a definite improvement
upon the Latin American draft resolution and em
phasized that it was submitted for decision under
Chapter VI of the Charter. He had not been able to
persuade either the Arabs or the Israelis that what
they sought was unobtainable: namely, on the one hand,
no negotiations until after unconditional withdrawal
of the Israel forces and, on the other, no withdrawal



except as a result of bilateral negotiations. Howcver,
he recommended. the three-Power drnft as the most
balanced OI\C and declared the Council must tell both
parties that unless they moved thcy could not have
peace in the Middle East.

96. The representative of the Union of Soviet So
cialist Republics declared that withdrawal of Israel
lorces from the occupied Arab territories was the prc.,
requisite for a Near East settlement. Yet Israel was
taking measures to consolidate its occupntion by coloni
zation and talk of a greater Israel and by attempts to
annex Jerusalem in defiance of international law and
United Nations resolutions. He charged that the ag
gression by Israel had not only blocked the Suez Canal,
in violation of international agreements, but the pre
sence of Israel troops had. prevented the United Arab
Republic from reopeninl{ the Canal to navigation. He
added that the expansionist designs of Israel con
tinued to achieve connivance from powerful supporters
-above all .the United States. Although some of its
provisions did not take fully into account the positions
of the Soviet Union, his delegation would support the
three-Power draft if the Arab countries did not oppose
it. In essence, the Soviet Union's position on the ques
tion of the settlement of the situation in the Middle
East was that aggression must be condemned; Israel's
troops must be withdrawn to the lines occupied before
5 June; and Israel must compensate the Arab States
for the damage caused to them and must implement
the General Assembly resolution on Jerusalem. As for
the United States draft resolution. he said that it was
designed to support the claims of the aggressor to Arab
lands. It would seem that the essential condition for
lasting peace in the Near East must be not a clear-cut
provision concerning the withdrawal of Israel troops
from Arab lands, but the solution of a whole series of
other problems. That condition served the interests
of Israel only. He believed the new formula for with
drawal of troops in the United States draft was a
step backwards as compared with that provided in the
Latin American draft and was intermingled with refer
ences to "secure and recognized boundaries". The
Soviet representative asked what were those boundaries.
Who was to judge how secure those boundaries were,
and who must recognize them? Those questions, the
Soviet representative contended, remained unanswered
and left much leeway for different interpretations, which
might allow Israel to withdraw its troops only to the
lines it judged convenient. It was significant that Israel
claimed that the Armistice Agreements of 1949 were
no longer binding. The American draft admitted that
Israel troops would not necessarily be withdrawn from
all conquered Arab land and contained no provision
regarding the inadmissibility of acquisition of territory
by conquest.

97. The representative of the United Kingdom
thought that there was overwhelming agreement on the
way to start towards a durable and just settleme!lt.
There must be no more delay; the present opportumty
might be the last for the Council.

98. Continuing, the representative of the United
Kingdom said that the main aim was to achieve a
durable peace in the Middle East. His Government
would never wish to be associated with any settlement
which meant a return to an uneasy tntce. At the start
of the conflict his Government's policy had been clear.
It had consistently recommended that the Secretary
General be authorized to send a special representative,
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thnt there must be withdrawal from occupied territories
and an end to belligerency, that secure frontiers could
not be settled by conquest, and that nothing should
be done in Jerusalem or .elsewhere to prejudice the
final outcome of the desired settlement. The United
Kingdom was concerned that there should be freedom
of navigation through international waterways. It had
tlrgcd an imaginative and comprehensive policy on the
problems of the refugees. There wns no change in its
position.

99. Finally, he stated that as soon as the Council
had formulated the principles which would serve as
the framework for a final settlement, the United Nations
special representative would have a key role to play
and should be left free to use his best judgement
within the agreed principles. Until he started work
in the Middle East, there would be no progress.

100. The representative of the United States said
that, although his delegation would have preferred that
the Council meet only after the intensive diplomatic
consultations then in progress had led to advance
agreement, his delegation nevertheless would do all in
its power to make the meeting an occasion of progress
townrds peace. Action by the Council in exercise of
its Charter responsibilities was long overdue. The
objective of his delegation's draft resohltion ,~as to
open a new path to a just and lasting peace in the
!vIiddle En.st in which every State in the area could
live in security, justice, honour and dignity. Its terms
reflected the conviction tha.t a durable peace must
embrace the five fundamental principles set forth by
President Johnson on 19 June 1967, namely, the re
cognized right of national life, justice for the refugees,
innocent maritime passage, limits on the wasteful and
destructive arms race and political independence
and territorial integrity for all. The principal parties
on both sides had accepted those principles as the
framework for a just peace. How the draft's objectives
could be achieved in practice could only be worked
out in consultations with the parties which the special
representative would undertake. Peace in the Middle
East depended primarily upon the parties to the
conflict.

101. The representative of the United States went
on to say that his delegation's draft resolution con
tained a mandate which should be acceptable within
the Council and was sufficiently comprehensive for
all the States directly concerned; so that the process
of diplomacy could be set in motion. Such a mandate
could not be stated in terms entirely satisfactory either
to the Arab States or Israel. It was therefore stated
in terms of guidelines which, in his opinion. took
into account and in no way prejudiced the positions or
the vital interests of the States involved. The most
constructive contribution the Council could make at
that stage was to provide such guidelines for the
special representative; it was not for the Council to
seek to impose the exact terms of a settlement. His
delegation believed that a United Nations represen
tative should be sent to the area promptly. He pledged
that his Government's diplomatic and political in
fluence would be exerted under the draft resolution
in support of the efforts of the United Nations repre
sentative to achieve a fair and equitable settlement.

102. The representative of Ethiopia said that his
delegation, in urging that a special representative be
sent to the Middle East as soon as. possible, had in
mind three important considerations: first, that an



effective United Nations presence be speedily established
in the area; second, that the special representative
should operate within the context of agreed guidelines
and third, that the guidelines should have the backing
of the Council as a whole. In that spirit his delegation
supported the principles embodied in the three-Power
draft resolution. However, it was essential that the
work of the special representative should not begin on
a note of discord, but rather with the unreserved sup
port of aU members of the Council, particularly the
major Powers.

103. The representative of Canada said that there
was common ground that the United Nations could
and must assist in bringing about peaceful conditions
in the :Middle East, and it seemed to be ~enerally

recognized that the appointment of a special repre
sentative would be helpful. There was also common
ground on the necessity for a political, not for an im
posed, solution under Chapter VI of the Charter.
This meant that the co-operation of the parties directly
concerned was essential; and that the mandate ~iven to
the special representative required an equitable balan:::e
of obligations on all parties. Although the problem of
withdrawal was crucial, it could not stand in isolation.
The Council must ensttre that the circumstances that
led to the· hostilities last June did not recur. The repre
sentative of Canada regretted that the three-Power
draft did not serve the desired objective of be~inning

the process of pe~ceful settlement. He preferred the
United States draft because it more fully met the
criteria of equilibrium.

104. The representative of Denmark stated that a
solution should be built on interrelated principles that
would include withdrawal of Israel troops, safeguarding
of the territorial and political integrity of all States
in the area-including a final settlement of the borders
in the area-right of free passage through the Suez
Canal and the Straits of Tiran, limitations on arms
shipments into the Middle East, and settlement of the
refugee problem. With respect to these fundamental
political problems no resolution would be useful unless
a scrupulous balance between the claims on both sides
could be found, so that both sides could live with the
resolution. In formulating guidelines to be given for
the work of a special representative to be sent to the
Middle East the Council was operating under Chap
ter VI of the Charter. The active co-operation of the
parties concerned would be essential in the search
for a solution.

105. The representative of France stated that only
a political solution of the Middle East could possibly
be envisaged. It would consequently be unrealistic to
say that direct negotiations should be undertaken be
tween Israel and the Arab Governments, which had re
fused such negotiations for twenty years. It was within
the framework of the United Nations that such action
could be undertaken at present. His Government had
always believed that it feU to the Security Council
to find a solution, but agreement among the great
Powers was essential. Withdrawal of Israel troops
from the occupied territories, he said, was imperative
to create conditions conducive to a peaceful solution.
it being understood that each of the States concerned
had the right to exist and to see its security assured.
His delegation agreed with the proposal to send a
Special Representative, but felt that he would not be
able to carry out useful work, unless the principles
guiding his task were set out clearly by the Security
Council. Finally, he said that the consideration that
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Arabs and Israelis must be able to live' together in
peace would dictate his Government's position at the
present discussion.

106. The representative of Japan felt that neither
of the draft resolutions adequately reflected a consensus
of the Council. He hoped further consultations might
lead to a compromise and the unanimous consensus
which was so important.

107. The representative of Argentina stated that the
Security Council must find a solution to the problem
by peaceful means. No one should be asked to renounce
his legitimate interests, but at the same time there must
be a clear balance of mutual concessions within a frame
work in which the parties might express their views
freely and no one would negotiate under the threat
of pressure. For that reaSOn his delegation could not
support operative paragraph 2 of the Soviet draft
resolution. He did not believe that the simple with
drawal of troops would necessarily bring with it a
return to peace; it should be accompanied by a cessa
tion of belligerency. The position of his Government on
withdrawal and other important aspects of the :Middle
Eastern problem had been explicitly stated in the
Latin American draft resolution submitted to the fifth
e~erge!1cy special session of the G.eneral Assembly. He
still beheved that that draft resolution would provide an
adequate solution today.

108. At the 137sth meeting of. the Council, on
13 November, the representative of Syria was also in
vited, at his request, to take a seat at the Council
table.

109. The Foreign Minister of Israel declared, in
reply to the charges of the United Arab Republic, that
that Government, heavy with responsibility for nine
teen. years of purposeful aggression, had been un
mistakably responsible for its aggressive attempt in
June to destroy the State of Israel. After citing actions
taken and statements made in May and June 1967 for
that purpose by the United Arab Republic Government
and other Arab States, he stated that it was his Govern
ment's supreme national purpose never to return to the
danger and vulnerability from which Israel had
emerged. Stating that the representatives of the United
Arab Republic and the Soviet Union had on 9 Novem
ber sought to persuade the Council that Israel's refusal
to be strangled and bludgeoned to death was an act of
"aggression", he affirmed that the charge of Israel
"aggression" was a violent untruth. He recalled that
proposals seeking to define Israel's action as "aggres
sion" had been rejected in the Security Council on
14 June 1967 and in the fifth emergency special session
of the General Assembly on 4 July. He maintained that
Israel's defensive action had been taken when the
choice was to live or to perish. His Government's think
ing on the political, juridical, territorial and security
aspects of the Middle Eastern problem was based on
the premise that, having repelled aggression and being
threatened with its renewal, no new assault should
succeed.

110. As for the Soviet and Arab suggestion that the
way to peace was to restore the 4 June situation
through the withdrawal of the Israel forces, the For
eign Minister declared that many statesmen had ex
pounded its folly and injustice at the emergency ses
sion of the General Assembly. He emphasized that the
profound need of the Middle East was for constructive
innovation. A durable edifice of relations ensuring peace
and security must be built. His Government's policy



was to respect the Council's cease-fire until it was
replaced by peace treaties, concluded by direct negotia
tion between Israel and the Arab States, ending the
state of war, determining the agreed national frontiers
of States, ancI ensuring a mutually guaranteed security.
He stated that there could be no return to the shat
tered armistice regime, which the United Arab Republic
had converted into a formula for belligerency, blockade
and an alibi for refusal to make peace. The armistice
lines must be superseded by agreed and permanent
national boundaries; such permanent and secure
boundaries were the central issue to be negotiated in
a peace settlement, without which no solution of the
deadlock could be envisaged. A negotiated boundary
meant stability, a demarcation line meant the mainte
nance of reciprocal territorial claims. The only alterna
tive to the cease-fire was now formal peace; any other
course would be a prelude to the next explosion. Against
the Khartoum policy of no recognition, no negotiation
and no peace, Israel presented its policy: recognition,
negotiation. peace. A.. for the statement of the repre
sentative of France that it would be unrealistic to have
negotiations without withdrawal, he stated that it was
unrealistic to believe that there could be withdrawal
without negotiation.

111. The Foreign Minister drew attention to the fact
that the United Arab Republic representative had pro
mised nothing in return for what he had asked. Israel,
the Foreign Minister continued, must assume that it
was still the policy of the United Arab Republic to
close the Suez Canal to Israel shipping, to regard
the Gulf of Aqaba as an internal Arab waterway, to
continue the economic boycott, and to maintain terri
torial claims beyond the point of the withdrawal to the
4 June position.

112. Declaring that his Government's standard of
judgement on draft resolutions before the Council was
whether or not they prejudiced in advance Israel's
negotiating positions, the Foreign Minister rejected
unreservedly the three-Power draft, stating, inter alia,
that it prejudiced the territorial and security prohlems
by asking for withdrawal without a final peace treaty
and by defining in advance the territorial and security
situation which should follow the cease-fire. He as
serted that it was for the sovereign Governments of
the area to determine through negotiation the situation
to succeed the cease-fire. Furthermore, the draft's state
ment on maritime freedom was compatible with the
United Arab Republic's doctrine on the exclusion of
Israel from the Suez Canal and the Gulf of Aqaba.

113. Israel, the Foreign Minister continued, would
constructively consider any proposal based on a nego
tiated peace in accordance with Chapter VI of the
Charter, which did not prejudice its substantive in
terests in advance. In Israel's view, a United Nations
representative could play a useful role in bringing parties
together only if his directives did not prejudice Israel's
policies or negotiating position in advance. At a peace
negotiation Israel would make constructive proposals
conducive to the interest and the national honour of all
negotiating States.

114. The representative of Jordan said that if the
United Nations did not do its duty and effect Israel
withdrawal from all Arab territories occupied since
5 June, the pre-condition for peace in the area, Arab
representatives would have to explain to their peoples
that they had no other course but to use their own
resources tt> liquidate Israel aggression, no matter what
the price. The representative of Jordan went on to say
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that the main threats to peace and security in the area
had been Israel's systematic expansionist policy based
on aggression and denial of justice to the Palestine
refugees. Israel, he said, had no right to aspire to
peace while it continued to defy United Nations resolu
tions and refused to accept the pre-conditions for peace.
He added that Israel's insecurity was of its own mak
ing, and the only expression of belligerency by the
Arnbs had· been their uncompromising refusal to recog
nize an unjust and illegal situation.

115. The rerm:sentative of Bulgaria stressed that the
Western Pownrs, which had voted for the Latin
American draft resolution at the fifth emergency special
session of the General Assembly when they were sure
it had little chance of being adopted because of the
then prevailing situation in the Near East, did not now
agree with the principles of that draft which were now
embodied in the three-Power draft resolution. He ob
served that the formula for withdrawal in the United
States draft resolution was intended to allow the ag
gressor to continue the occupation of Arab territories
and to decide when to withdraw the occupation troops.
Furthermore, in the three-Power draft resolution the
mandate of the Special Representative was clearly de
fined, while in the United States draft his role was
limited to assistin~ the parties in creating a just and
lasting peace in the area.

116. Continuing, the representative of Bulgaria said
that the most realistic method to a peaceful settlement
was direct and active United Nations participation.
Israel's insistence on direct negotiations with Arab
States was a negotiation of all the agreements con
cluded under United Nations auspices and a negation
of any negotiation at all. The return of the a~gressor

to the positions of 4 June was, he said, the fundamental
step that must precede any political solution of the other
outstanding problems ; otherwise, the aggressor could
act from a position of strength and use the usurped
territories as bargaining counters. In conclusion, the
representative of Bulgaria said that a just and lasting
political solution must include a settlement of the refugee
question, including that of the Arab population of
Palestine and the new refugees.

117. In reply to the remarks of the Foreign Minister
of Israel on the three-Power draft resolution, the repre
sentative of India stated, inter alia, that the aim of that
draft was to provide a framework of principles and
guidelines within which the special representative could
contact the parties concerned in order to co-ordinate
efforts towards initiating the process of peaceful settle
ment. He emphasized that in accordance with Ar
ticle 33 of the Charter it was left to the parties to seek
a solution by negotiation or by some other peaceful
means of their own choice.

118. At the 1377th meeting of the Council, on
15 November, the representative of Syria said that
none of the draft resolutions before the Council were
acceptable to his Government because they subjected
withdrawal to conditions. The Council was faced with
one basic issue only, namely, that of a premeditated
war of aggression by Israel against the Arab States.
The United Nations should deal with that war and its
consequences. He declared that the only draft resolu
tion in harmony with the Charter was that submitted
at the emergency session by the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics calling for condemnation of Israel
aggression, withdrawal of Israel troops, and compensa
tion to the Arabs.



119. Speaking On Israel's policies in the occupied
territories, the representative of S)'ria said that his
delegation had on various occasions drawn the Coun
cil's attention to the acts of lawlessness committed bv
Isr~el in occu~ied S}'rian territory, By its words an<l
actions, he sntd, Israel had shown that it attached
no value to United Nations resolutions cnllinl{ for the
return of Amb refu~ees to their homelnnd,' and the
rescission of Israel's iIlegnl met\sures to nnncx the cit\'
of Jerusalem. •

120. 'While reserving his right to spenk on the drnft
resolutions before the Council, he stated thnt Syria
would never submit to aggression and would'not
subscribe to any resolution which would reward the
aggressor.

121. The representative of the United Kin~do1\l.
stressing the urgent need for immediate and effective
action by the Council, observed that the demand by the
Arnb States for withdrawal and the solution of the
refugee problems, on the one hand, and the demand
by Israel for n permanent peace and secure boundaries,
on the other, did not conflict and were of equal validity.
To imagine that one could be secured without the other
was a delusion. He felt that there was enough common
ground on purpose and principle for the Council to
make a final and successful effort in further informal
consultations to arrive nt an ncceptahle text. The
Council must pass a resolution, he hoped unanimously.
which would be the first step to a just nnd peaceful
settlement.

122. The representative of the United States. in
reply to earlier comments on his delegation's draft
resolution, said that the language in paragraph 1 of
the draft was sound and carefully balanced in what it
required of the respective parties. namely, that Israel
must withdraw, that the Arab States must renounce
the state of belligerency and claim of belligerency
which they had maintained for many years; and that
the States on both sides must terminate the present
state of war and must mutually recognize each others'
rights under the Charter. He went on to emphasize
that the interdependence of the principles stated in
paragraph 1 was inherent in the nature of the situation
and the history of the conflict. To seek withdrawal
without secure and recognized boundaries, for exam
ple, would be just as fruitless as to seek secure and
recognized boundaries without withdrawal. He pointed
out that there had never been secure and recognized
boundaries in the area. Neither the armistice lines of
1949 nor the cease-fire lines of 1967 answered that
description. An agreement on such boundaries, he said,
was an absolute essential to a just and lasting peace
just as withdrawal was. He added that secure boun
daries could not he determined either by force or
by unilateral action of any of the States, nor could
they ,be imposed from the outside. The timing of
steps to be taken by the parties would need careful
working out with the assistance of the Special Repre
sentative; it was not his Government's conception that
anv one step should be relegated to the end of the
process. The provisions of paragraph 2 were no less
vital to a durable peace settlement. Guarantees concern
ing freedom of navigation in the Straits and in the
Suez Canal for all States was a requirement for peace,
as was the solution of the refugee problem which was
not merely a political grievance, but a profoundly
humanitarian problem. The key provision in the. entire
draft was the appointment of the special representative:
his crucial role would be to foster on both sides the
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Ilra(:matic will to peace which could overcome the un
(lemable difficulties in defining mutually acceptable
terms. Finally, under the terms of the draft resolution,
he renewed his Government's pledge to exert its full
diplomatic and political influence in support of the
efforts of the United Nations representative to achieve
n fair and equitable settlement.

123. The representative of Canada said that the
basic approach supported by his delegation was that
the mandate of the special representative should be
within Chapter VI of the Charter; that the principles
and guidelines should be balanced and non-prejudicial
to both sides and that the objective was to initiate the
process of a peaceful settlement without delay. He
urged additional and determined efforts in further
private consultations as proposed by the United
Kingdom.

124. The representative of the Union of Soviet
Socialist Repuhlics said that the statement bv the
United States representative had not answered the
qnestions concerning withdrawal. and emphasized that
the ahsence in the American draft of a clear-cut provi
sion concerning the withdrawal of troops from all ter
ritories could not be divorced from that draft's concept
of "secure and recognized" houndnries which would
make it possihle for Israel arbitrarily to fix new houn
daries and to withdraw only to iines deemed con
venient to it. The withdrawal provision must he so
clear-cut as to allow no one to give his own interpre
tation of it. He hoped for a clenr Unit('d States state
ment in favour of withdrawal from all occupied ter
ritories.

125. At the 13i9th meeting of the Council. on
16 November, the representative of the United King
dom introduced the following draft resolution (SI
824i):

"Tire Security Council,
"E;rprrssbl.q its continuing concern with the grave

situation in the Middle East,
itEmpllCls;dng the inadmissibility of the acquisi

tion of territory by war and the need to. work for a
just and lasting peace in which everv State in the
area can live in security, .

"Emplrasidng furthrr that all Memher States in
their acceptance of the Charter of the United Nations
have undertaken a commitment to act in accordance
with Article 2 of the Charter,

"1. Affirms that the fulfilment of Charter princi
ples requires the establishment of a just and lasting
peace in the Middle East which should include the
application of both the following principles:

"(i) 'Vithdrawal of Israel armed forces from ter
ritories occupied in the recent conflict;

"(ii) Termination of all claims or states of bel
ligerency and respect for and acknowledge
ment of the sovereignty, territorial integrity
and political independence of every State in
the area and their right to live in peace
within secure and recognized boundaries free
from threats or acts of force:. . .

"2. Affirms further the necessity

"(a) For guaranteeing freedom of navigation
through international waterways in the area;

"(b) For achieving a just settlement of the
refugee problem; ,



comptiunce with that sacred right had led to the inces
sunt crises of the last twenty years. Breaking the vicious
circle of reprisals and counter-reprisals must begin with
a political and humane solution to the fate of the Arab
refugees. Thirdly, there should be freedom of naviga
tion for all States in the international waterways in
accordance with internutional agreements and conven
tions. The objective of the three-Power draft resolution,
of which his delegation was a co-sponsor, was to fulfil
those conditions which were essential for peace in the
Middle East.

131. At the opening of the 1380th meeting of the
Council, on 17 November,the representative of Bul
garia proposed that the meeting of the Council be
adjourned until Monday afternoon, 20 November, so
as to allow time for consideration of the drnft resolution
submitted by the United Kingdom.

Deci8ion: Tile COllllcil agreed, tUit/lOllt objection, to
tile BlIl,qariall motioll.

132. At the 13815t meeting of the Security Council.
on 20 November, the represent/.ltive of Jordan charged
that Israel forces had carried out an unprovoked attack
against the Jordanian refugee camp at El Karama,
resulting in thirteen killed and twenty-eight wounded.

133. The representative of the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics declared that it was indisputable
that only the withdrawal of the aggressor's troops from
all of the territories conquered by him could paye the
way to a just and lastin~ peace in the Middle East.
In the present situation his Government considered it
to be its duty to make new efforts towards a political
settlement and therefore was submitting a new draft
resolution (S/8253), the text of which read as follows:

"Tile Secllrity COIUlCil,
"Expressillg COflCerll at the lack of progress

towards a political settlement in the Middle East
and at the increased tension in the area,

"Noti"g that there haye even been violations of
!he cease-fire called for by the Security Council in
Its resolutions 233 of 6 June, 234 of 7 June, 235 of
9 June and 236 of 12 June 1%7, fI cease-fire which
was regarded as a first step towards the achievement
of a just peace in the area and which was to have
been strengthened by other appropri<lte measures,

"RecalliJlg General Assembly re:solutions 2252
(ES-V), 2253 (ES-V), 2254 (ES-V) and 2256
(ES-V),

"EmpIlasizi"g the urgent necessity of restoring
peace and establishing normal conditions in the
Middle East,

"1. Declares that peace and final solutions to this
problem can be achieved within the framework of
the Charter of the United Nations i

"2. Urges that the following steps should be taken:
" (a) The parties to the conflict should imme

diately withdraw their forces to the positions they
held before 5 June 1967 in accordance with the
principle that the seizure of territories as a result
of war is inadmissible;

" (b) All States Members of the United Nations
in the area should immediately recognize that each
of them has the right to exist as an independent
national State and to live in peace and security, and
should renounce all claims and desist from all acts
inconsistent with the foregoing;



"3. Deems -it tlCCcssar...' in this connexion to con
tinue its consideration or"the situation in the Middle
East, collaborating directly with the parties con
cerned and making use of the presence of the United
Nations, with a view to achieving an appropriate
and just solution of all aspects of the problem on
the basis of the following principles:

11 (a.) The use or threat of force in relations be
tween States is incompatible with the Charter of the
United Nations i

cc ( b) Every State must respect the political in
dependence and territorial integrity of all other States
in the area;

11 (c) There must be a just settlement of the ques
tion of the Palestine refugees;

cc (d) Innocent passage through international
waterways in the area in accordance with interna
tional agreements;

"4. COI/siders that, in harmony with the steps
to be taken along the lines indicated above, all States
in the area should put an end to the state of belliger
ency, take measures to limit the useless and destruc
tive arms race, and discharge the obligations assumed
by them under the Charter of the United Nations
and international agreements."
134. The representative of the Union of Soviet

Socialist Republics then stated that the Soviet draft
resolution contain~d all the key elements of a political
settlement on the need of which the views of the over
whelming majority of lVlember States of the United
Nations converged.

135. His delegation's draft resolution contained a
clear-cut provision on the key question of the with
drawal of the Israel troops from all occupied terri
tories of the Arab States to positions that those troops
held before 5 June 1%7. The provision was drafted
in such a manner that that measure must be carried
out without delay. The draft also reflected the Soviet
Government's position in favour of recognition of the
inalienable right of all the States of the Middle East,
including Israel, to an independent national existence.
It also reflected his Government's support for the in
dependence, freedom and territorial integrity of States,
no matter in what part of the globe they were located,
and the inadmissibility and cessation of aggression, no
matter on whose part it had been committed. The
Soviet Union was in favour of a peaceful and just solu
tion of the problem of the Arab refug'ees, guided by
their lawful rights and interests. The Soviet draft also
supported .innocent passage of all ships through inter
national waterways, with due respect for the sovereign
rights and territorial integrity of States through whose
territory those waterways flowed.

136. As mentioned in paragraph 4, the Soviet Union
favoured limiting the armaments race in the Middle
East and solving that problem on the basis of the
liquidation of the consequences of Israel aggression.
He said that renewed United States arms deliveries
to Israel were hardly likely to be conducive to a settle
ment but, on the contrary, would encourage Israel's
aggressive designs.

137. The representative of the United Kingdom
expressed surprise that in the USSR draft resolution
there was no reference to the appointment of a United
Nations special representative, the one main matter
on which he had understood all to be fully agreed.
He stated that in drafting its resolution, his delegation
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had in mind two stages. The first was the statement
of principles and the appointment of the special repre
sentative. The second stage was the work which that
representative was to undertake in the Middle East,
guided by the principles set out in the draft resolution,
but not restricted as to the means and method which
he employed. He believed that it would be wrong to
endeavour in advance to specify exactly how those
principles should be npplied. He remained convinced
that the balnnced formulation of the United Kingdom
draft offered the only basis on which the practical
co-operation of both sides could be won.

138. The representative of the United States said
that his delegation, although adhering to the views
expressed in its draft resolution, would vote in favour
of the United Kingdom draft resolution for two reasons.
First because it commanded a substantial consensus
in the Council and was entirely consistent with United
States policy as set out by President Johnson on
19 June and second, because it was non-prejudicial to
and sufficiently mindful of the legitimate and vital
interests of all parties so that they should be able to
co-operate with the special representative. He pledged
that the influence of his Government would be exerted
under the United Kingdom draft in support of the
efforts of the special representative. The USSR draft
resolution was not an even-handed, non-prejudicial
draft; it did not meet the test of exact balance, acquies
cence by the parties and workability.

139. At the 1382nd meeting of the Council, on
22 November, the representative of Syria stated that
his Government could not accept the United Kingdom
draft resolution because the central issue of withdrawal
was made subject to concessions to be imposed on the
Arab countries, because it ignored Israel's aggression,
because it was silent on the systematic violations of
the Security Council cease-fire resolutions and Israel's
defiance of General Assembly resolutions concerning
the status of Jerusalem and the return of the new refu
gees since 5 June, and, finally, because it ignored the
various United Nations resolutions on the Palestine
question and the right of the Palestine people to self·
determination. The adoption of the United Kingdom
draft resolution, he concluded, would open another
unjust and tragic chapter in the history of the Arab
world.

140. The representative of Ethiopia declared that
his delegation's position on the proposals before the
Council would be determined by three main considera
tions: first, any proposal should be based on the United
Nations Charter and its relevant principles. Second,
it should be balanced in the affirmation of those prin
ciples and in the recognition of the problems involved.
His delegation considered it essential that due emphasis
should be placed on the inadmissibility of acquisition
of territory by war, and hence on the imperative re
quirement that aU Israel forces be withdrawn from
the territories occupied as a result of military conflict,
as welt as on the need to ensure conditions of perma·
nent peace in which all States in the area could live
in security. That meant termination of claims or states
of belligerency. Moreover, there must be a just and
final solution of the problem of refugees. There must
also be a guarantee of freedom of navigation through
international waterways for all nations. And third,
the guidelines for the special representative would
have to be such as, on the one hand, not to depart
from the basic principles of the Charter while, on the
other hand, allowing the representative sufficient dis-·



cretion in his delicate task of contacts and preparations
for a negotiated settlement. In conclusion, he stresscd
that the success of the United Nations prescnce in
the area depcnded on the co-opcratioll and SUPI)ort of
all mcmbcrs of the Coullcil, particularly the major
Powers, and of the partics dircctly concerned.

141. The rcpresentative of India, stating the po
sition of thc sponsors. of the thrce-Power draft reso
lution, cmphasized that the draft gave equal validity
to the principles of withdrawal, non-belligcrency and
sccure borders, principles which provided the context
within which the problem of the Palestine refugees
and that of freedom of navigation in waterways could
be solved. The principle of the inadmissibility of terri
torial acquisition by force was absolutely esscntial.
No decision could be accepted, or acquiesced in, that
left out territories occupied by military conquest from
the provision of withdrawal. He added that the three
Power .draft was aimed at initiating the process of
peaceful settlement under Article 33 of the Charter,
leaving it to the parties concerned the choice of any
of the methods of peaceful settlement.

142. Turning to the United Kingdom draft reso
lution, the representative of India recalled that during
the General Assembly special emergency session the
Foreign Secretary of the United Kingdom had upheld
the principle of the inadmissibility of territorial ag
grandizement as a result of war. He had also stated
on a later occasion that Israel must withdraw, that
its neighbours must recognize its right to exist, and
that Israel must enjoy security within its frontiers.
In the light of those policy statements, his delegation's
vote would be determined by its clear understanding
that the United Kingdom draft resolution committed
the. Council to the application of the principle of total
withdrawal of Israel forces from all the territories
occupied by Israel as a result of the June conflict. That
being so, Israel could not use the words "secure and
recognized boundaries" to retain any occupied terri
tory. He said that the delegations of Mali and Nigeria
concurred in that position and had authorized him
to state that they would not press the three-Power
draft resolution to a vote.

143. The representative of the United Kingdom said
that he was sure that all would recognize that it was
only the resolution that would bind all and that he
regarded its wording as clear. On its own views and
understandings and interpretations each delegation
rightly spoke only for itself.

144. The representative of the United States indi
cated that he was prepared to give priority to the
United Kingdom draft and added that if adopted he
would not press his delegation's draft resolution
(S/8229) to a vote.

Decision: At the 1382nd meeting of the Council, on
22 November, the draft resolution submitted by the
United Kingdom (S/8247) was adopted unanimously
(resolution 242 (1967)).

145. Following the vote, the representative of the
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics said that the So
viet Government would have preferred the Security
Council to adopt the Soviet draft resolution (S/8253)
at the present stage, since that text best answered the
purpose of eliminating the consequences of Israel's
aggression ~l11d establishing a lasting peace in the Near
East. The Soviet delegation had voted for the draft
resolution submitted by the United Kingdom on the
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basis of the interpretation of the draft resolution put
forward by the representative of India, which the So
viet delegation shared. Thus in the resolution adopted
by the Security Council Clwithdrawal of Israel armed
forces from territories occupied in the recent conflict"
was put forward as th\ first essential principle for the
establishment of a just and lasting peace in the Middle
East. The Soviet delegation understood that provision
of the resolution adopted to mean the withdrawal of
Israel's forces from absolutely all territories of Arab
States occupied by them as a result of the attack on
those States of 5 June 1967. That was confirmed by
the fact that the preamble of the United Kingdom draft
resolution emphasized "the inadmissibility of the ac
quisition of territory by war". Consequently, the pro
vision in the draft resolution concerning the right of
all States in the Middle East "to live in peace within
secure and recognized boundaries" could not serve as
an excuse for maintaining Israel's forces on any part
of Arab territory seized by them as a result of the
war. That was the essential content of the resolution.
The most important task now was to ensure the im
mediate implementation of the resolution and, first
and foremost, to secure the withdrawal of Israel's
forces from all territories occupied by them as a result
of aggression. The representative of the Soviet Union
stated that at the present stage his delegation would
not press its draft resolution (S/8253) to a vote.

146. The representative of Nigeria stated that the
resolution just adopted contained the essential factors
for the peaceful and just settlement of the Middle East
situation and expressed the hope that the parties con
cerned would co-operate with the Special Representa
tive in his peace-making tasks.

147. The Foreign Minister of Israel stated that
Israel's position remained unchanged. It was now
understood as axiomatic that movement from the cease
fire lines could be envisaged only in the framework
of a just and lasting peace. The central affirmation of
the adopted resolution was the need for such a peace
based on secure and recognized boundaries. There was
a clear understanding that it was only within the estab
lishment of permanent peace with secure and recognized
boundaries, mutually agreed by the parties, that the
other principles could be given effect. Israel did not
believe that lVlember States had the right to refuse
direct negotiation with those to whom they addressed
their claims. The only possible, peace that could be
established in the Middle East was one that the Gov
ernments there built together; it could not be imposed.

148. Commenting on the remarks of the Indian
representative, the Foreign Minister declared that he
had sought to interpret the rewlution in the image
of his own wishes. Establishment of a peace settlement,
including secure and recognized boundaries, was quite
different from withdrawal, without final peace, to
demarcation lines. For Israel, the resolution !'uid what
it said. It did not say what it had specifically and con
sciously avoided saying. He 'would communicate to his
G~v~rnment .~or its consideration nothing except the
ongl11al Enghsh text of the draft resolution .as pre
sented on 16 November.

149. The representative of the United States de
clared that his delegation had voted for the resolution
because it found it entirely consistent with its Govern
ment's policy on the Middle East, the five principles
of President Johnson and his own statements before
the Council. He added that, had not the United King
dom draft been so delicately balanced, his delegation



would hnvc offered an amendment so that the Council
could endorsc the need to achievc limitation of the
arms race in the l\'Iiddle East. He had been encoltfaged
by a provision to that effect in the USSR draft reso
lution of 20 November. Hc did not conceive that the
mandate of the Special Representative excluded his
exploring that ltfgent requirement of peace. He re
newed his Government's pledge to use its diplomatic
and political influence to support the efforts of the
Special Representative to achieve a fnir and equitable
settlement.

150. The representative of France stated that his
delegation had felt that to be really useful, draft reso
lutions should leave no room for ambiguity and that
the Special Representative must be given very precise
9rinciples on which to act. .In his view the three-Power
draft would have had significant advantages. His dele
gation would have preferred the United Kingdom reso
lution to be more explicit on certain points, including
the mandate of the Special Representative. However,
on the essential question of the withdrawal of the
forces of occupation, the French te.xt of the adopted
resolution, which was equally authentic with the Eng
lish text, left no room for ambiguity since it spoke
of withdrawal "des territo-ires occ"pes", thus giving a
precise interpretation to the expression "territories
occupied". He had heard with satisfaction the repre
sentative of the United Kingdom stress the link between
that paragraph and the principle of the inadmissibility
of the acquisition of territories by force. The resolution
had affirmed a second principle concerning the termina
tion of all belligerency and respect for and ac1mowl
edgement of the sovereignty, territorial integrity and
political independence of every State in the area and
its right to live in peace within its boundaries. His
delegation had voted for that resolution, finding in it
the general principles necessary for a solution to the
problem. However, the adoption of the resolution was
only a first step.

151. The representative of the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics stated that in voting for the United
Kingdom draft resolution his delegation fully shared
the interpretation of the representative of India that
the provision regarding withdrawal meant withdrawal
of Israel forces from all conquered territories of the
Arab States. That was confirmed by the fact that the
resolution's preamble emphasized the inadmissibility of
the acquisition of territory by war. Consequently, the
provision regarding secure and recognized boundaries
could not serve as a pretext for the maintenance of
Israel forces on any part of those Arab territories.

152. The representative of Brazil regretted that the
non-permanent members of the Council had not suc
ceeded in drawing up a draft text acceptable to all,
on the basis of the Latin American proposal. He stated
the incontestable principle that oWlpatioll or acquisi
tion of territories by the threat or use of force should
not be recognized. Its acceptance did not imply that
borderlines could not be rectified as a result of an
agreement freely concluded among the interested States.
Although the resolution did not give full satisfaction,
his delegation had voted for it because its principles
reflected most of those in the Latin American proposal
and because the implementation of that resolution
seemed to be viable.

153. The representative of Canada stated that his
delegation's approach to all proposals had been deter
mined by the extent to which they would help get
under way diplomatic processes for a peaceful settle-
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ment. The adopted resolution took into account the
essential interests of both sides and represented a fair,
balanced and non-prejudicial basis for the dispatch to
the Middle East of a Special Representative of the
Secretary-General.

154. The representative of Bulgaria stated that the
resolution had proved the only possible compromise
which did not jeopardize the interests of the victims
of aggression and might open the way to a political
settlement, if strictly and judiciously applied. Although
he would have liked the Council to take much more
energetic and efficient measures, the adopted resolution
was an adequate reply to the question of withdrawal
of Israel forces from all the territories occupied since
4 June and adequately defined the terms of reference
of the Special Representative. He hoped that it would
be respected and applied in good faith.

155. The representative of the United Arab Repub
lic reaffirmed his Government's position that the first
step towards peace was the full withdrawal of the
Israel forces from all the territories occupied in the
June conflict and that the inalienable rights of the peo
ple of Palestine, which had been recognized and re
peatedly affirmed by the United Nations re~olutions,

should not be allowed to fall by the wayside.
156. The representative of Jordan also reaffirmed

that the essential step towards peace was the imme
diate and complete withdrawal of Israel forces from
all the territories occupied in the recent conflict.

157. The representative of Argentina had supported
the resolution because it 'tv'as generally acceptable and
based on the Latin American proposal but would have
preferred the clearer formula for withdrawal in that
proposal, namely, "Israel to withdraw all its forces
from ~1l the territories occupied by it as 11. result of
the recent conflict". His delegation had always main
tained that no international order could be based on
threats or the use of force. The acquisition or occupa
tion of territories by force could not be accepted.

158. The representative of Japan thought that the
adopted resolution stated in clear and simple terms
the principles and objectives on which peace in the
Middle East must be based. He emphasized that the
success of the Special Representative's mission de
manded the utmost support of the Council and, above
all, .the co-operatiOll of the parties concerned.

159. The representative of Denmnrk said that he
had voted for the resolution because it fully met his
delegation's point of view as to procedure and was
compatible with its position on substance. It represented
a compromise, taking into account the essential interests
of the parties concerned. Denmark urged all the parties
to extend their full co-operation and goodwill to the
Special Representative.

160. The representative of China expressed satis
faction that the resolution had commanded the unani
mous support of the Council and hoped that the parties
would .not allow the intensity of their feelings to
impair the prospects for constructive steps towards
peace in the .Middle East.

161. The representative of the United States, refer
ring to the views expressed by various members in
explanation '0£ their votes, stated that the voting had
not taken place on those views but 011 the draft
resolution.

162. The President, speaking as the representative
of Mali, said that his delegation's vote for the resolu
tion was in keeping with the interpretation of the



representative of India that withdrawal of Israel forces
from all the territories occupied since 5 June could not
be linked to any condition and that the just solution
of the refugee 1-'roblem lay in the implementation of
the resolutions of the General Assembly and the Se
curity Council with a view to restoring the inalienable
rights of the people of Palestine. He stressed that the
resolution contained specific obligations to renounce
belligerency and to guarantee freedom of navigation
in the international waterways of the area.

G. Reports of the Secretary.General amI com·
munications received by the Council np to
31 December 1967

163. In a note dated 23 November (S/8259), the
Secretary-General informed the Security Council that,
pursuant to paragraph 3 of the Council's resolution
242 (1967) of 22 November, he had designated Am
bassador Gunnar. Jarring of Sweden as his Special
Representative in the Middle East. He had, on the
same day, addressed identical notes to Israel, Jordan,
Lebanon, Syria and the United Arab Republic in which
he had informed them of his designation of Ambassador
Jarring, and expressed the hope that each of the Gov
ernments concerned would extend to Ambassador
Jarring its full co-opera.don and afford him aU facilities
for the effective discharge of his mission.

164. Ambassador Jarring accepted the de3ignation
and arrived at United Nations Headquarters for con
sultations on 26 November.

165. In a report dated 1 December (S/8053/Add.i),
the Secretary-General stated that he had been recruit
ing' forty-seven additional observers from countries
mutually acceptable to the parties, as follows: Argen
tina, Austria, Chile, Finland, France, Ireland and
Sweden and that the first new. observers would be ar
riving early in December. In another report of the same
date (S/8182/Add.1) , he informed the Council that
the total additional expenditure for observers through
31 December 1967 was estimated at $US315,820. Con
tinuance through 19GB of the Suez Canal sector ob
server operation would cost $US873,OOO. Cost esti
mates of other meastl'ces to strengthen the operation
would be reported when figures were available.

166. By a letter dated 6 December (S/8287), the
representative of the Union of Soviet Socialist Re
publics requested an urgent meeting of the Council to
consider the draft resolution (S/8236) submitted by
the USSR on 10 November 1967 by which the Council
would authorize the Secretary-General to increase the
number of observers in the Suez Canal sector to ninety
and to take the measures prol)osed in his report of
31 October 1967 (S/8053/Add.3/Corr.l) concerning
the provision of additional technical facilities and means
of transport for the United Nations observer group.

167. On 8 December the President of the Council
circulated a statement (S/8289) in which it was said
that after consultations he had had with representatives,
he understood there was no objection to his transmittal
of the following statement as reflecting the view of
the members of the Council. Referring to the Secretary
General's report of 31 October, the statement said that
the members, "recalling the c:onsensus reached at its
1366th meeting on 9 July 1967, recognize the necessity
of the enlargement by the Secretary-General of the
number of observers in the Suez Canal zone and the
provision of additional technical material and means
of transportation".
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168. On 22 December the Secretary-General, pur
suant to paragraph 4 of Security Council .resolution
242 (1967) of 22 November, submitted a report
(S/8309) on the progress of the efforts of the Special
Representative. The report indicated that after con
sultations at United Nations Headquarters with the
parties concerned, and with the concurrence of the
Government of Cyprus, Ambassador Jarring had de
cided to set up the headquarters of the United Nations
Middle East Mission (UNMEM) in Cyprus. It further
stated that Ambassador Jarring had arrived in Cyprus
on 10 December, and by 20 December had completed
a first round of visits to the Governments of Israel,
Jordan and the United Arab Republic, which, the
report said, had extended to him courtesy and willing
ness to co-operate and had welcomed the prospect of
continuing the conversations. Also, each of the Gov
ernments visited had agreed to keep the· details of the
conversations confidential.

169. During November and December 1967, the
Council also received communications from Israel and
Jordan. These included charges by Israel (S/8222,
S/8254) of terrorist activities being carried out by
armed marauders coming from Jordan with the en
couragement of the Jordanian authorities j and charges
by Jordan (S/8258) of Israel's shelling and bombing
of Jordanian defensive positions on 21 November. In
connexion with the latter incidents, the Secretary
General, in a supplementary report issued on 21 No
vember (S/7930/Add.55), stated that because there
was no United Nations observation operation in the
Israel-Jordan sector, UNTSO could determine neither
the origin nor the scope of the firing. However, a
cease-fire proposal by the Chief of Staff of UNTSO
had been accepted by both parties and taken effect.

170. In a note dated 29 November (S/8279), Israel
requested the Secretary-General to circulate its note of
15 November and his reply of 24 November concern
ing the status of acceptances of the cease-fire resolu
tions of the Security Council by the Governments of
Algeria, Libya, Mauritania, Morocco, Saudi Arabia,
Sudan, Tunisia and Yemen, to which the Secretary
General had sent the texts of the resolutions. The
~ecr~tary-General's reply stated that no communica
tion 111 reply had been received from those Governments.

171. On 8 December Jordan complained (S/8290)
that Israel had expelled 294 members of the Nuwaseirat
tribe and forced them to cross the river to the East
Bank in violation of resolution 237 (1967) of 15 June
1967. Israel denied the charges (S/8295), stating that
for security reasons it had been necessary to proclaim
the area of the nomadic tribe a restricted area and
that some of the tribesmen had voluntarily crossed
the river. Israel also denied the charge of Israel ag
gression on 20 November, stating that the Jordanian
forces had opened fire on an Israel patrol from posi
tions in the village of EI-Karama. Fire had been re
turned to silence the assault.

172. On 22 December Jordan complained (S/8311)
of the deportation by Israel of two prominent Arab
leaders because of their refusal to co-operate with the
Israel authorities. It charged that most of the leaders
who had signed a memorandum rejecting the annexa
tion of Jerusalem by Israel had been either arrested,
exiled or deported, in violation of resolution 237
(1%7). In reply, Israel stated (S/8322) that the
action concerning the two Arab leaders had been
taken in order to ensure the security and welfare of
the population of the area concerned.



was being submitted to the Council. As for the Wailing
WaU, it held a unique place in the history and faith
of the Jewish people and no Arab con~uest of Palestine
had effected any change whatsoever III the sacredness
of the Wall to Judaism. The policy of Israel, which
was reiterated, was that the Holy Places should be
protected from desecration and any other violatioll and
from anything likely to violate the freedom of access
of the members of the different religions to the places
sacred to them or their feelings with regard to those
places. In pursuance of that policy, the different Holy
Places of Judaism, Christianity and Islam were ad
ministered uncler the responsibility of the respective
religious authorities which held them sacred. As for
Jordan's charges concerning expropriations, Israel
maintainerl. t!mt the plans for construction of new
housing in the modern part of Jerusalem called for
location on vacant land of which about hvo thirds was
public domain or belonged to Jews, while thc Arab
owncrs of one third would receive compcnsation in
accordance with the law.

176. In the same period, charges were made by
the United Arab Republic (letters dated 18 January,
S/8344; 31 January, S/8373 and Corr.l; 2 February,
S/8380; 29 February, S/8434; 4 IVlarch, S/8436) and
by Lebanon whose Permanent Representative served
as Chairman of the Arab Group of States at that time
(letter dated 23 January, S/8354) to the effect that
the Israel forces in the occupied territories, contrary
to the Geneva Conventions of 1949, the Universal
Declaration of Human Rights, and in defiance of Se
curity Council resolution 237 (1967) of 14 June 1967
and General Assembly resolutions 2253 (ES-V) and
2254 (ES-V) of 4 and 14 July 1967, were carrying
out military operations and acts of violence aimed at
terrifying and coercing the civilian population in those
areas and inducing them to flee or acquiesce in accept
ing the foreign occupation of Israel.

177. Israel denied the charges (letters dated 22 Janu
ary, S/8349; 31 January, S/8371 ; 6 February, S/8383;
11 March, S/8451), stating that they only reflected the
United Arab Republic Government's policy of con
tinued belligerency and wilful distortion of administra
tive measures taken by Israel authorities to protect
life and property and maintain public order in the areas
under its control.

178. On 7 March Jordan charged (S/8445) Israel
with arbitrarily deporting Mr. El-Khtab, Mayor of
Jerusalem, in flagrant violation of Security Council
resolution 237 (1967) which called on Israel to ensure
th~ safety, welfare and security of all the inhabitants
of the occupied territories. It added that this and other
acts of expulsion of Jordanian citizens by Israel au
thorities were designed to break the will of the people
and were part of Israel's plan to change the national
character of the City of Jerusalem and the occupied
territories. In reply, Israel claimed (S/8452) that
Mr. EI;-Khatib had been an agent of the Jordanian
Government in promoting tension and public unrest
behind the cease-fire lines and, because of those activi
ties and the threats to public order and security which
they posed, he had been ordered to cross the cease-fire
lines to Jordan.

179. On 10 and 13 March, Jordan (S/8458) and
Morocco (S/8459), whose Permanent Representative
served as Chairman of the Arab Group of States at
that time, protested against a decree issued on 29
February by Israel authorities to the effect that the oc
cupied Arah territories were no longer to be regarded



as "enemy territory" and which had established custom
and civilian control posts for official entry into and exit
from "Israel." They alleged that those measures consti
tuted glaring proof of Israel's plan for expansion and
and annexation of occupied Arab territories in defiance
of the principles of the United Nations Charter and
the General Assembly and Security Council resolu
tions.

180. The Secretary-G~neral also submitted a report
(S/8309/Add.l) to the Council on 17 January on
the progress of the efforts of his Special Representative
to the Middle East, setting forth the itinerary the
Representative had followed in his consultations with
the Governments in the area, and describing in general
the types of questions dealt with in his talks, as it was
premature to report on the substance of those discus
sions. They related to the large and fundamental prob
lems referred to in Security Council resolution 242
(1967) of 22 November 1967, and to secondary prob
lems whose solution would contribute to an improve
ment of the general atmosphere by relieving certain
unnecessary hardships which had resulted from the
June 1967 hostilities, including the release of stranded
ships, the exchange of prisoners of war and measures
of a humanitarian character. The Governments visited
had continued to extend courtesy and willingness to
co-operate and had expressed positive reactions con
cerning the desirability of continued steps to improve
the general atmosphere while searching for solutions
to the fundamental problems.

181. In a supplementary report issued on 26 Jan
uary (S/7930/Add.62), the Secretary-General in
formed the Council of an exchange of machine-gun
fire, initiated from the east side, in the Suez Canal
sector, and efforts which eventually succeeded, to secure
a cease-fire.

182. On 30 January the United Arab Republic
charged (S/8369) that on that morning Israel fon~es

had twice fired upon Suez Canal Authority boats in an
endeavour to obstruct operations for the release of
fifteen ships stranded in the Suez Canal and had shelled
United Arab Republic positions which returned the
fire in self-defence.

183. On 31 January the Secretary-General reported
(S/7930/Add.63) that the 30 January incident had
occurred· when Suez Canal Authority boats, engaged
in a technical survey of navigational conditions north
ward in the Canal, had been fired upon by the Israel
Defence Forces, and the firing had been returned by
United Arab Republic forces; heavy fire had continued
from both sides until a cease-fire became effective on
the same day. The incident had a bearing on plans
which had been developed, after consultation with both
the United Arab Republic and Israel, by the Secretary
General's Special Representative to the Middle East,
Ambassador Jarring, who had sought to safeguard the
cease-fire while an evacuation operation and its prepa
ratory phases were being carried out. Information in
advance of all activity and the schedule of work were to
have been conveyed by the United Arab Republic to
the Chief of Staff of UNTSO, who would have kept
the Israel authorities informed of the arrangements
with a view to preventing any breach of the cease
fire. However, in view of the conflicting positions taken
by the parties regarding the northern part of the Canal,
UNTSO had warned the United Arab Republic that
it could not give assurance about maintaining the cease
fire. if the sutvey boats moved northward. The Secre
tary-General had on 28 January urged Israel to permit

25

the survey of the Canal to the north to proceed under
the eyes of the United Nations observers, as he felt
the projected survey to be a technical undertaking
whose findings should not be prejudged and which
could not afford any security risk for Israel. Pending
Israel's reply, he had informed the United Arab Re
public on 29 January of his hope that, pending the
outcome of his efforts to resolve the difficulty over the
question of survey to the north, the work towards the
south would continue on schedule, and if it should
indicate that all the stranded ships could be evacuated
to the south there would be no problem. UNTSO was
informed that it was unlikely that Israel would be
willing to. consider its agreement regarding the south
ward release of the stranded ships to include any survey
work to the north. By the time the Israel reply to the
Secretary-General's letter of 28 January was received,
the shooting had broken out on 30 January, and Israel
charged the United Arab Republic with having violated
the cease-fire arrangements as well as with responsibility
for having blocked the exit of the stranded ships and
for keeping them there. In conclusion, the Secretary
General said that the difficulties encountered by the
operation demonstrated graphically the complexities
and hazards involved in seeking solutions even to rela
tively non-controversial matters on which the parties
themselves were agreed in principle. The United Arab
Republic authorities had halted the whole operation
for evacuating the ships and the future possibilities for
its completion were in serious doubt. The Secretary
General hoped that it might still be possible to effect
an arrangement that would enable that important effort
to be successfully concluded.

184. By a letter dalted 1 F,ebruary (S/8378), the
representative of the United Arab Republic transmitted
the text of a statement by its Ministry .of Foreign
Affairs of 30 January concerning the question of the
release of the stranded ships. The statement gave an
account of the plan and operation undertaken by the
Suez Canal Authority for the release of the stranded
ships and \accused Israel of resorting to the
use of force to obstruct that operation. It denied
the existence of any agreement prohibiting navigation
in the Suez Canal as claimed by Israel, and affirmed
that in letters exchanged with the Chief of Staff of
UNTSO it was made clear that the Suez Canal Au
thority should continue to move its boats for the safety
of the stranded ships in the Canal. In conclusion, the
statement said that in the face of Israel's attack on
30 January, the Canal Authority had been compelled
to discontinue the operation.

185. In a letter of 7 February (S/8385), Israel
denied the charges and, in turn, accused the United
Arab Republic of resorting to distortions and pretexts
to sabotage the release of the ships. The letter stated
that Israel was in favour of an early opening of the
Canal to free navigation for ships of all nations. Until
that was achieved, the letter continued, Israel must
insist that the conditions created in the Suez Canal
under the cease-fire and the arrangements concerning
navigation in the Canal be fully respected. The letter
claimed that those arrangen1ents which had been set
out in documents S/8053/Add.1 and S/8053/Add.2 of
10 and 28 August 1967 prohibited the movement of
boats and craft in and into the Canal, the sole exception
relating to the supplying of the stranded ships. There
fore, the sailing of any vessel in the Canal by one of
the cease-fire signatories was a breach of that arrange
ment unless the other signatory agreed. The letter



pointed out that Israel had agreed to Ambassador
Jarring's proposnl to all!,)\\' the southward exit of the
stranded ships, without prejudice to the arrangement
on mutual abstention from navigation. The sending of
boats northward into the Canal had been an act of
direct and delibernte provocation on the part of the
United Arab Republic.

186. On 2 March the Secl'etary-Gcnernl circulated
a note (S/8435) under General Assembly resolution
2252 (ES-V) and Security Council resolution 23i
(1967) on humanitarian assistance, stressing the ap
peals made by the Assembly for special contributions
to the United Nations Relief and Works Agency for
Palestine Refugees in the Near East (UNR\VA), and
aelded his own appeal to all Governments to make
urgently whatever contributions they could to meet the
new emergency refugee situation then facing the Gov
ernment of Jordan and UNR\VA. In that connexion,
he attached a special report of the Commissioner
General of UNRWA on the exodus from the Jordan
Valley which had followed military incidents along
the River on 8 and 15 February. Those incidents had
caused casualties and widespread .alarm alllong the
civilian population living on the east side of the Jordlln
Valley, and among those were displaced persons from
areas occupied by Israel in June 1967 and refugee resi
dents of UNR\VA's Karameh Camp, where the ware
house was destroyed and schools, health and other
facilities damaged. As a result, about 75,000 refugees,
displaced persons· and villagers had sought refuge on
higher ground to the east away from the scene of the
firing. At the request of Jordan, UNRWA was con
tinuing its services for those remaining in the Valley
and was working closely with the Government to pro
vide emergency assistance to the newly displaced per
sons at places where they were then located. Those
developments confronted Jordan and UNR\\'A with
a new emergency of large proportions, whose dimen
sions could not be fully assessed at that stage.

I. Communication8 to the Council and request8
for meeting8

187. In two letters dated 18 March (S/8470,
S/8475), Israel charged Jordan with a series of cease
fire violations and acts of terrorism and sabotage ema
nating from Jordanian territory and emphasized that
Jordan must accept full responsibility for those acts
which imposed a heavy strain on the cease-fire struc
ture. The letter added that Israel had the right and
duty to take all necessary measures for the security
of the territory and population under its jurisdiction.

188. On 19 March Jordan informed (S/8478) the
Council that Israel authorities were contemplating- a
mass armed attack against the East Bank of Jordan.
In two further letters dated 20 March (S/8482,
S/8483), Jordan rejected Israel's charges as ground
less and held that they were intended to mask Israel's
aggressive plans.

189. In a further letter dated 21 March 1968
(S/8484), the representative of Jordan charged that
Israel had on that morning launched a mass attack,
and requested an urgent meeting of the Security Coun
cil to consider the situation. On the same day, the
representative of Israel also requested (S/8486) an
urgent meeting of the Security Council to deal with
the continuous acts of aggression and violations of the
cease-fire by Jordan. The letter referred to information
which Israel had received that an Increased large-scale
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camp.1ign of raids and sabotage: was about to be
launched from Jordan and to preventive measures which
the Israel Defence Forces had been compelled to take
that morning against training centres and staging bases
situated on the East Bank of the Jordan.

190. In a report ~:ltbmitted on 21 March (S/7930/
Add.64), th,; Secretary-General stated that the Chief
of Staff of UNTSO had advised him that morning
most urgently that he had appealed to the Governments
of Israel and Jordan to stop the fighting and to ob
servc the Security Council cease-fire. The Secretary
General pointed out that in recent days there had been
indications from various sources of increasing tension
in the Israel-Jordan sector, relating to terrorist activi
ties on the Israel sidc and threats of retaliator)' action
by Israel. There had also been reports of an \lllusual
build-up of Israel military force in the Jordan Valley
area. But, unfortnnately, those developments could
not be verified because no United NlItions observers
were deployed in the Israel-Jordan sector. The report
further stated that an initiative by Jordan to arranKe
a meeting of Israel and Jordan liaison officers under
United Nntions auspices had failed as the Israel side
had rejected any United Nations presence, a rejection
which the Se':i·etary-General thought in the circum
stances seemed unnecessarily negative and rigid. In
a further report on the same day (S/7930/Add.65),
the Secretary-General reported that Israel had accepted
the Chief of Staff's appeal for a cease-fire on condition
of reciprocity, while Jordan stated that it would respond
positively once Israel withdrew its forces to their
positions and ceased the firing.

J. Con8ideration at the 14018t to 1407111
meetings (21 March to 24 March 1968)

191. At the 140lst meeting of the Security Council,
on 21 March, the provisional aKenda, consisting of the
Jordanian and Israel letters of 21 March, was adopted.
The representatives of Jordan, Israel, the United Arab
Republic, Iraq and Morocco were invited, at their re
quest, to take seats at the Council table.

192. The representative of Jordan said that Israel,
instead of facilitating the task of the United Nations
Representative and showing its acceptance of the
Council's 22 November resolution had, b)' itspremedi
tated attack, shown its defiance and utter centempt
for the United Nations. His Government had kept the
Council informed of Israel's violations and acts of law
lessness in the occupied territories and had warned
the Council of Israel's plans for a mass attack against
Jordan. The present attack, Jordan charged, was larger
than the usual retaliatory raid and had been directed
against civilians and refugees at the Karameh Camp
near the cease-fire area. Casualties were numerous and
damage heavy. The representative of Jordan went on to
say that, if Israel was not condemned, and if Chapter
VII of the Charter was not invoked, the entire concept
of law' and equity as embodied in the Charter would
be jeopardized. In that connexion, the representative
of Tordan recalled that in resolution 228 of 25 N0

veniber 1966, adopted following Israel's attack on a
Jordanian village, the Council had censured Israel for
its large-scale military action and had emphasized that
actions of military reprisal could not be tolerated, and
if repeated, the Council would have to consider further
and more effective steps envisaged in the Charter. He
urged the Council to take immediate action and thus
prevent the problem fro111 becoming til0re explosive.



193. The representative of Israel said that the
twenty-)'ear-olcl war in the Middle East was continuing
despite United Nations decisions calling for a perma
nent peace" the Armistice Agl'cements which ,vere to
lead to a final peace settlement, Charter obligations,
,md the Security Council resolution of 22 Novcmber
1967 prohibiting the exercise of bclligercncy through
tcnor, sabotagc, blockade and boycott. Time and again.
he said, thc Council had failcd Israel when it appealed
to it for action rmd assistance to preserve peace. Israel
had on previous occasions brought to the attention of
the Council numerous hostile acts directed ngainst
Isracl from Jordan. Continuing, the representative
of Ismel quoted from a statement made by his Prime
?I'linister in the Knesset on 21 March that, faced with
verified information that an increased large-scale cam
paign of terror was about to be launched, Isr'\el had
had no choicc but to act in self-defence to a\ ~rt the
danger. The statement charged that recently terrorist
and sabotage activities originating from Jordan had
spread and terrorist organizations had establishcd train
ing bases near the cease-fire .line from which they could
carry out ncts of sabotage. It stressed that Israel re
spected and would continuc to abidc by the cease-firc
agreement, but demanded that Jordan do the same.
The cease-fire, the statement said, obliged not only the
abstention from any military activities by regular
armies, but also the prevention of any acts of aggression
and terrorism on the part of any factor present within
the territory of those States which had agreed to
the cease-fire.

194. In conclusion, the representative of Israel
urged that the Council should call on Jordan to abandon
its policy of war, put an end to acts of aggression
from its territory, and move forward on the path of
peace.

195. At the 1402nd mceting of the Council, on
21 March, the representative of Syria was invited. at
his request, to participate in the Council's discussion.

196. The representativc of the United States said
that, upon receipt of the reports of that day's events,
his Government immediately issued a statement which
deplored the Israel military action across the cease
fire lines and characterized. it as damaging to the hopes
for a peaceful settlement. The United States opposed
violence from any quarter in the Middle East. It op
posed military actions in violation of the Council's
cease-fire resolutions and opposed acts of terrorism
which were in violation of the cease-fire. Further, it
believed that· military counter-actions, such as that which
had just taken place on a scale out of proportion to
the acts of violence which had preceded it, were greatly
to be deplored. The parties in such situations should be
guided by the rule stated in Security Council resolu
tion S6 (1948) of 19 August 1948, regarding the obli
gation of each party to prevent truce violations either
by individuals or groups under its authority or in the
territory under its control or by undertaking reprisals
or retaliation against the other party. His delegation
deemed those principles applicable to the cease-fire
resolutions of 1967. Violence was not the answer to the
problems in the Middle East. The wise alld effective
response was to have recourse to all available peaceful
means to end the provocations. For that reason, his
Government belllwed that it was vital to strengthen
the United Nations role in the Israel-Jordan sector
of the cease-fire line. The absence of observers in the
Israel-Jordail sector, he noted, handicapped the task
of the Chief of Staff of UNTSO and the Secretary-
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Geneml ili observing and supcrvising the cease-fire
in the arca.

197. His dclegation was gravcly conccrned with the
pcril which rccent events had creatcd for the all
important peace-making process set in motion by the
Council's 22 November resolution, under which the
Secretary-General's Spccial Representative, Ambns
sador Jarring, had bcen working tirelessly and paticntly
to fulfil his difficult mandate.

198. Finally, the representative of the United Statcs
cmphasized that the parties must scrupulously comply
with the cease-fire arrangemcnts, must co-operate
in strengthening the supervision of those arrangemcnts,
and must rededicate themselves to the principles·of the
22 Novcmber rcsolution and co-operate with Ambas
sador Jarring to hasten the achievement of the ob
jectives set forth by the Security Council, namely,
a just and lasting peace in which every State in the
area could live in security.

199. The representative of Algeria thought that the
situation created by the Israel attack was particularly
disquieting because it was a direct continuation of
Israel's behaviour of S June, and dovetailed with an
over-all policy of provocation followed by repeated ag
gressions. The war waged by Israel upon the Arab
States was only the manifestation. he said, of a colonial
type of policy, which had led to the eviction from their
homeland of a profoundly peaceful population. The
crux of the problem still was the desire of the Palesti
nians to recover thcir national rights. He went on to
say that in carrying out its aggressive policies Israel
had benefited from the complicity and support of certain
capitals and also from the assistance of certain Zionist
organizations. He declared that following the aggres
sion of S June Israel had evolved a policy of systematic
oppression and destruction to remove the Arah popula
tion remaining in the occupied areas, whom it regarded
as an obstacle to annexation. Israel, he sai.d, had thus
far achieved a series of falt accolnplis which it wished
to impose on the international community and, ahove
all, on the Arab world. Concluding, the representative
of Algeria said that the imperialist concept of reprisals
could not be tolerated; what some called "terrorism"
was, in fact, the strengthening of the Arah resistance
movements against the enemy occupation.

200. The representative of Pakistan said that there
was not a shadow of a doubt that,the Israel attack was
premeditated and that it was part of a series of well
planned actions by Jsrael against its Arab neighbours
in disregard of the Security Council resolutions calling
upon Israel to cease and desist from all acts of ag
gression in the name of retaliatory action. He empha
sized that as long as the Israel forces were not with
drawn from territories occupied by them since June
1967, it was inevitable that a resistance movement
should grow among the population of those territories.
The doctrine of the right of reprisal which Israel had
on previous occasions asserted before the Council had
heen regarded by the Security Council as intolerahle.
The Council, he concluded, should condemn Israel,
call on it to withdraw its forces forthwith and put an
end to its violations of the Geneva Conventions.

201. The representative of France said that the
fact that the Israel operation, directed especially against
a refugee camp, that of Karameh, had been pictured
as a reprisal in no way diminished Israel's responsi
bility for it. Even. if the events supposedly preceding
Israel's action were to be used as an excuse, the action



was out of proportion to the events. Moreover, the
very idea of reprisals had never seemed acceptable
to his Government; it had been condemned by the
United Nations Organization and the Charter. His
Government had repeatedly stressed that so-called acts
of terrorism were the almost inevitable consequence
of military occupation. The Security Council was duty
bound to condemn the Israel military operation, can
for the withdrawal of Israel forces from the occupied
t~:'i'itories, and demand prompt and full compliance
with the resolution of 22 November 1967.

202. The representative of the Union of Soviet So
cialist Republics said that Israel, as in the past, was
trying to justify its aggression and its violation of
Security Council decisions as an act of reprisal. The
aggressive acts of Israel clearly proved that its policy
was designed to anncx the Arab territories it occupied
as the result of aggression in flagrant violation of the
United Nations Charter. Recent evcnts showcd that
Israel, in pursuing its aggressive line. relied primarily
on the political. economic. military and diplomatic as
sistance of the United States. Great Britain and certain
other vVestern Powers; t110se countries, he. added,
must cease that assistance and co-operate to improve
the situation in the Middle East. His Government had
repeatedly stated that the most important prerequisite
for a political settlement was the immediate withdrawal
of Israel troops from all the occupied Arab territories
to positions held before 5 June 1967.

203. As regards the sending of United Nations
observers to the Israel-Jordan sector. the representative
of the USSR expressed doubts about the value of
sending those: observers to the region, adding that their
presence would not prevent Israel from committing
acts of military provocation and aggression. Moreover.
as indicated' fnthe Secretary-General's report of
21 March (Sj7930jAdd.64) Israel had refused to
meet with representatives of Jordan in the presence of
the United Nations. The Security Council. he con
cluded, should categorically condemn Israel's latest
act of aggression, and, if it proved necessary, should
apply sanctions against Israel.

204. The representative of India said that the latest
action of the Israel authorities was in utter defiance
of resoultion 236 (1967) of 12 June 1967, which spe
cifically prohibited any forward military movement sub
sequent to the cease-fire. It was incumbent upon the
Council to act immediately and not only order an im
mediate cessation of hostilities and withdrawal of Israel
military forces which had crossed the Jordan River,
but demand that Israel should desist from such actions
in the future. His delegation had always held that thc
Council could not expect the return of peace and security
to the area without the withdrawal of the Israel forces
from occupied Arab lands. That principle had been
clearly recognized in the Security Council resolution of
22 November, the full implementation of which 'Nas
required in order to lay the foundation of lasting peace
in West Asia.

205. The representative of Iraq observed that it
was not accidental that the Council's 22 November
resolution did not contain a provision for direct negotia
tions; that resolution, he added, maintained a delicate
balance in which the main effort of the international
community to settle the problem peacefully was entrusted
not to the parties directly concerned, but to the Special
Representative of the Secretary-General. However, the
Government of Israel had sought to interpret the reso
lution in its own way, trying to show that it provided
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for direct ncgotiations when everyone kncw that such
a resolution could not get through the Council. He
declared that Israel had tried by every means at its dis
posal to prevcnt the succcss of the Special Rcprcsenta
tive's mission and the achievement of a peaceful solu
tion of the problcm. The massive attack against Jordan,
he said, was the culmination of that polic)'. He pointcd
out that it was inconceivable that, in a country under
occupation and repressive military rule, there would
not be opposition from its inhabitants. The people of
Palestine, he said, werc no different from other peoples
who had fought against foreign occupation. There was
no Government in the Arab world that was able or
willing to prcvent the activities of those freedom
fighters. :Moreover, the ccase-fire rcsolution was ad
dressed to Governments and not to individnals acting
without the instigation of any Governmcnt. The ac
tivities of those freedom fighters could not be considered
as violations of the cease-fire resolution. It was the
action of the Israel armed forces that could properly
be considered as a violation of the cease-fire resolution.
Therefore, the Council must invoke Chapter VII of
the Charter and take enforcement and punitive measures
against Israel, including sanctions.

206. The representative of Ethiopia said that the
military reprisal by Israel could not even be justified
by what the Israel representative described as measures
designed to meet the need to avert terrorist activities
alleged to have been committed by armed bands or
ganized on the Jordanian side of the armistice position.
While his delegation fully recognized the need for
strict observance of the cease-fire provisions and the
need to avoid hostile acts on all sides, it held that
military reprisals were impermissible. The Council,
he said, had no alternative but to deplore Israel's act
of reprisal and to demand that it withdraw its forces
to the cease-fire positions behind the vVest Bank of
the Jordan. The way to peace in the IVIiddle East, he
maintained, lay in the acceptance by both sides of re
solution 242 (1967) of the Council as the basis for
lasting peace.

207. The representative of Morocco said that a look
at the map of the Middle East would show that over
the past twenty years Israel, which contended that it
had to struggle daily for its existence, had spread
widely. He stated that in spite of the fact that the
Tripartite Agreement of 1950 had committed the three
Great Powers to respect the status quo of the region,
those Powers had not raised a finger when the status
quo was repeatedly altered. As for the cease-fire resolu
tion of June 1967, the Arab side had supported it from
the very beginning, while Israel had not only rejected
it until it had achieved its objectives, but had not been
satisfied with the cease-fire resolution itself and from
that time onwards there had been a constant stream
of Israel actions to annex the conquered territories. He
said that the Security Council must condemn Israel
and there must be no question of putting its military
action' on the same footing with the action of those
who, in the light of illegal aggression, could only take
the legal action of liberation. The Security Council,
he concluded, must stand up to its obligations and
responsibilities.

208. The" representative of Hungary said that it was
the duty of the Council to condemn the latest Israel
aggression against Jordan and to do everything to
prevent the recurrence of such attacks. He declared
that, in contrast to the attitude of the Arab States
which had repeatedly stated their willingness to abide



by the terms of the 22 November resolution, Israel
had so far refused to do so, in direct contrnvention of
Article 2S of the Charter. The Council should achieve,
by all means at its disposal, the full implementation of
the 22 November resolution to eliminate all conse
quences of the Israel aggression. Israel, he said, should
be made to understand that the United Nations would
not tolerate any Charter violations.

209. The representative of the United States, re
plying to criticism of the United States attitude regard
ing the problems in the Middle East, recalled that on
4 November 1966, when Israel had brought a complaint
before the Council against Syria's violation of its
obligations under previous Security Council resoht
tions, the United States had supported a draft resolu
tion inviting the Government of Syria to strengthen its
measures for preventing terrorist activities and calling
upon both Syria and Israel to facilitate the work of
UNTSO. That draft resolution had not been adopted
because of the negative vote of the .Soviet Union. Also,
on 2S November 1966 when Jordan had brought to
the Council a complaint of Israel violation of its obliga
tions, the Council, with thc support of the United
States, had adopted a. far morc drnstic resolution deplor
ing Israel's large-scale military action on that occasion.
He had suggested that the United Nations extend its
supervisory functions to the Israel-Jordan sector cease
fire line in the interest of making progress towards the
implementation of previous Council resolutions and
seeing that the cease-fire was scrupulously adhered to
by all parties.

210. The representative of Israel, speaking in
exercise of the right of reply, said that if the Soviet
Government were interested in peace in the area, its
representative would have spoken words of peace and
understanding and not of abuse and hate. As regards
Algeria, the representative of Israel went on, that
country had declared its rejection of the cease-fire
and it persisted in that attitude.

211. The representative of Iraq, exercising his right
of reply, said that the twenty-year-old war, about which
the representative of Israel had spoken, had not started
in 1948 but in 1897 when a group of European Jews
had decided to establish a State in Palestine which for
fourteen centuries had been predominantly Arab. He
charged that Israel was imposing new repressive mea
sures on the Arab population and that its actions were
calculated to ensure the failure of the mission of the
Secretary-General's Special Representative so that the'
measures already taken to annex the occupied ter
ritories could be consolidated. For those reasons, the
representative of Iraq said, action by the Council was
of vital importance. Failure by the Council to take
resolute action would undoubtedly be regarded by
Israel as encouragement to embark upon new aggres
sion and adventures.

212. The representative of Algeria stated, in reply',
that his Government was not ready to accept decisions
which it considered unjust against the Palestine people,
the Rhodesian people, or the South African people"

213. At the 1403rd meeting of the Council, on 21
March 1968, the representative of the United Kingdom
said that the Council's first demand must be for an
end to all violence. It was essential for the Council
to call immediately for a return to the cease-fire line
of June which, he emphasized, must lead to a return
to the 22 November resolution. His Government de
plored the latest deliberate and most serious breach of
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the cease-fire and agreed with Council members that
had condemned the prnctice of retaliation. It especially
deplored resort to violence at a time when it had hoped
that United Nations action put in train in the Council
would lead towards a peace settlement. It must be made
clear that the Council stood by the entire November
resolution. His delegation was convinced that there
was no other course to follow if a secure settlement and
permanent peace was to be attained. Events since
November, the representative of the United Kingdom
continucd, made it more necessary than ever to support
the efTorts of the Secretary-Genernl's Representative
and to insist that the framework for a settlement which
was drawn up four months ago be respected and carried
out completely. His Government was not prepared to
countenance or condone any violent attack of the kind
now before the Council. All the patient work of Ambas
sador Jarring had been put in jeopardy, but a new
start could be made towards sanity. He trusted that
members of the Council would keep uppermost in their
minds the need not to block but to open the way for
thc Secretary-General's Rcpresentative to go forward
steadily and surely to eventual success.

214. The representative of the United Arab Re
public said that Israel's attack was bound to aggravate
further the already inflammable· situation existing in the
area. His Government had on several occasions in
formed the Security Council of Israel's continuing policy
of repression of the Arab population of the occupied
territories. Such aggression and violation of the Security
Council and General Assembly resolutions, as well as
of fundamental human freedoms, especially those of the
refugees who were in the custody of the United Nations,
could neither be condoned nor ignored. The Arab
peoples in the occupied territories, the representative
of the United Arab Republic asserted, were entitled,
just as an other oppressed peoples, to struggle for
freedom. The movement of resistance by the Arab
population was solely aimed at achieving the worthy
cause of liberating their transgressed land, while, on
the other hand, the acts of butchery and massacres
committed by the Israelis concentrated on implementing
the Zionist policy of expansion by prolonging their oc
cupation of Arab territories.

215. In the view of the delegation of the United
Arab Republic, to condemn Israel's criminal action
would not be adequate. Israel prided itself on its long
list of condemnations. It was necessary now to consider
further steps envisaged in the Charter which laid down
in no ambiguous terms the modalities for carrying out
the Council's responsibilities with respect to acts of
aggression. Articles 41 and 42 gave the Security Council
ample latitude to exercise its authority.

216. The representative of Canada said that follow
ing a mounting number of incidents of infiltration and
sabotage on the Israel side of the Israel-Jordan sector,
an extensive military action by Israel in Jordan had
brought about a highly dangerous situation in the Mid
dle East. The Security Council could not condone those
acts of violence. It must insist on scrupulous observance
of the cease-fire and a cessation of all military activities
as required by several Security Council resolutions.
He would at the same time appeal to Israel and Jordan
to facilitate the assignment by the Secretary-General
of United Nations observers to supervise the cease-fire.
The Council, he added, was undoubtedly placed at a
disadvantage by the absence of an impartial source
of information which only the United Nations ob
servers could provide.



217. The rcpresentative of Canada went on to sa)'
that in addition to other measurcsthe Council might
consider taking this opportunity to rcaffirm its resolu
tion of 22 November i call on the parties concerned
to accept that resolution i and call on the parties con
cerned to co-operate with the Secretary-Gcneral's
Special Representative in his endeavours to achieve
an accepted settlement. He hoped that whatever else
might come of the dcbates, Council action would
strengthen Ambassador Jarring's mission and the will
of the Governments concerne<l to work for political
solutions rather than have recourse to force.

218. The represcntative of Dcnmark said that the
latest incidents alon~ the ccase-fire line had demon
strated once more the dcplorable lack of stability in
the area and the urgcnt nccd for a just and lasting
peace as called for unanimously by the Security Council
in its rcsolution of 22 Novembcr 1%7. His Govern
ment deplored all violations of the cease-fire rcsolutions
which were not only contrary to the specific arrange
ments in force in the area, but impeded progress to
wards the objective of the 22 November resolution. In
the view of his dclegation, lasting solutions could bc
achieved only through the mission of the Special Repre
sentative of the Sccretary-General. Therefore, it was
the duty of all mcmbers of the Council and of all
Members of the United Nations to support it; above
all, it was the duty of the parties concerned to co
operate with Ambassador Jarring, extcnd to him all
the goodwill to w.hich he was entitled, and do nothing
which might jeopardize his mission. The Government
of Denmark would also support the Secretary-General
in such endeavours as he might find opportune to
strengthen United Nations supervision in the area.

219. The representative of Brazil said that his de
legation had heard with a sense of shock the news of
the military operations carried out by Israel on the
east side of the Jordan River. It had equally viewed
with grave concern the series of armed attacks carried
out from Jordan territory across the cease-fire line.
Both actions constituted an unmistakable violation of
the cease-fire resolutions and jeopardized the prospects
for peace under the Council's resolution of 22 No
vember. His delegation felt that the Council should
deplore the recent violations of the cease-fire and warn
both parties against repeating such actions. The Council
should also give due attention to the need for deploying
United Nations observers in the Israel-Jordan sector
of the cease-fire line. His delegation considered that
the vital condition for progress towards peace in the
Middle East was the maintenance of the cease-fire.

220. The representative of Paraguay said that the
Security Council could not condone acts of violence
and certainly could not condone them as acts of re
prisal. His delegation trusted that the Council would
act promptly and effectively to prevent any recurrence
of a breach of the cease-fire, guarantee implementation
of its November resolution, continue the peace-making
activities of the Secretary-General and his Special Rep
resentative, and create once more an atmosphere con
ducive to the attainment of peace in the Middle East.

221. The representative of China said that no Gov
ernment, even under extreme provocation, was justified
in taking the law into its own hands. His delegation
therefore felt that Israel's attack in the name of re
taliation called for censure. The first task of the Council
was to arrange for a, return to normality, at least such
normality as the resolutions of the Council had sought
to establish since June 1967. It seemed to his delega-
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don that the United Nations. should establish its pre
sence in the Israel-Jordan scctor without further dclay.

222. At the 1404th meeting of the Council, on 22
March, the representative of Jordan said that Israel
had arbitrarily expelled Jordanian citizens from the
West Bank of Jordan, including the Mayor of Jerusalem
Mr. Rouhi EI-Khatib, the former Foreign Minister of
Jordan, Mr. Anton Attalah, and others. The President
of Israel, Mr. Shazar, the representative of Jordan
said, had called for more Jewish immigrants to Jerusa
lem to take over Arab property and reap what the
Arabs had sown. After mentioning some other actions
of Israel on occupied Jordanian territory during the
last six months, the representative stressed that Jordan
had maintained an attitude of restraint and patience
and, as had been advised by some members of the
Council, had not brought the question to the Security
Council until that momcnt. ,i\'hat was before the Se
curity Council was an act of aggression. The least the
Security Council could do was to condemn the aggres
sion, censure the aggressor, and invoke Chapter VII of
the Charter. Otherwise, Security Council resolutions
would become meaningless.

223. The representative of Syria said that the latest
Israel aggression was a continuation of what the Israelis
had been perpetrating against the Arabs under the
yoke of their occupation or domination, and in violation
of the Geneva Conventions which Israel had ratified
on 12 August 1949. It was also an implementation of
Israel's unceasing quest for Lcbc"sraml/. and a conso
lidation of its conquests. As for the word "terrorist"
used in the debate, his delegation wanted to clarify that
if the word was used to describe the Arab people of
Palestine, who had become a nation in exile, or Arabs
living under the Israel occupation, then that description
contradicted the references to the Arab refugees as the
term was used by the highest United Nations officials
and in United Nations resolutions. The Secretary
General, in the introduction to his annual report sub
mitted to the twenty-second session of the General As
sembly, had said that cc••• people everywhere, and this
certainly applies to the Palestine refugees, have a na
tural right to be in their homeland and to have a
future". The General Assembly had adopted numerous
resolutions reaffirming that right. The Arabs, the repre
sentative of Syria affirmed, were still the legal owners
of their lands and property and had never ceded their
inalienable rights or accepted the conquest as a fait
accompli.

224. The Representative of Israel said that the state
ment of the representative of the United Arab Republic
had made it clear that that Government would not
alter its policies of continued belligerency, disregard of
international law, and defiance of the United Nations
Charter. No Government was more responsible for
the events of June 1967 than the Government of the
United Arab Republic, he said. Syria, he added, had
rejected the Security Council resolution of 22 Novem
ber, it had refused to receive Ambassador Jarring,
and had no qualms in proclaiming that it would con
tinue to wage war on Israel. The representative of
Iraq, he continued, had carefully avoided any reference
to Iraq's responsibility for the Middle East war of
1948, to its 'joining the fighting in June 1967, and to
its refusal to accept the cease-fire called for by the
Security Council. Iraqi forces, the representative
of Israel charged, remained in Jordanian territory as
sisting the marauder units. It was not by accident, the
representative of Israel affirmed, that those Arab States



had joined hands in the complaint about Israel's de
fensive action against terrorist raids.

225. The representative of Israel further declared
that the nature, organization and location of the sabo
tage forces had been known to Israel defensive au
thorities. The existence of the saboteur bases and their
activities had been a matter of public knowledge in
Jordan. In the action that had taken place, he said,
Israel had found that Karameh had ceased to be a
civilian settlement and had been transformed into a
huge base fully armed and under the complete control of
the terrorists.

226. Concluding, the representative of Israel said
that he had asl,ed for an urgent meeting of the Council
to seck relief from the campaign of murder and sabotage
staged from Jordan which was the central factor of
tension in the area. He asked· the Council to condemn
warfare by any means and to help in moving forward
to peace and security.

227. At the 1405th meeting, 01122 March, the repre
sentative of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics
said that the statements by the representative of Israel
showed that Tel Aviv had no intention of renouncing
its. provocative and aggressive policy. It was Israel
which bore the complete responsibility for the new act
of piratical aggression against Jordan and for the delay
in implementing the Council resolution of 22 November
1967. Furthermore, Israel. in disregard of General
Assembly resolutions, had issued decrees annexing the
seized Arab territories and was resisting the clearing of
the Suez Canal.

228. The representative of the Union of Soviet So
cialist Republics then read a statement issued on 22
March 1968 by the Soviet Government (S/8495),
which said. l"fe,. aHa.. that the aim of the present actions
of Israel, which had the support of the United States
Government and of international Zionism, was to delay
as long as possible a political settlement in the l\Hddle
East, to impose its imperialistic terms on the Arabs,
to force them to surrender and to renounce the ter
ritories belonging to them. The statement further said
that the demand for the withdrawal of Israel forces
from all occupied territories had been given prominence
in the resolution adopted by the Security Council on 22
November 1%7; that demand was the main, imperative
condition for the restoration of peace in the Middle
East. The United Nations. the statement continued. had
heen officially informed of the readiness of Arab States
to comply with that Security Council resolution. Israel,
on the contrary. had from the very beginning promoted,
and was promoting. a policy of obstructing the Security
Council and General Assembly decisions on the Middle
East. The Soviet Union, the statement added, together
with other peace-loving States, was firmly determined
to press for an end to Israel aggression, the return to
the lawful owners of the territories captured from Arab
States, and the achievement of the necessary political
settlement in the Middle East on the basis of respect for
the sovereignty. territorial integrity, and political in
dependence of every State in the area.

229. The representative of the United States, re
ferring to the statement of the representatiye of the
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, declared that the
records of the Council showed that the policy of the
United States had been clear, explicit and even-handed
throughout. His Government favoured the establishment
of a just and ,lasting peace in the Middle East; it did not
favour the return to a state of belligerency, uncertain
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boundaries or hostilities. Moreover, his Government
had used, and would continue to use, its full political
influence in support of the Council's resolution of 22
November and of Ambassador Ja;rring's mission. The
Soviet Union could make a major contribution if it
would truly use its political influence in the direction of
a just and lasting peace in the area.

230. The representative of Syria said that once
ngain the representative of Israel had spoken of peace
and had deplored the attitude of the Arabs. But Israel's
appeals for peace, he said, did not deceive anyone. For
what had Israel done with the General Assembly and
Security Council resolutions reaffirming the rights of
Arab refugees of Palestine and of those refugees later
driven from the Demilitarized Zones? Between 1947
and 1968, Israel had expanded four times its ori~inal

area and its doors were wide open to immigrants from
all over the world while the legal inhabitants of Pa
lestine lived in exile. One could not impose peace by
occupying somebody else's house and then asking him to
submit to one's own terms.

231. The representative of Iraq remarked that it
was significant that the representative of the United
States, in discussing the Securit)· Council's resolution
of 22 November 1967, had mentioned non-belligerence,
secure and permanent boundaries, and the necessity not
to return to the situation existing before the war, but
had omitted the two most important provisions: that
of the withdrawal of Israel forces from occupied Arab
territories, and that of the inadmissibility of territorial
gains by military force.

232. Turning to the problem before the Council, the
representative of Iraq declared that no one could deny
that the Israel attack on 21 March was a grave and
serious violation of the cease-fire resolution. The Israel
action was not a reaction to provocation nor an act
of reprisal and that was admitted by the Chief of Staff
of the Israel Army on the news broadcasts. But even if
Israel's action was to be considered as an act of re
prisal. the Security Council had on many occasions
stated that reprisals and acts of retaliation were not
permissible under the Charter. Therefore, he said. the
Council should express its opposition to bloodshed and
slaughter and should warn against a recurrence of such
acts, which would only result in the weakening of the
peace-making process of the United Nations.

233. In statements in exercise of the right of reply,
the representative of the United States said that his
Government supported the resolution of 22 November
196i in all its parts and in all its aspects.

234. The representative of Israel declared that the
thesis that acts of aggression carried out by small
military or para-military units or by individual ma
rauders were not violations of the cease-fire was pre
cisely the thesis which had been used to justify warfare
against Israel during the truce, under the Armistice,
and now under the cease-fire. It was a thesis which had
brought about the renewal of hostilities in 1956 and in
June 1967. It was an attempt to gain immtlllity for
the continuation of war, terror and murder.

235. The representative of the Union of Soviet So
cialist Republics pointed out that the aim of the repre
sentative of the United States during the disctlssion of
this question in the Security Council had quite clearly
been to avoid the main issue of peaceful settlement in
the Middle East, which was the question of recognizing
the Security Council resolution of 22 November 1967
and of agreeing to implement it and to co-operate with



the representative of the Secretary-General, Ambas
sador Jarring. The main point of the resolution was the
question of the withdrawal of Israel troops from the
Arab territories occupied by Israel. He said that the
Arab Governments had officially informed the United
Nations of their readiness to comply with the Security
Council's resolution of 22 November and to co-operate
with the Representative of the Secretary-General in
the Middle East; therefore, there was no need to exert
influence. on them. However, Israel had made no such
statement. The United States, he added, should exert
its influence so that Israel officially declared that it
recognized the resolution and was ready to proceed
immediately to the withdrawal of Israel troops from the
occupied territories.

236. The representative of the United States said
he spoke for the United States and for no other country
in the Security Council. He said his Government had
used its political and diplomatic influence with all coun
tries concerned in support of the 22 November resolu
tion. His Government continued to hope that the Soviet
Union would similarly use its diplomatic influence and
would state its support of the resolution in all its parts.
The Special Representative would then have the whole
hearted support of the Council behind the resolution
as a whole.

237. The representative of Morocco in his state
ment declared that for two days the Council had al
lowed itself to be led into a debate which related only
to the general context of the unfortunate situation in
the Middle East which had obtained for twenty years.
A resolution on the Middle East had been adopted in
November 1967. It had a meaning and scope and was
binding on those who had voted for it; it was a decision
that must be imposed on those to whom it was ad-.
dressed. But since that resolution was adopted, the
efforts of the Special Representative had been met with
direct or covert opposition and dilatory tactics designed
to delay a serious solution. Meanwhile, Israel had been
allowed to undertake actions of the utmost gravity
with impunity and without the slightest international
reaction.

238. His delegation saw no reason why the Council
should not act with respect to the specific problem
before it. The situation, he said, was clear: a punitive
expedition had been carried out and recognized as such
by Israel in violation of a Security Council resolution
and international law. The Council must not remain
indifferent, he said.

239. The representative of the Soviet Union noted
that the United States representative had given no
answer to the questions whether Israel agreed with the
Security Council resolution of 22 November, whether
it agreed to implement it, and whether it agreed to
withdraw its troops to the line of 5 June. He said the
United States should know that the .Soviet Union did
not vote for resolutions which it did not accept and
recognize. In reply to the United States representative's
statement that there had been no answer whether the
Soviet Union supported the resolution in all its parts,
the Soviet representative said his Government had voted
for all parts of the resolution of 22 November 1967,
and consequently recognized all parts of the resolution.

240. At the 1406th meeting, on 23 March, the repre
sentative of Israel stated that the basic problem before
the Council was that the Arab States, Members of the
United Nations, were waging an illegal, aggressive war
against Israel, another Member State. The Council
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could not remain silent on that. The entire world, he
added, awaited the Council's decision on the respective
complaints; on the one hand, a complaint against the
snnctuary that Jordan openly granted on its territory
to terrorists; and, on the other hand, a complaint on
measures taken by Israel in defence against that sinister
type of aggression. He was certain that members of the
Council would realize how heavily their decision would
weigh upon the prospects of peace and security in the
Middle East.

241. The representative of Jordan observed that
Israel had come to the Security Council after com
mitting a crime. The motives behind the Israel com
plaint were nothing but an attempt to divert the atten
tion of the Council from the real issue before it to ir
relevant and fabricated allegations. Resistance to ag
gression and foreign domination in the West Bank,
Gaza and Syria was a natural, normal reaction. The
people of Karameh had resisted the invaders. The claim
that Karameh WaS a terrorist base was only an attempt
to justify the killing of every young man in the village
on the allegation that he was a member of EI-Fatah.

242. Commenting on the suggestion of having ob
servers on the cease-fire line, the representative of
Jordan declared that there was no cease-fire line; there
,vere cease-fire resolutions and a cease-fire area. His
country welcomed the strengthening of observers on
both sides of the Armistice Demarcation Line, which
was the line recognized by the United Nations. His
country wanted to see the Armistice Agreement fully
activated and it did not support anything new which
would freeze the so-called cease-fire line which would
enable Israel to consolidate the fruits of its aggression
and its programme for new expansion. The Mixed
Armistice Commission, he added, was the only United
Nations machinery created for observing.

243. The representative of Saudi Arabia said that
the so-called "terrorists" were Palestine freedom
fighters trying to regain their homeland. Yet nobody
around the Council table mentioned the Palestinian
people. It was the Palestinian people, and not Arab
States, who had a dispute with Israel, which had
usurped their land. If Jordan, or Syria or the United
Arab RepUblic wanted to come to an agreement with
Israel, the Palestinians in those countries would not
remain docile and silent. As long as the Palestinian
people were not taken into consideration by the Council
and the world at large, every arrangement or treaty
that might be worked out by .third parties would
boomerang.

244. On 23 March India, Pakistan and Senegal
submitted the following draft resolution (S/8498):

"The Security Council,
"Having heard the statements of the representa

tives of Jordan and Israel concerning the grave
Isra<:;l military action across the East Bunk of Jordan
on 21 March 1968,

"Having 1toted the supplementary information
provided by the Chief of Staff of UNTSO as con
tained in documents Sj7930/Add.64 and Add.6S,
and also the contents of the letters of the Permanent
Representative of Jordan in documents S/8478 and
S/8483,

"Observing that this military action by the armed
forces of Israel on the territory of Jordan was of a
large-scale and carefully planned nature,



ttRecallitlg resolution 236 (1967) by which the
Security Council condemned any and all violations of
the ccase-fire,

uRccallitlg fllrtller resolution 237 (1967) which
~alled upon the Government of Israel to ensure the
safety, welfare and security of the inhabitants of
the areas where military operations have taken place,

ut. COlldel1U1S this military action launched by
Israel in flagrant violation of the United Nations
Charter and of the cease-fire resolutions j

"2. Warlls Israel that actions of military rcprisals
cannot be tolcrated and that the Security Council
would have to consider such measures as are en
visaged in the Charter to ensure against repetition
of such acts j

"3. Calls upon Israel to desist from acts or ac
tivities in contravention of resolution 237 (1967) j

u4. R.equests the Secretary-General to keep the
situation under review and to report to the Security
Council as appropriate."
245. At the opening of the 1407th meeting of the

Council, on 24 March 1968, the President stated that
the members of the Security Council had held consulta
tions for the purpose of' agreeing on an acceptable
draft resolution. These consultations had resulted in
the following text, the preamble of which took note
of the letters of both Israel and Jordan:

UTile Security Cotmcil,
UHavillg heard the statements of the representa

tives of Jordan and Israel,
UHaving noted the contents of the letters of the

Permanent Representatives of Jordan and Israel in
documents S/8470, S/8475, S/8478, S/8483, S/8484
and S/8486,

UHaving noted fllrther the supplementary informa
tion provided by the Chief of Staff of UNTSO as
contained in documents S/7930/Add.64 and Add.65,

"Recalling resolution 236 (1967) by which the
Security Council condemned any and all violations
of the cease-fire,

uObserving that the military action by the armed
forces of Israel on the territory of Jordan was of
a large-scale and carefully planned nature,

uConsidering that all violent incidents and other
violations of the cease-fire should be prevented and
not overlooking past inciden~s of this nature,

uRecall£ng further resolution, 237 (1967) which
called upon the Government of Israel to ensure the
safety, welfare and security of the, inhabitants of
the areas where military operations have taken place,

"1. Deplores the loss of life and heavy damage
to property; .

"2. Condemns the military action lau~ched by
Israel in flagrant violation of the United Nations
Charter and the cease-fire resolutions;

"3. Deplores all violent incidents in violation of
the cease-fire and declares that such actions of
military reprisal and other grave violations of the
cease-fire cannot be tolerated and that the Security
Council would have to consider further and more
effective steps as envisaged in the Charter to ensure
against repetition of such acts;

"4. Calls upon Israel to desist from acts or ac
tivities in contravention of resolution 237 (1967);
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us. Reqllests the Secretary-General to keep the
situatioll under review and to report to the Security
Council as appropriate.

Decision: At tile 1407th meating. 011 24 Marc!,
1968. the above draft resolution 'was adopted tUumi
mOllsly (resollltion 248 (1968)).

246. The represcntative of the United States said
that he had sought to make the position of his Govern
ment on the question before the Council as clear as
possible in his statement at the meeting of the Council
on 21 March. After restating that position, the repre··
sentative of the United States said that his delegation
had been able to support the resolution because it. took
into account all types of violence in violation of the
cease-fire. It was the duty of the Council and of all
concerned to eliminate resort to all types of violence
by scrupulous compliance with the cease-fire resolutions
and arrangements.

247. The representative of the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics said that thc Soviet delegation had
voted for the resolution because it considered it a
firm .action designed to bridle the aggressor, a con
demnation of the newest Israel aggression, and a
serious warning fm' tile future. However, the decision
was the very minimum of what the Council should
have done. The statement of the representative of the
United States, in which he had attempted to give a
one-sided interpretation of the Council's decision, was
additional evidence of United States general policy
towards Israel aggression.

248. The representative of Paraguay said that the
resolution was in keeping with the general views he
had previously expressed and was therefore acceptable
to his delegation.

249. The representative of the United Kingdom
emphasized that the resolution just adopted referred
back to resolution 236 (1%7) of 12 June 1967 in
which the Security Council had condemned any and
all violations of the cease-fire. It had been essential to
make it clear that no violence would be condoned;
all violations must be stopped if there was to be hope
for the future.

250. The representative of Brazil .stated that his
delegation supported the resolution because it covered
large-scale military operations undertaken by Israel as
well mj all acts of violence launched from Jordanian
territory across the cease-fire line.

251. The representative of Canada said that his
delegation, in voting in favour of the resolution,
recognized that while it condemned Israel's major
military action, it did not condone violent incidents,
whatever their source. He would have liked to see
an appropriate reference to UNTSO and to the Jarring
mission.

252. The representative of Denmark stated that his
delegation had voted for the resolution because, while
dealing in particular with Israel's military action, it
also dealt clearly with all violent incidents in violation
of the cease-fire.

253. The representative of Pakistan stated that the
delegations of India, Senegal and Pakistan which co
sponsored draft resolution S/8498 submitted on 23
November had not asked for an immediate vote on
their draft because they believed further efforts should
be made to reach a compromise text that would com
mand unanimity. They were pleased at the unanimous



agreemeut on the text adopted; however, Pakistan had
voted i\>r the resolution with sorrow I for it wouM not
bring back the many dead on both sides i nor did it
require Israel to make reparations for the \1ntold
damage inflicted on n poor country. Paragrr.ph 3 of
the resolution did not in ~my way imply that the
sporadic acts of terrorism alteg;:d by Israei w~re to
be equated with the large-scale Israel military at~ack.

The Security Council could not permit an interpreta
tion of that paragraph that would, in the event of any
future incident. enable: Israel to claim freedom to launch
any military attack ngainst Jordan or its neighbours.

254. The representative of Algeria said that his
delegation rejected any interpretation of the resolution
which sought to disguise the problems engendered bv
the aggression and occupation. Efforts had been made
to find interpretations of the resolution that the text
simply could not carry. Such interpretations were not
in accord with the terms .01' the spirii: of the resolution.
His delegation had voted for the resolution and only
for the resolution. It would continue to respect the
right of the freedom fighters of Palestine to resist
tyranny.

255. The representative of Hungary said that the
resolution just adopted was not complete. Due repara
tions to Jordan should have been included in the
resolution. Speaking of operative paragraph 3, the
representative of Hungary said that in the opinion of
his delegation the reprisals by Israel authorities against
civilians in the occupied areas, the numerous armed
violations of the cease-fire, the destruction of homes
and human lives, and the colonization of the occupied
areas were all violations of the cease-fire. His delega
tion believed that on the basis of the Charter and
international law, the civilian population of the occupied
areas had every right to fight for freedom.

256. The representative of France said that his
delegation, while asking for strict respect for the cease
fire, would find ~t unacceptable to try to place on the
same footing military operations planned by Govern
ments and acts of individuals or groups or even to
establish any parallel between them. The resolution
left no doubt in that respect: that was why his delega
tion had voted for it.

257. The representative of Iraq said that although
the resolution did not go far enough, it contained
certain positive elements. It was quite clear that it was
addressed to Israel. There was a clear condemnation
of the Israel military action as a violation of the United
Nations Charter and the cease-fire, and it called upon
Israel to desist from actions in contravention of
Security Council resolution 237 (1967). The refusal
of the representative of Israel to say that his Govern
ment abided by the 22 November resolution was an
added reason for the freedom fighters to continue
their struggle until their land was liberated from the
aggressor.

258. The representative of Morocco stated that the
text of the resolution was sufficiently clear not to call
for interpretations based more on what it did not say
than on what it did say. The resolution condemned
Israel and insisted that it refrain from committing
such acts in the future. It did not put the two parties
on the same footing.

259. The representative of Israel said that the
Council had adopted a resolution which referred to
both the Israel and Jordanian complaints on the
agenda. Jordan had told the Council that it would
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persist in wart~1t'e and that it would .do nothing to
prevent violations of the ct~ase-fire by raids, terror
and snbotage. Israel could not accept the condemnation
of the military action which its defence· forces had
been compelled to undertake against terrorist bases
on Jordanian territory. Israel was most unhappy to
take such actions as they involved loss of life on both
sides. However, when they plroved necessary in self
defence, Israel cOltld not accept censure, especially from
an organ operating within the terms of the UnitEld
Nations Charter, which enshrined the right of every
State to self-defence. His delegation had noted with
appreciation that Council members who did not identify
themselves with the point of view of the forces of
war in the Middle East ha.a recognized the danger and
perniciousness of the armed attacks, raids and acts of
sabotage which had made necessary Israel's action
against the terrorist bases. Israel would abide bY' its
obligations under the cease-fire; however, the cease
fire could exist only on the basis of full reciprocity.
If the cease-fire was violated in any way whatsoever,
Israel would maintain its right and duty to take all
necessary measures for the security of the territory
and the population under its responsibility.

260. The representative of Jordan expr.;ossed satisfac
tion with the unanimous adoption of the resolution
y:hich had established no link between Israel's aggres
sion and its allegations and charges. The Council had
in effect rejected Israel's allegations concerning so
called individual incidents of terrorism. But the Council
did not go far enough. The nature and scale of the
attack against Jordan and Jordanian citizens should
have moved the Council to apply the provisions of
Chapter VII calling for sanctions. That was all the
more so since that was not the first time the Council
had condemned or censured Israel. It should be a final
warning. The representative of Jordan then informed
the Council that on that very day, 24 March, Israel
forces had shelled Jordanian positions for two hours.
Villages were also shelled north of the East Bank
near Shunna.

261. At the same meeting (l407th), the represen
tative of Saudi Arabia was invited, at his request, to
take a seat at the Council table.

262. The representative of Saudi Arabia said that
the resolution just adopted would not bring peace
to the Holy Land because of the diametrically opposed
interpretations given in the Council. Interpretations of
the resolution would only intensifv and broaden the
scope of the conflict. Freedom fighters could not be
equated with terrorists. The indigenous people of
Palestine had been a peaceful people. There had been
no troubles between the Moslems and the Christians,
on the one hand, and the Moslems and the Jews on
the other hand. It was the incursion of the eastern
European groups who had used a noble religion,
Judais1l1, as a motivation for a political and an eco
nomi~ end. After reviewing the history of the Jews
in Palestine, he asserted that the indigenous people of
Palestine would not remain docile. They would never
be eradicated. If the Jews had come to the Holy Land
as Jews and not as Israel citizens, they would perhaps
have benefited a hundredfold from the Arabs, and
the economic door would have been open to them.

263. The representative of Israel stated with regard
to the Jordanian allegation that Israel forces had
attacked Jordanian positions and villages on 24 March,
that the Israel forces returned fire in self-defence;
and the only way to avoid Israel fire against Jor-



danian military positions was to make certain that
Jordanian positions did not attack Israel forces or
Israel citizens.

264. The representativc of Jordan said in rcply that
if Israel was worried about' violations, why ha.d it
objected to the reactivation of the Mixed Armistice
Commission, the only machincry in the area recognized
by thc Security Council which could send observers
to thc spot and investigatc.

K. Communicatiolls and requests for meetings
received by tbe Council from 27 l\larcb to
4 April 1968

265. Inn letter dated 27 March (S/8505) addressed
to thc President of the Security Council, the represen
tative of J('lrdan drew the attention of the Council
to the new Israel threats against Jordan made by the
Israel Prime Minister in a speech before the Israel
Par'liament on the prcvious day. The speech, it was
stated, ,embodied some allegations against Jordan which
were intended to mislead world pnblic opinion and
to pave the way for a future justification of a new
Israel attack against Jordan. Jordan had no connexion
whatsoever with the incidents which had allegedly
occurred in the Arab territory occupied by Israel, and
did not consider itself responsible for the safety and
security of the Israel forces occupying. those territories.

266. In three letters dated 29 March (S/8510,
S/8511 and S/8515), the representative of Israel
stated that Jordanian army positions had opened a
large concerted attack on Israel villages and civilian
population in the Upper Jordan Valley. He listed a
series of violations of the cease-fire in addition to raids
and acts of sabotage which, it was stated, had been
carried out from Jordanian territory. The Jordanian
actions were in frequent violation of the cease-fire.

267. In a letter dated 29 March (S/8516), the
representative of Jordan requested an urgent meeting
of the Security Council to consider Israel's aggression
against the East Bank of the Jordan in defiance of the
Security Council resolution of 24 March 1968.

268. In a letter dated 29 March (S/8517), the
representative of Israel, referring to his previous letter
of the same day concerning Jordanian acts of aggres
sion, requested an urgent meeting of the Security
Council.

269. Also on 29 March, the Council received a
report from the Secretary-General (S/8309/Add.2)
on the progress of the efforts of his Special Represen
t~tive to the Middle East, Ambassador Gunnar Jar
nng. The report reviewed Mr. Jarring's visits to the
various capitals of the countries concerned and stated
that Ambassador Jarring had found a basic difference
of outlook between the parties, which had been de
scribed ill some detail by the parties themselves in
the Council documents and in the course of meetings
held in March. His efforts had been directed towards
obtai!ling an agreed statement of position concerning
the Implementation of the 22 November resolution,
which could then be followed by meetings between the
parties under his auspices. So far, those efforts had
~ot resulted in agreement, and had, moreover, been
1l1terrupted by events during the latter part of March.
Contacts were being renewed and a further report
would be submitted when the results were known.



condemnation contained in the resolution was directed
against Israel and the paragraph on. cease-fire viola
tions did not concern Jordan. The representative of
Israel then listed a series of incidents that had occurred
between 22 and 29 March, which he said were started
by Jordan in violation of the cease-fire. Jordan still

. proclaimed that it was at war with Israel and that it
did not intend to terminate acts of aggression, mids,
terror and sabotage against Israel. If Israel were not
to take military security measures, Jordan must cease
its warfare. If Jordan continued to ,vage and encourage
aggression, the Government of Israel, like any other
Government in the world, would not remain passive
and forgo its right to self-defence. The concept that
Governments of neighbouring Arab States, which were
bound by their obligations under the cease-fire, re
mained free to aid and abet armed attacks on Israel
through organized terrorism and sabotage was inadmis
sible. Such activities constituted a continuation of
warlike action under cover of the cease-fire. He ex
pressed a hope that the Security Council would realize
that from the outcome of its debate the forces of war
in the area would either see further encouragement,
as they did after the 24 March resolution, or find in
it a clear warning not to persist in their acts of
aggression in violation of the cease-fire.

274. The representative of the United States of
America said that his Government opposed military
actions in violation of the cease-fire in the Middle
East as well as' acts of terrorism in violation of the
cease~fire. The Council, in its resolution of 24 March
1968, served notice not only that actions of military
reprisal and all other violent incidents in grave viola
tion of the cease-fire were intolerable. but also that
the Council would have to consider effective steps to
ensure against their repetition. This new eruption of
violence had made it clear that the Council should
immediately heed the Secretary-General's wise advice
and consider the stationing of United Nations observers
in the Israel-Jordan cease-firesector as soon as possible.

275. The representative of the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics said that the dangerous situation
before the Council contained three basic facts: first,
Israel, in disregard of the repeated decisions of the
Security Council on a cease-fire in the Middle East
and on the liquidation of the consequences of its
aggression, was continuing its policy of armed aggres
sion against neighbouring Arab States; second, that
meant that the decisions so far adopted by the Security
Council for the purpose of halting Israel aggression
had not been effective enough to restore peace in
the Middle East region; third, it followed from
the above-mentioned consideration that the Security
Council was faced with the necessity to take more
effective measures with regard to the aggressor, as
provided for in the United Nations Charter and in
the Security Council resolution of 24 March. If the
Council adopted effective measures to halt aggression,
the Soviet Union would be ready to take part in the
implementation of such measures.

276. The representative of Algeria said it was
obvious that Israel intended to impose its own solution
in order to establish its own kind of· peace in the
Middle East and that the confusion deliberately fostered
by certain Powers with regard to the interpretation
of the Council resolution of 24 March gave the Tel
Aviv authorities reason to believe that they were
assured of a more understanding attitude in future.
Yet the basic reasons for the aggressive Zionist policy
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proceeded from its programme of territorial expansion
which Zionism intended to pursue. Using the active
resistance of the Palestinian people as a pretext, the
Tel Aviv authorities were determinedly carrying out
massive military operations allegedly in response to
the Palestine struggle for freedom. The substance
of the Middle East problem was, in reality, the right of
the Palestinian nation to full integrity and sove
reignty. It was time the Security Council concerned
itself with the problem posed by the usurpation of
Palestine, as a solution to that problem was the only
way in which an end could be put to the aggression
which they knew must indefinitely perpetuate itself,
and to create the necessary conditions for a general and
stable peace. To permit the territories involved to
remain occupied and to leave their populations under
the yoke of the occupation policy would result in a
reward to aggression and to the aggressor. The Council
must stress the legitimate and justified nature of the
struggle for liberation, and the concrete and effective
endeavours that must be pressed to halt and disarm
those who put their aggressive intentions into action
and made reprisals a political and juridical institution.

277. The representative of Hungary said that the
recent act of aggression by Israel was an expression
of a military policy of conquest, domination and
expansion aimed at ruling over other peoples by
ruthless and violent force. The duty of the United
Nations was to stop that series of aggressions and
to call upon those members of the Council and the
Organization which supported the Israel Government
by supplying it with offensive weapons, capital and
economic assistance to cease their assistance and co
operation with the aggressor in the Middle East. The
duty of the United Nations, based on the Charter,
was to protect the interests of the victims of the
aggression. The contemptuous refusal by Israel to im
plement resolutions 242 (1967) and 248 (1968) consti
tuted a very clear violation of Article 25 of the Charter,
which called for .strong measures against a Govern
ment which refused to implement resolutions.

278. The representative of the United Kingdom said
that the Security Council must ensure that the cease
fire was made effective. Merely to maintain the
cease-fire was not enough. The Council had laid down
the framework of a settlement which was acceptable
to everyone concerned. However, such acceptance of
the resolution could not be given without two clear
obligations being created: first, to carry it out in full
and, second, to co-operate with the United Nations and
with Ambassador Jarring for that purpose.

279. In exercise of the right of reply, the represen
tative of Jordan said that the Security Council had
not adopted anything more than a cease-fire resolution.
A cease-fire did 110t mean peace, peace with occupa
tion, coexistence with aggression. Regarding the
question of observers, it was in the interest of
the Security Council to insist that its same machinery
should be stationed in the same area in which it had
operated prior to June 1%7. The Armistice Agree
ment, as the Secretary-General had said, was still
valid and no one had a veto concerning revocation of
that Agreement, neither Jordan nor Israel.

280. At the 1410th meeting, on 1 April, the repre
sentative of Syria was also, at his request, invited to
take a seat at the Council table.

281. The representative of Israel informed the
Council that acts of aggression against Israel were
continuing. The people of Israel had' been subjected



to the Arab war of aggression for twenty years. By
the decision of Arab Governments, the war was not
terminated, but continuing. It continued by the method
of raid, terror and sabotage. Following the defeat of
Arab frontal aggression last June, this was the method
most readily available to the Arab States and one on
which the Arab Governments relied to prepare the
ground for the resumption of full-scale military ac
tivities. He directed the Council's attention to what
he said were facts which emphasized the official military
character of the terrorist war machine and its activi
ties. He appealed to the Security Council to see the
situation as it was, in all its gravity, and to take a
clear stand on the dangers of continued Jordanian
warfare by raid, terror and murder, and to assist in
putting an end to this warfare and advancing Israel
and the Arab States towards peace.

282. The representative of Jordan said it could not
be argued that· because there were no observers present
at the time of the Israel attack the Security Council
was not in a position to make any findings. There was
a complete confession made by the Israel Defence
Minister who had said over the Israel radio that the
attacks on Jordan were part of the campaign that
would continue until Israel reached a decision with
the Arabs. To make out of the Israel crime a call for
observers was not helpful, because it amounted to
diversion. But if the Council deemed it fit to deal
with that question at a later stage, after havin~ given
Jordan's complaint an adequate and effective remedy
by invoking Chapter VII of the Charter, then it was
the. duty of the Council to take action that was not in
conflict with existing arrangements concerning peace
keeping in the area, namely, the Armistice machinery.
To do otherwise would be to weaken the Council's
own resolution of 22 November 1967, which by calling
for "withdrawal of Israel armed forces from terri
tories occupied in the recent conflict" recognized the
machinery existing before 5 June and the Demarcation
Line of the Armistice Agreement. No action should
be taken by the Council which might explicitly or
implicitly create a new situation which would affect
the character of the cease-fire. The cease-fire was
conceived as a temporary stage in order to enable
the Security Council to take steps to bring about the
complete liquidation of the acts of aggression, so that
no fruits could be gained through aggression.

283. The representative of Canada said that the
parties should, as a matter of co-operation and volun
tary arrangement, allow United Nations observers to
function in the Israel-Jordan sector in a mobile fashion.
He urged all the parties concerned to extend full co
operation to Ambassador Jarring on the basis of the
acceptance of the Council's resolution of 22 November
1967 as a whole.

284. The representative of France said that the
Council could not permit its authority to be flouted
er its decisions to be ignored. It must demand respect
for them, and in particular, respect for resolutions 242
(1967) and 248 (1%8) of 22 November 1%7 and
24 March 1968. While the presence of the United
Nations in the area might serve as a deterrent to
military activity, there could be no question of taking
action which might in any way appear to be condoning
conquest or military occupation.

285. The representative of Pakistan said that the
Security Council must acknowledge that the immediate
cause of the problem before the Council was the con
tinued occupation of Arab territories by Israel. The

Council must call upon Israel to accept and' implement
without any further delay Security Council resolution
242 (1967) of 22 November 1967 and to co-operate
unreservedly with the Special Representative of the
Secretary-General by withdrawing :ts forces from all
the territories occupied since 5 June 1967. As for the
presence of United Nations obs~rvers in the Israel
Jordan sector, he stressed that the machinery of the
United Nations should not be so exploited a:) to lead
to an insidious transformation of an occupation into a
de facto annexation of territory acquired by military
conquest.

286. The representative of Brazil stressed the vital
importance his Government attributed to the need for
the most scrupulous respect of the cease-fire. His
Govermnent was concerned as to the possible effects
of the most recent events on the future and on the
prospects of the Jarring mission. His delegation
welcomed the suggestion made by the Secretary-General
on the need for United Nations observers in the Jordan
Israel sector of the cease-fire line.

287. The representative of Denmark recalled his
statement of 21 March 1968 in the Council in which
he suggested the strengthening of the United Nations
supervisory functions. The supplemental information
presented by the Secretary-General (Sj7930jAdd.66).
confirmed the need in this respect. His delegation was
prepared to give positive consideration to any practical
steps, such as deployment of UNTSO observers in
an appropriate area, that could strengthen the Secre
tary-General in the discharge of his reporting respon
sibilities, and that would help in deterring further
violations of the cease-fire.

288. The representative of Israel. exercising the
right of reply, said that the United Nations, for the
first time in many years, was working towards a just
and lasting peace that would establish precisely those
elements that, in the words of the Jordanian represen
tative. did not exist under the Armistice, such as
the right to live in peace, the right to live free from
threats of force, and the right to freedom of navigation.
The United Nations was now actively engaged in an
effort to establish boundaries, in an effort to define
territory.

289. The representative of Jordan replied by saying
that the Armistice Agreement did not fix boundaries
for Israel. The boundaries for Israel were fixed by
the United Nations. There was a 'resolution referring
to boundaries. It had been affirmed by the United
Nations, by the Security Council and by the General
Assembly.

290. At the 1411th meeting, on 2 April, the repre
sentatives of the United Arab Republic and Iraq were.
also invited, at their request, to take seats at the
Council table.

291. The representative of India restated his delega
tion's view that as long as Israel refused to withdraw
from Arab territories occupied since June 1967, there
would be little worth-while prospect for peace in the
area. It was therefore imperative that Israel should
agree to implement fully the Security Council resolution
o£22 November 1967. It was equally important that
the parties should co-operate with the Special Repre
sentative of the Secretary-General in his task of bring
ing about the implementation of that resolution.

292. The representative of Syria said that there
would be a renewal of large-sGale military operations
by Israel against the Arab States. The continuous
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attacks on Jordan under the pretext of stopping in
filtration, and the large concentration of Israel troops
on Syrian borders and in Sinai were proof of Israel's
aggressive designs and military planning. Israel was
continuing its policy of armed aggression against the
Arab States and the resolutions of the Security Council
had not halted that aggression. The threat of the
Council to take effective meaS\1res as provided by
the Charter did not deter Israel from repeating its
acts of aggression, always in wider dimensions. The
Council would fail in its responsibility ii it did not
halt the aggressor and uphold the right of the victim
to its integrity and independence. The right of the
Palestinian people to resist liq\1idation of their per
sonality and rights, and the right of every Arab under
Israel occupation to resist annexation and occupation
was a natural right, the sanctity and integrity of which
were recognized by the United Nations Charter and
scores of resolutions on colonialism.

293. The representative of Iraq said there was onc
central issue before the Council: would Israel be al
lowed to solidify its occupation and thereby be
enabled to realize its avowed aim of annexinO' the
occupied Arab territories? There was virt\1al una;imity
among' Member States that territorial conquest by
military force was inadmissible \1nder the Charter, and
therefore on the need for the complete withdrawal of
Israel troops from the occupied territories. Besides
flatly rejecting the resolution of 22 November Israel
had c~mplete!y disregarded two General A~sembly
resolubons on Jerusalem, refused to apply the Security
Council resolution on refugees and the Geneva Con
vention to the inhabitants of the occupied territories
in Palestine, and it had unilaterally denounced the
Armistice Agreements. All the problems besetting that
a~ea .had be~n created as a result ~f the onslaught of
Zlomsm aga1l1st the t:eople of Palest1l1e. Nothin~ would
be settled and noth1l1g would endure until the con
sequences and implications of that aggression were
recognized and fearlessly dealt with.

294. The representative of Ethiopia said that it was
the urgent duty of the Council to ensure that its
cease-fire decisions were fully implemented so that a
climate could be created in the area which would be
conducive to the ultimate and urgent goal-that of
establishing peace based on resolution 242 (1967) ,
unanimously adopted by the Security Council on 22
November 1967. The immediate task of the Council
must be to reaffirm resolution 248 (1968) and, in view
of. the Secretary-General's request, to envisage appro
priate and acceptable arrangements for the stationing
of observers in the Israel-Jordan cease-fir,· ,'ctor. The
cease-fire arrangements and, for that mattet'.~he special
mission of Mr. Jarring, should be envisaged as being
of only temporary duration, without any permanent
character, and without prejudice to the rights and
positions of any party in any given situation.

295. The representative of Paraguay said that the
possibilities for achieving a just and stable peace in
the Middle East were to be found in the implementa
tion by everyone of the provisions of the Security
Council resolution of 22 November 1967. In addition
to facilitating the work of Ambassador Jarring, the
United Nations presence in that area would be equally
important. His delegation, together with other Latin
American delegations, were convi.nced that no stable
international order could be built on threats or the use
of force, and that no recognition should be given to

the occJ.ipation or acquisition of territories acquired by
such means.

. 296. The representative of the United Arab Repub
hc said ~hat the Israel l\tithorities., hiding behind an
alleged right of self-defence and uSl11g the pretext that
they were d~fending themselves against so-called ter
rori~t ~ activiti?~. were mer~ly trying to justify their
pers\s~ent poIH.:)' of expansion at th~ expense of the
Ara~ Stt'tes and pe~p'le. Direct and indirect attempts
had oeea .~liade to VIlify the noble endeavours of the
nati?na~ liberation n~ovelllent in the Arab-occupied
temtones. In resolution 2160 (XXI) entitled "Strict
observance of the prohibition of the threat or use of
force in international ~ela~ions, and of the right
of peoples to self-detenmnabon", the General Assem
b!y recognized ~hat peoples subjected to colonial oppres
sion were entitled to seek <md receive aU possible
support in their struggle in accordan('e with the pur
poses find principles of the Charter. AU States Members
of the United Nations were by virtue of that resolution
requested t? give assistance and aid to peoples under
the yoke ot colonialism. The Security Conncil should
make it I.~e.~\r to the Israel authorities that it expected
the!l1 tI) ~nthdraw f?rt!1\vith from aU occupied terri
tones '.md should mdlcate unequivocally that their
reluctn'ce to abide by the principles of the Charter
and their defiance of the United Nations resolutions and
thei~ re.fusal to \~ithdraw their troops from the occupied
~erfltorles conStituted a threat to peace and security
m the area, and hence a threat to international peace
and security.

297: The representa,tive ~f. Israel brought to the
att~ntlon of. the Council addlt!onal act.s of aggression
wluch he said had been committed agamst his country
across the Jordan River. He recalled that on 4 Sep
tember 1965, when Pakistan sent infiltrators across
the cease-fire line between India and Pakistan the
representative of India said that his Government had
!l0 ch?ice b~tt to defend itself by preventive action,
mc1udmg action across the cease-fire line.

298: Commenting on the s~atements of the repre
sentative o! Iraq and the ,umted Arab Republic, the
representatrve of Israel said that those two countries
refused to make peace with Israel and promised before
the Security Council to wage war against it by murder
and sabotage despite their obligations under the Char
ter, despite Security Council decisions. The Council
~as not discussing alleged opposition of the population
m areas under Israel control, but it was discussinO'
organized incursions from the outside in breach of
Security Council resolutions and of Charter provisions.
If there were a State in the Middle East whose actions
symbol.ized. above tho~e of all others a perverse in
humamty, It was Syna. Moreover, the Jewish com
munities of Syria lived in dismal oppression and
suffering, deprived of food and freedom of movement
many. of them in prison and concentration camps. '

299, The representative of Syria, exercisinO' the
right of reply, denied the allegations of the :epre
sentative of Israel about the treatment of the Jewish
community in Syria and expressed doubt that the
Israel representative, by his reference to development
plan~ for occupie~ Arab territories, was trying to
convmce the Councd that Israel had waged war against
three Arab States and occupied large areas in order
to develop Arab agriculture and to put into effect
some development plans. .
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Decision: At the 1412th meeting, on 4 April 1968,
the President made the following statement as a result
of consultations which had taken pla~e 01J the item:

"Having heard the statements of the parties in
regard to the renewal of the hostilities, the members
of the Security Council are deeply concerned at the
deteriorating situation in the area. They, therefore,
consider that the Council should remain seized of
the situation and keep it under close review".

305. In exercise of the right of reply, the representa
tive of Jordan said that distortions b)' Israel were made
for obvious reasons, but the problem was not one of
words but one of deeds. If Israel really wanted good
Ar,ab-Israel relations, it should vacate the occupied
areas, accept the people who had been expelled from
what was allotted to be Israel, implement the decision
calling ior repatriation and show by their behaviour
that they coulil live with the Arabs.

306. At the same meeting, the representative of
Saudi Arabia was invited, at his request, to take a seat
at the Council table.

307. The representative of Saudi Arabia said that
the argument now as in previous meetings proceeded on
the assumption that there was dispute between Jordan
and Israel as such. But like it or not,· there was still
a Palestinian people who were pursuing their struggle
to regain their homeland. The United Nations, he said,
had made a mistake in adopting the resolution on the
partition of Palestine: for it had been done under pres
sure and without respecting the principles of self
determination. The Nay out of the impasse, he thought,
'was to ask the Eastern European Jews now in Israel if
they wished to emigrate to vVestern countries, and the
Arab refugees if the)' wished to return to their homes.
Council discussions, he said, were becoming purely
academic. At one time, the veto was useful; now con
sensus had taken its place. Coexistence among the
great Powers was to be <lpplauded, but the small, weak
Powers paid a high price for that consensus. What was
to prevent the major Powers, now that they were co
existing, from issuing a withdrawal ultimatum to Israel?
To continue as the Council and the United Nations had
been doing lately meant only loss of prestige for the
Organization. Concluding, he said that there was no
problem between Arabs and Jews as such, but only
between the Palestinians and their Arab neighbours,
on the one hand, and the Zionists, on the other. The
Arabs wished only to. be left alone. They were willing
to trade and co-operate with the Western Powers, but
a people could not be displaced. The situation in the
Middle East was one of sheer exploitation, occupation
and domination.

300. The representative of Iraq, in reply, said that
if Israel had had the slightest intention of implementing
the Security Council resolution of 22 November 1967,
it would not have gone to all the effort and expense
of launching a five-year plan in the occupied areas of
the W'est Bank of Jordan. He added that both the
Arabs and the Jews had lived in peace and harmony
for centuries over all the Arab world. It was with
the advent of Zionism and with the imposition of the
Zionist programme by force on the people of Palestine
that that peace and traditional harmony had been
destroyed.

301. The representative of India, in reply, referred
to his pr~.."iotls statement and said that Israel could
follow the example of India and Pakistan and withdraw
from territories occupied in June 1967 and not expand
the area of occupation over Arab peoples and Arab
territories.

302. At the 1412th meeting, on 4 April, ~h!:' repre
sentative of Jordan reiterated his Government's attitude
with regard to the stationing of observers in the cease
fire area. The cease-fire resolution was neither intended
to consolidate the Israel aggression, nor to create a
new line with stationed observers to be used as a shield
for such consolidation. In pursuance to resolution 237
(1%7), the Secretary-General could not submit to the
Council P. helpful report on Israel's claims simply be
cause the Israelis would not permit the stationing of
observers within the occupied territories. The immediate
and complete withdrawal of Israel troops would reacti
vate and revive the only valid machinery in the area, the
armistice machinery. Then observers could certainly
function more effectively on the Armistice Demarcation
Line, which was the only line recognized by the United
Nations.

303. He declared that the bombing by Israel of more
than a dozen villages, food-producing areas and civilian
population, and the extension of the bombing to villages
far beyond the cease-fire area, which was by itself an
act of genocide, should warrant censure and sanctions
by the Security Council. In this connexion, he said that
the Israel military missions in the United States and
in many European capitals were now preparing the
1968 plans for acquiring arms and military supplies
from the United States and certain other \iVestern
countries.

304. The representative of Israel said that as the
Security Council proceeded with its deliberations, Arab
aggression against Israel continued. Warlike pronounce
ments were made daily in the Arab capitals. The ter
rorist machine was being openly geared for further
operations. Armed attacks and incursions continued.
He strongly stressed the urgency of measures that the
Jordanian authorities must take without further delay M. Communications to the Council and
to put a final and total end to acts of aggression per- request for a meeting
petrated from their territory against Israel. He re-
iterated Israel's policy to abide fully by its obligations 308. By a letter dated 18 April 1968 (S/8549), the
under the cease-fire on the basis of reciprocity. How- representative of Jordan drew the Council's attention to
ever, Israel expected the Arab States to act accordingly. Israel's decision to hold a military parade in Jerusalem
The Arab population on the West Bank did not want on 2 May 1968, and attached a map of the proposed
war and conflict with Israel. It wanted peace and co- parade route, nearly half of wT1ich, it was asserted, was
existence. What concerned the Arab rulers today was in occupied Arab Jerusalem. Such a parade, the
perhaps less the fact that Israel had successfully repelled representative of Jordan said, would be a flagrant
their aggression than the fact that in areas under Israel violation of the letter and spirit of the General
control it had been proved that Israelis and Arabs could Armistice Agreement, of Security Council resolu-
live together, work together and understand each other. tion 162 (1961) of 11 April 1961, endorsing the
The Arab people, like people everywhere, wanted peace Mixed. Armistice Commission decision of 20 March
and tranquillity, happiness and progress.· 1961 which condemned such parades, and of General
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Assembly resolutions 2253 (ES-V), 2254 (ES-V) of
4 and 14 July 1967, respectively. In order to prevent
further deterioration of the situation, Jordan asked the
Secretary-General to take adequate steps to remedy it
and to ensure that the parade was not held.

309. In a further letter dated 25 April (S/8560),
addressed to the President of the Security Council, the
representative of Jordan stated that since the adoption
of the General Assembly resolutions (2253 (ES-V)
~nd 2254 (ES-V», Israel had continued to carry out
Its plans for annexation and illegal appropriation of
Arab lands in Jerusalem and had persisted in carrying
out projects calculated to bring about drastic changes
in the national and historical character of the Holy
City. It charged that those violations were culminating
in the military parade planned for 2 May, which, be
cause of its nature and the heavy military equipment to
be used, constituted a serious provocation which would
lead to further deterioration in an explosive situation.
Jordan therefore requested. an urgent meeting of the
Council to consider that development and the situation
in Jerusalem and to take measures to remedy the situa
tion.

310. In a note dated 26 April 1968 (S/8561), the
Secretary-General informed the Security Council of a
note he had felt it necessary to address to the Govern
ment of Israel on 20 April expressing his concern about
plans to hold a military parade on Israel's Independence
Day on 2 :May,· much of which, it was understood,
would be on the east side of the Armistice Demarcation
Line. In his note to the Government of Israel, the
Secretary-General had emphasized that the holding of
a military lxlrade in that area, at that time, would
almost surely cause an increase in tension in the Near
East and could well have an adverse effect on the efforts
then going forward to find a peaceful settlement of the
problems in the ari':\. He had further stated that his
concern about the proposed parade also related to Gen
eral Assembly resoiutions 2253 (ES-V), 2254 (ES-V)
and Security Council resolution 162 (1961), as well
as to his position on the General Armistice Agreement
between Israel and Jordan as stated in the introduction
to his annual report 16 June 1966-15 June 1967.

311. The Secretary-General noted that so far there
had been no reply. from the Government of Israel to
his note of 20 April.

N. Con8ideration by the Council at the 1416th
to 1426th meeting8 (27 April to 21 May 1968)

312. At its 1416th meeting, on 27 April 1968, the
Council included the Jordanian complaint in its agenda
and invited the representatives of Israel and Jordan, at
their request, to take places at the Council table.

313. The representative of Jordan stated that his
Government had requested an urgent meeting of the
Council to forestall a situation fraught with danger,
which might have repercussions far beyond the im
mediate area. The planned parade, the representative
of Jordan said, was only one visible aspect of Israel's
plans to annex Jerusalem in defiance of General As
sembly resolutions of 4 and 14 July 1967, which had
declared invalid measures taken by Israel to change
the status of Jerusalem and had called upon Israel to
rescind such measures and to desist forthwith from
taking any action to alter the status of the City.

314. He quoted passages frol11 the Secretary
General's report of 12 September 1967 (S/8146) on

the situation in Jerusalem to the effect that Israel aU
thorities had made it clear to the Secretary-General's
Representative, Mr. Ernesto Thalmann, that they were
taking every step to place under Israel's authority those
parts of Jerusalem not under its control before J lUte
1967, and had stated that the process of btegration
was "irreversible and not negotiable". The Israel au
thorities had been busy consolidating their gains by
applying repressive measures against the Arab in
habitants, confiscating and bulldozing Arab property
and uprooting thousands of Arab people from their
homes. Arab leaders and people from all walks of life
had protested those measures and rejected the steps
taken by Israel authorities to annex Jerusalem.

315. Israel, the representative of Jordan continued,
had no valid claim to Jerusalem. As regards some of
the religious shrines, his delegation had recently drawn
the Council's attention to the report of the Commission
appointed by the United Kingdom Government with
the approval of the Council of the League of Nations.
to determine the rights and claims of the Moslems and
Jews in connexion with the Western or Wailing Wall
at Jerusalem (S/8427/ Add.l), which had found,
among other things, that the Wailing Wall and the
surrounding area were Moslem property. Tlms, the
legal facts, the representative of Jordan continued,
clearly showed that recent Israel measures were naked
aggression and made nonsense of Israel's allegations
that they were simply administrative measures.

316. As for the planned military parade, with heavy
military equipment in excess of that allowed by the
Armistice Agreement, it constituted a provocative act,
a breach of the Armistice Agreement and a violation
of Security Council resolution 162 (1961) of 11 April
1961, which had endorsed the decision of the Israel
Jordan Mixed Armistice Commission of 20 March 1%1.
He hoped that the Security Council would take more
effective measures this time and, as a first step, call
on Israel not to hold the parade.

317. The representative of Israel asserted that the
Jordanian complaint was an attempt to create new
tensions and misunderstanding, and constituted in effect
a eomplaint about the celebration of Israel's independ
ence, the reconstruction of synagogues and houses of
learning destroyed by Jordan in the Jewish Quarter
of Jerusalem, and the restoration of the Western Wall
of King Solomon's Temple free from slums, dirt and
profanation. Jordan's objection was not to the parade,
but to what it stood for: Israel's existence, its liberty,
and its defeat of Arab aggression. Instead of joining
the United Nations efforts to guide the nations of the
Middle East towards a just and lasting peace, Jordan
m;ked for a return to the Armistice Agreements, which
no longer existed because tl.1e Arabs had destroyed
them by the military attack on Israel on 5 June 1%7.
Israel's relations with the Arab States were now
founcl~d upon, and were regulated by, the cease-fire
estabhshed by the Security Council, and within the
cease-fire area Israel forces were free to move, act
and parade as they saw fit. The Assembly resolutions
of 4 and 14 July 1967 had referred to the legislation
which Israel had adopted in June 1967 and were not
aimed at preventing military parades in the city, I10r
were they intended to paralyse construction in Je
rusalem.

318. C~ntinuing, tl?e representative of Israel charged
Jordan With concoctlllg' unfounded allegations about
housing development in Jerusalem and asserted that
most of the land involved in the reconstruction projects
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was Jcwish-owncd nnd public domain and that thc
nndcI:taking was onc of normal urban .dcvclopmcnt.
Dividcd for ninctecn ycars becansc of Jordanian ag
gression, Jerusalem WIlS .again uni~ed, thc Holy Pla~cs
wcrc protected, rcstoratlon was III progrcss and hfc
was normal and peaceful in a city ,,:hcrc a. quartcr. of
a million Jcws ami 70,000 Arabs mmgled III groWlllg
understanding.

319. In conclusion, thc rcprcsentativc of Isracl said
that thc ')resent situation called for a clear, ltl1equivocal
summon~ to disavow belligercncy, tcrminatc warfare,
and movc onward to peace.

320. The represcntative of the United Kingdom
stated that his Government stood firmly by its state
ments lmd votes in thc General Assembly and in the
Conncil on the future of Jerusalem. As for the military
parade, his delegation applied only one test: whet!ler
or not it would increase tensions and adversely affect
currelit efforts to find a peaceful and permanent settl~

ment. Jn the opinion of his delegation, the CouncIl
should discournge any action which made a peaceful
settlement more difficult and might lead to greater
bitterness or conflict.

321. At the 1417th meeting, on 27 April 1968,
thc representative of Algeria said that only the gravest
consequences could be expected from Israel's mili!ary
parade in Jerusalem. A greater danger was that ZIOn
ism which based its ambitions on a fanciful interpreta
tiOl{ of the Bible, gave a would-be relif?ious nat~lre
to new steps towards complete annexatIOn. Adchng
a reliO'ious conflict to a political-military situation
would ~ive the present conflict an implacable character.
Moreo~er, the planned parade violated all United
Nations resolutions on Jerusalem since 1948. It had
become obvious that Israel's refusal to implement the
resolutions, particularly those of 4 and 14 July 1967,
reflected once again its contempt for its international
obligations. Israel might want peace some day, but
only when it had satisfied its territorial ambitions and
filled the annexed territories with immigrants. There
fore self-defence to escape extermination was the
und~rstandable and legitimate reaction of the people
of Palestine. It was the duty of the Council, above
all, to condemn and put an end to Israel's backward
policy. The Council must immediately forbid any ag
gravation of the situation by th~ nnnexation of Je.,.
rusalem and any acts of deliberate provocation.

322. The representative of Hung.ary stated that ~he

policy of Israel towards Jerusalem Illustrated .the kmd
of peace and coexistence Israel offered to Its Arab
neighbours. By gradually shifting its governmental
organs to Jerusalem, Israel had begun to erode the
Israel-Jordan Armistice Agreement of 1949. The pro
cess of annexation which had begun when the Israel
forces moved acr~ss the Demarcation Line in June
1967, had been continued by the demolition of Arab
tenements, the appropriation .of Ara~ land and !he
forced resettlement of Israel clttzens III the J 0rdaman
part of Jerusalem in violations of General Assembly
res~lutions 2253 (ES-V) and 2254 (ES-V). The argu
ment advanced by Israel. that the Armistice Agreemel~t,

and all resolutions based thereoll, was null and VOId
could not be accepted by nny Member of the Organiza
tion. Only by mutual cO~lsent-:-of which I.srael had
never informed the Counctl-nught the partIes to the
Agreement revise or suspend it.

323. In conclusion the representative of Hungary
stated that Israel w~s openly violating the United

Nations Charter by trying to .alll~ext~rritOl:yof anotl~er
M'cmber Stntc of thc Orgalll?l\bon l mcludlllg the Clt~'

of Jerusale~l~, und art'ogailtly pll\nnh~g to hold a pro
vocative nuhtary parade. Such an athhlde could not be
tolerated by thc Securit~, military whicl~ should con
demn Israel's policy and dcmand that It accept. a~1Cl
implement without del~y the prov.isions of the A1'llllst!Ce
Agrcemcnt, the earher resolutions of the Secul'lty
Council, especially resolution 162 (1961), and General
Assembl~' resolutions 2253 (ES-V) and 2254 (ES-V).
The Council should call upon Israel to desist from tak
inO' any action which might violate those decisions.

324. The representative of Senegal stated that, in
the view of his Governcment, Israel evacuation of the
occupied territories was. the first step towards. the
peaceful solution of the grievous problem of the lVIlddle
East. Israel was, of course, aware that military parades
were considered an act of sovereign power. For that
reason and because of the provocative nature of the
parade, his Government urgently appealed to Israel
to refrain from any act which could further aggravate
the already tense situation in the Middle E.ast. ~he
holding of the parade east of the DemarcatIon Lme
was a deliberate violation of important provisions of
the Armistice Agreement. His Government proclaimed
its solidarity with the Arab peoples in general and,
in particular, with Jordan on the question before the
Council. His delegation would associate itself with any
proposal forbidding Israel to hold the parade.

325. The representative of Ethiopia declared that
the intended parade in Jerusalem was the kind of ac
tion that could aggravate the explosive situation in the
Middle E<1st. His delegation agreed with the Secretary
General's assessment that the parade would increase
tensions and would have an adverse effect on the current
efforts to find a peaceful settlement of the problems in
the :Middle East and it therefore endorsed the Secretary
General's wise call for moderation addressed to the
Government of Israel. His delegation <11so joined other
Council members in their appeal to the Government
of Israel to abandon its plans for the parade.

326. The representative of Canada said that he
wished to emphasize the position taken by Canada in
the General Assembly in July 1967: that the question
of Jerusalem and the Holy Places could not be con
sidered or resolved as an isol<1ted issue. His Gove1'll
ment was opposed to any unilateral actions regarding
Jerusalem which would be prejud~cial to the legitimate
international concern about that city, to the preservation
of special spiritual and religious interests there, or to
the settlement sought by Ambassador Jarring. His de
legation could not condone any steps which would alter
the status of Jerusalem or endanger the prospects for
a peaceful and agreed settlement. In the present circum
stances, the planned parade was inevitably provocative
and was bound to raise tensions. By implication, it
seemed to prejudice the future of Jerusalem. Canada
regretted Israel's decision to hold the parade, and
particularly the decision to route it through the part of
Jerusalem occupied by Israel during the June 1967
fighting.

327. The representative of France said that although
it was understandable that Israel should wish to com
memorate the anniversary of its independence, the
planning of the parade through a sector of Jerusalem
occupied by Israel forces after the events of June 1967
could not but be considered as part of a policy which,
ever since the June conflict, had been characterized
by similarly inspired actions. At its fifth emergency
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special session, the General Assembly, in its two re
solutions 2253 (ES-V) and 2254 (ES-V), had dealt
with the measures adopted by Israel on 29 June to
"unif)'u Jerusalem. His delegation, the representative
of France continued, had voted for both resolutionil
and the French Government had' stated that it could
not recognize the measures taken by Israel in defiance
of those resolutions. Those actions not only seemed
illegal but they could aggravate tension and add to the
complexity of a problem which must be solved peace
fully. His delegation did not doubt the assurances
given by the Israel authorities that they would tak~
measures to protect and ensure free access by all to
the Holy Places. However, the basic question was that
of sovereignty. The future of Jerusalem could not be
determined unilaterally: it directly concerned Jordan,
as well as the international community, for the Holy
City of three religions must cease to be an element of
discord and become a symbol of peace.

328. The representative of India said that Israel
must desist from all measures tending to aggravate
the serious situation prevailing in the area. The pro
posed military parade could only exacerbate existing
tensions and further vitiate the atmosphere. It was
incumbent upon the Council to tal~e the immediate,
although interim, step of calling on Israel to desist
from holding the parade.

329. The representative of Paraguay said the parade
to celebrate Israel's independence could only introduce
further dangerous elements into the existing situation
and render more difficult the delicate peace mission
entrusted to the Secretary-General and his Special
Representative. Therefore, his delegation considered
that the military parade should not be held, and trusted
that Israel would heed its appeal.

330. The representative of Pakistan declared that
there could be no doubt that the parade, if held, would
seriously set back the process of achieving a peaceful
settlement of the situation in the Middle East. The
Council, therefore, would be remiss in its duty if it
did not call upon Israel in the plainest language
to refrain from holding the parade. On behalf of the
delegations of India, Senegal and Pakistan. he intro
duced the following draft resolution (S/8563):

"The Security Co-uncil,

"Hewing heard the statements of the representa
tives of Jordan and Israel,

"Hewing C011sidcred the Secretary-General's note
(S/8561),

"Recalli1/g its resolution 162 (1961) of 11 April
1961,

"Consideri1lg that the holding of a military parade
in Jerusalem will aggravate tensions in the area and
will have an adverse effect on a peaceful settlement
of the problems in the area,

"1. Calls u.pon Israel to refrain fro111 holding
the military parade in Jerusalem which is contem
plated for 2 May 1968:

"2. Requests the Secretary-General to report to
the Security Council on the implementation of this
resolution...
331. After commending the draft resolution to the

Council, the representative of Pakistan recalled that,
by its resolution 162 (1961), the Council had forbidden
a military parade by Israel even though that parade
was to take place on the Israel side of the Armistice
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Demarcation Line in Jerusalem and even though the
situation then was far less explosive than today. At
that time, the crucial question had been how the military
parade would affect public feelings, the Armistice
Agreements and the attitudes of the parties concerned
towards those agreements. The situation now was even
more crucial. Moreover, the Pakistan delegation re
garded the question of the status of the City of Je
rusalem as of supreme importance.

332. The representative of China obscl'ved that,
although normally there was nothing unusual about
holding a parade to celebrate n national holiday, in the
present circumstances a military parade in Jerusalem
could not fail to arouse resentment in Jordan. More
over, the legal status of the area in which the parade
was to be held was directly at issue. His delegation
therefore regarded the Secretary-General's note to
Israel of 20 April a timely warning, and joined in the
appeal to Israel to refrain from any provocative act.

333. The President, speaking as the representative
of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, said that
the provocative intent of the Government of Israel to
hold a military parade in the Arab part of Jerusalem
was yet another confirmation of the expansionist
policies of Israel. It was an attempt to support, by a
display of military might, illegal aspirations of Israel
in respect of the Arab part of Jerusalem~ in a new
defiance of the Charter. Israel continued to ignore
Council resolutions 162 (1961), 2253 (ES-V) and
2254 (ES-V) and by its actions, particularly by the
decision to stage the parade, had demonstrated that it
was not even thinking of leaving the Arab part of
Jerusalem. The Secretary-General's note to Israel, he
said, reflected the concern of the overwhelming majority
of the Members of the Organization. The Council must
urgently demand that Israel desist from carrying out
its military parade in Jerusalem, and specifically in the
Arab section of that city. His delegation would give
its full support to the three-Power draft resolution.
Should Israel not comply with it, further measures
would have to be considered. Events in Jerusalem and
the other occupied Arab lands were signs of the grave
situation which Israel was deliberately creating in the
Middle East, as well as additional confirmation of the
fact that so long as the troops of Israel did not leave
the territories of the Arab States which Israel had
seized, there would be no peace in the region.

334. The representative of Jordan, replying to the
statement of Israel said, bIter alia., that no one shared
the view advanced by the representative of Israel that
the Armistice Agreement was a ghost. The Secretary
General had stated that neither the Council nor the
Assembly had indicated that the validity and applica
bility of the Armistice Agreements had been changed
by the recent hostilities or the war of 1956, and that
there was no provision in them for unilateral termina
tion of their application. Moreover, the representative
of Israel contradicted his own Foreign Minister who
had previously stated that Israel regarded the Armistice
Agreement as permanent, and that the fact that certain
mutual claims remained unsettled in no way affected its
existence or caused the breakdown of the Armistice
system.

335. Following further. statements in exercise of
the right of reply made by Israel and Jordan, the
Security Council, at the request of the representative
of the United States, held a brief recess for the purposes
of consultation on the three-Power draft .resolution.



336. As a result of the consultations, the second
prenmbular paragraph of the three-Power draft resolu
tion was modified by the addition of the words uparti
culnrly his note to the Permanent Representative of
Israel to the United Nations", following the reference
to the Secretary-General's note; and the third pre
ambular paragraph, referring to resolution 162 (1961),
was deleted.

DeellloDI At t1l, 141111. tII"titl9, on 21 April 1968,
Ill' draft resolution (S/8563), as modified, was adopted
tmanimously (resolution 250 (1968)).

337. Following the vote, the representative of
Israel stated that his delegation could not accept the
resolution advising Israel not to hold the parade be
cause under the cease-fire the matter fell within Israel's
internal jurisdiction.

338. The representative of Jordan expressed satis
faction that the Council had taken prompt action on
the first part of his Government's complaint. The
Council, he said, was still seized with the second part
of his complaint which was the situation in Jerusalem.

339. In a letter dated 30 April 1968 addressed to
the Secretary-General (S/8565), the Foreign Minister
of Israel stated that, after giving careful attention to
the Secretary-GeneraI's cable transmitting Security
Council resolution 250 (1968) of 27 April 1968, and
to his report to the Security Council of 26 April, it was
his Government's considered judgement that the cere
mony of 2 May need not and 'would not have the ad
verse effects predicted in some quarters. Jordan's ob
jections, he asserted, were based on implacable hostility,
not on disinterested concern for regional peace, and its
aim was to create, not to alleviate, tension. The tension
in the area sprang not from peaceful ceremonies within
the cease-fire line, but from terrorist acts across it.

340. In a letter dated 1 May addressed to the
Secretary-General (S/8568), the representative of
Jordan complained that Israel policemen had mistreated
a group of Arab women in Jerusalem who were trying
to submit a petition to the Israel authorities protesting
against the proposed military parade. Attached to the
letter of the representative of Jordan were photographs
of the incident, together with a copy of the petition in
question.

341. At its 1418th meeting, on 1 May, the Council,
on the suggestion of the representative of Algeria,
agreed, without objection, to add to the provisional
agenda the report of the Secretary-General under Gen
eral Assembly resolution 2254 (ES-V) relating to Je
rusalem (S/8146).

342. The representative of Jordan said that hi~
Government had requested him, as a matter of urgency,
to inform the Council that it had irrefutable evidence
that the Israel authorities intended to hold the parade
despite the Council resolution of 27 April. His Govern
ment appealed to the Council to do everything possible
to prevent further deterioration of the already explosive
situation. Israel's defiance of the Council's decision made
it clear that Israel was deliberately and premeditatedly
obstructing all efforts to find a peaceful settlement of the
problems of the area. Yet, he asserted, some Powers
for reasons of political expediency were reluctant to
help the Council take adequate measures. If the efforts
of the Secretary-General's Special Representative were
to be strengthened, it would be necessary to prevent
violations lea'ding to a change of the statlls quo in
Jerusalem.
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343. The representative of Israel, after reading out
the text of the re{>ly of 30 April 1968 from the Minister
for Foreign Affmrs of Israel to the Secretary-General,
remarked that the Council should give greater weight
to its resolutions and those of the General Assembly
on vital questions of peace in the Middle East which
Jordan and other Arab States had refused to im
plement than to the matter of the parade.

344. The representative of Algeria said that a new
fait accompli was taking shape; by one gradual mea
sure after another, the Tel Aviv authorities were im
posing what, in their view, should be the final status
of Jerusalem. Although no spectacular measures had
yet been applied by Israel, the Council was progressively
but ineluctably witnessing a qualitative change in the
status of Jerusalem. It would be deplorable, the repre
sentative of Algeria continued, if the Council reacted
only when the Zionist authorities annexed the city.
The Council must ensure respect for its decisions. It
must condemn Israel for its defiance of the 27 April
resolution and then consider what further measures
should be taken.

345.. The representative of the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics said that, in his letter of 30 April,
the Foreign Minister of Israel had attempted to justify
the military parade by pointing out that it would take
place at a considerable distance from the cease-fire line
and would not increase tension in the area. None of
the members which had voted for the resolution of .27
April, he said, would agree with that interpretation.
Such assertions, connected with the calculations of the
Government of Tel Aviv to consider the cease-fire line
as a final frontier between Israel and Jordan, could
only be viewed as a new instance of the expansionist
policy, which regarded the occupied part of Jerusalem
as Israel territory. The Council, basing itself on the
provisions of the General Assembly resolutions of 4
and 14 July, must categorically reject such an inter
pretation. The Foreign Minister also failed to state
officially that it was his Government's, as well as the
Council's, objective to secure a peaceful settlement.
Furthermore, as in previous official documents, nothing
was said about recognition and implementation, includ
ing the withdrawal of troops from Arab territory, of
the Security Council resolution of 22 November.

346. The Council, the representative Elf the Union
of Soviet Socialist Republics said, should demand that
Israel stop its lawless actions in Jerusalem and abide
by United Nations resolutions. The Soviet Union was
ready to take part in any measures which the Council
as a whole, including its permanent members, might
find necessary to take in order to curb the aggressor.

347. The representative of the United States said
that his Government had repeatedly expressed its con
cern about the status of Jerusalem and had pointed
out that a just settlement of the city's status was in
separably liliked to other aspects of the problems which
still defied solution. That was, he said, the clear import
of the resolution unanimously adopted on 22 November
1967. Peace would not and could not be achieved by a
patchwork of resolutions dealing with one or another
symptom of tension and discord in the Middle East.
Such a piecemeal approach had been tried time and
again, and it had failed. He feared the Council was
on the verge of drifting again into the same situation.
The main concern of the Council should be to foster
the success of Ambassador Jarring's mission to achieve
a just and lasting peace in the Middle East. The Council
could not impose the terms of a peace settlement on



the pnrties; it was the parties themselves, as envisaged
in the 22 November resolution, which should engage
in a peace-making process with the help of a Unitp.d
Nations representative. Only thus could the Council
succeed in replacing relations based on the premise
of a temporary respite in hostilities by relations based
on mutual tolerance and willingness to accept one
another and to live in permanent peace.

348. In a further statement, the representative of
Israel said that his Government, in statements to Am
bassador Jarring, had declared its acceptance of the
22 November resolution by the promotion of agreement
on the establishment of a just and durable peace. He
reaffirmed that Israel was willing- to seck agreement
with each Arab State on all matters included in that
resolution. It had accepted ~I'lr. Jarring's proposal for
a meeting with each of its neighbours under his aus
pices. No Arab State had yet accepted that proposal;
instead, they still subscribed to the Khartoum declara
tion: "No negotiations with Israel, no recognition of
Israel, and no peace with Israel".

349. At the 1419th meeting, on the morning of 2
IV{ay, the Security Council adjourned, following a state
ment by the Secretary-General to the effect that the
parade had been held as scheduled and that he would
shortly submit a report on the question.

350. In a report of 2 :May (S/8567) submitted in
compliance with resolution 250 (1968), the Secretary
General informed' the Council with regret that the
parade had taken place in Jerusalem as scheduled,
having been held in the area east of the Armistice
Demarcation Line for approximately two hours and ten
minutes. As far as he knew, there had been no in
cidents, but in the absence of United Nations ob
servers, it was not possible to provide fully verified
information. However, from information received from
various sources, the main equipment and personnel for
the parade were said to have been concentrated in the
eastern part of Jerusalem, as were the main reviewing
stand and the spectators' stands. Attached to the re
port were excerpts from an article in the Jerusalem
Post listing the units, vehicles and equipment for the
parade.

351. At the 1420th meeting of the Council, on 2
May, the President read out the text of the following
draft resolution which had resulted from consultations
among the members of the Council:

"The Security Cr.nf.1lcil,

"Noting the Secretary-General's reports of 26
April (S/8561) and 2 May 1968 (S/8567),

"Recalling resolution 250 (1968) of 27 April 1968,
"Deeply deplores the holding by Israel of the

military parade in Jerusalem on 2 May 1968 in dis-
regard of the unanimous decision adopted by the
Council on 27 April 1968."

Decision: At the 1420th meeting, on 2 May, the
draft resolution was adopted unanimously (resolution
251 (1968)).

352. The representative of Israel stated that the
parade had not violated any principle of international
law, had created no new situation and had endang\..ted
no lives. It had been a parade of thanksgiving and deliv
erance after twenty ye::trs of Arab aggression.

353. The representative of Jordan said that since
the Council was now to turn to the discussion on the
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situation in Jerusalem it would be very helpful if the
Council would invite Mr. Rouhi EI-Khatib, the elected
Mayor of Jerusalem, to appear before the Council in
order to supply the COl1l1Ci} with information under
rule 39 of the provisional rules of procedure of the
Security Council.

354. At the 1421st meeting of the Council, on 3
Ma)', the President drew attention to a letter of 2 May
(S/8570) from the representative of Jordan, in which
Jordan requested that the elected Mayor of Jerusalem,
Mr. Rouhi EI-Khatib, be invited to appear before the
Council under rule 39 of the provisional rules of pro
cedure. The President stated that following consulta
tions with the members of the Council it was agreed
that Mr. Rouhi EI-Khatib should be heard bv the
Council under rule rule 39 of the provisional ruies of
procedure. He would proceed accordingly, if there was
no objection.

355. The representative of Algeria said that his
delegation understood that Mr. EI-Khatib was being
invited in his capacity as the elected l\'layor of J erusa
lem. That was in accordance with rule 39 of the provi
sional rules of procedure. He stressed that the com
petence of Mr. EI-Khatib to appeal' before the Council
arose from the fact that he was the elected :Mayor of
Jerusalem.

356. The President replied that he did not consider
it necessary or desirable for the Council to pronounce
itself on that point. The agreement he had obtained from
the members of the Council was that Mr. Rouhi El
Khatib should be invited in accordance with rule 39
of the provisional rules of procedure. He would proceed
accordingly.

357. Following a brief procedural disr:ussion. during
the course of which the representatives of the Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics, Pakistan and Hungary as
sociated themselves with the views expressed by the
representative of Algeria, the President invited Mr.
EI-Khatib to take a place at the Council table
and address the Council.

358. Mr. EI-Khatib charged that during the first three
weeks of the occupation, the Israel authorities had spread
terror throughout the city, looting, mistreating anyone
showing dissatisfaction and arbitrarily gaoling hundreds
and thousands for unlimited periods. In the Magharba
Quarter, the Israel authorities, he said, had bulldozed
135 houses which belonged to the North African Moslem
communities, causing the inhabitants to scatter. Israel
authorities and Jewish religious bodies had also directed
a campaign against the inlmbitants of the neighbouring
area of the \Vestern Wall of the Et-Aksa Mosque,
legally proved to be Moslem property. That campaign
had later been extended to cover wider areas in the
heart of the Moslem quarters and, to some extent, the
houses standing in the old Jewish quarter, 80 per cent
of which was Arab property. The inhabitants had been
given notice by Israel religious bodies. confirmed by
army a\.tthorities, to evacuate the area within three
days. On 27 June 1967, the Israel authorities, he said.
had issued a decree of death to the Arab status of
Jerusalem by passing an act announcing the annexa
tion of Arab Jerusalem to Israel, and on 29 June a
Military Defence Order had dissolved the Arab Muni
cipal Council and dismissed the Mayor and members
of the Council.

359. Since then, Mr. EI-Khatib continued, the situa
tion in Arab Jerusalem had deteriorated. The Israel
authorities had taken one carefully planned and quickly



executed measure after another. Israel had subjected
Arab Jerusalem to Israel civil laws and regulations and
had imposed its educational s~stem. Tht': "Law of the
Properties of· Absentees", entItling the Israel authori
ties to expropriate all property of so-called absentee
Arabs, had swallowed much of the Arab property in
the area and was one of the means devised to liquidate
the Palestine case. He spoke of two construction pro
jects which the Israel authorities intended to carry out
on recently seized Arab lands in Jerusalcm which, he
said, would have the effect of separating the Arabs
of Jerusalem from those in adjoining Arab towns and
villages. The effects of the war, the closing of Arab
banks, the unbearable conditions imposed by the Israel
authorities for restoring their operations, and the steady
drop in the tourist industry had reduced Arab employ
ment by more than 50 per cent. More than 8,000 people,
Mr. EI-Khatib said, had had to leave the city and
cross the Jordan River. Every Arab in Jerusalem, he
asserted, had only one choice: either to stay and live
in misery or leave. Israel, he charged, refused to imple
ment the Council's resolution of 14 June 1967 which
called on Israel to ensure the safety and welfare of the
inhabitants of the areas of military operations and to
facilitate the return of the inhabitants who had fled
after the outbreak of hostilities in June 1967. The
claim by Israel that most of the land involved in the
reconstruction projects was Jewish-owned and in the
public domain was, he said, untrue. Official records
in the Department of Land Registry in Jerusalem
showed clearly that Jewish organizations and indivi
duals owned less than 8 per cent of the total area
seized, the Government of Jordan owned less than 1
per cent, and 91 per cent belong to Arab individuals,
families and companies in Jerusalem. The construction
of the new Israel quarter, and the others to follow, con
firmed the grounds for the Arabs' anxiety that Israel
was planning and working to consolidate expansion
and to change the character of Jerusalem.

360. In conclusion, Mr. EI-Khatib said that the
Arabs of Jerusalem resolutely opposed aU measures of
the Israel occupying authorities for the "unification"
of the two sectors of the City under Israel sovereignty.
They proclaimed to the whole world that this annexa
tion, sometimes camouflaged as "administrative mea
sures", was carried out against their will.

361. The representative of Hungary said that his
delegation had made. it clear that in its view the status
of Jerusalem was regulated by the General Armistice
Agreement which remained valid, until modified or
suspended by its two signatories, and contained no
provision for unilateral renunciation which Israel
sought, regrettably with the support of a Great Power,
which had openly espoused the maintenance of the
territorial integrity of all Middle Eastern States. To
effect the desired changes in the status of Jerusalem,
Israel, contrary to the principles of the United Nations
Charter, had used force and attempted to explain its
anachronistic approach by claims about acquired rights
to Jerusalem on historic grounds. But what, he asked,
were the criteria for choosing Israel as the allegedly
rightful owner of the city over other peoples who had
controlled Jerusalem before or after the Jewish State?
What would happen to all frontiers were such stand
ards to be applied to determine the territory of modern
States? He rejected the claim of the representative
of Israel to speak on behalf of the "Jewish people" and
stressed that no representative is entitl..:d to speak in
the Council 011 behalf of citizens of other States. His

delcgation remaincd convinced. that compliance with
Security Council resolution 242 of 22 November .1967
and the two resolutions adopted at the fifth emcrgency
special scssion of the Gcneral Assembly was the only
possible way to solve the problcm of Jcrusalem and
pcace in the Middle East.

362. The representative of Israel rej ected the
charges made by Jordan and referred to the report
submitted by the Secretary-General on 12 Septcmber
1967, in which :Mr. Thalmann, the Spccial Representa
tive of the Secretary-General, had stated that he had
been struck by the great activity and the mingling of
Jews and Arabs in Jerusalem where uniforms were
few and weapons fewer. He had also reported that the
Arab personnel of the Old City had been absorbed in
the equivalent departments in the Israel municipality.

363. The situation, the representative of Israel con
tinued, had improved further since Mr. Thalmann's
report. Public services and schools were operating
normally. No changes had been made in the curriculum
of Arab schools j in municipal schools, the curriculum
current in Israel's Arab schools, which included studies
in Arab history and Islam, was followed. All Moslem
and Christian institutions were pursuing their ac
tivities without hindrance under the same leadership.
As the Foreign Minister of Israel had pointed out in
his letter of 30 April 1967 to the Secretary-General,
Israel was deeply aware of the universal interest in
Jerusalem and had reaffirmed its willingness to work
for formal s{:[tlements satisfactory to the Christian,
Moslem and Jewish faiths.

364. Continuing, the representative of Israel said
that Mr. El-Khatib was not an elected mayor, but an
appointee of the Government of Jordan, and a member
of the National Council of the Palestine Liberation
Army. He charged that as an agent of the Government
of Jordan, Mr. EI-Khatib had continued to promote
tension and public unrest after the cease-fire and to
act as an intermediary for the transmission of directives
and instructions from Amman and the transfer and
distribution of funds for promoting breaches of public
order. He had been ordered to cross the cease-fire line.
He pointed out that the plan to develop the Jewish
quarter involved an area which Jordan had destroyed
in 1948 and allowed to degenerate into a slum. The
United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural
Organization (UNESCO) and other bodies had
stressed the need for urban dev~lopment in the area.
Another urban development project concerned the area
of Neveh Yaacov in the northern part of East Jeru
salem, a village razed to the ground by the Jordanian
Army in 1948. Most of the land involved was Jewish
property or in the public domain, and all private
claimants would be compensated.

365. In conclusion, the representative of Israel
stressed that Israel's aim remained to live in peace
with its neighbours. That aim could be achieved, but
only if warfare by terror, warfare by threat and war
fare in the international organizations stopped.

366. The representative of Jordan declared that the
issue before the Council was the violation by Israel
of the Council's resolution of 22 November which
emphasized the inadmissibility of territorial gains by
force and of the two General Assembly resolutions de
claring that the status of Jerusalem should not be
changed. The aim of the representative of Israel, he
said, was to confuse the issue and to use the Council
as a forum for fund-raising in the United States. As for
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Mr. EI-Khatib, the representative of Jordan said that in
Jordan all members of the Municlpal Council were
elected by the people and the Government then ap
pointed one of them as :Mayor of the city.

367. At the 1422nd meeting, on 6 May, the repre
sentative of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics
stated that the information before the Council showed
that Israel continued a policy of arbitrariness and
violence towards the Arab population in the occupied
part of Jerusalem. The Government of Israel, in de
fiance of the United Nations, had issued a number
of statements demonstrating its intention to Israelize the
occupied part of Jerusalem and to deprive the city of its
Arab personality; it had followed them by the illegal
action the Mayor of Jerusalem had described. The oc
cupation of Arab lands and the persecution of the Arab
population were acts of aggression. The rulers of Israel
and their imperialist protectors, he contended, were
entirely responsible for the delay in reaching a political
settlement in the Middle East. It was the Council's
duty to demand that Israel cease such illegal acts. In
accordance with the United Nations Charter, the
Council should take all necessary measures to eliminate
the obstacles to a political settlement, the primary condi
tion for which was the immediate withdrawal of Israel
troops from all the occupied Arab territories in ac
cordance with the 'Council's resolution of 22 November.
The Soviet Union would continue to render all possible
support and assistance to the Arab countries in their
just struggle for the elimination of the consequences of
Israel aggression.

368. The representative of Pakistan stated that the
letter of the Foreign Minister of Israel had failed to
explain why Israel's ceremony of thanksgiving should
take the form of a massive display of military might.
Moreover, the letter had not even mentioned the reso
lution of 27 April 1968. Apart from that, there were
two fallacies in the letter: first, the issue was not
whether the provocative parade was within or
across the cease-fire line, but Israel's right to flaunt its
military might in a city over which it had no sov
ereignty and whose status it was specifically asked
not to alter; second, the letter was based on the
premise that, by virtue of its military power and its
victory, Israel was entitled to act without regard for
the Security Council or the conscience of mankind
as voiced by the General Assembly. Compliance with
the Council's 27 April resolution would have entailed no
sacrifice of Israel's interests or claims. Israel was sim
ply asked to abstain from a provocative act and show
respect for world opinion. Its refusal to exercise even
that modicum of restraint revealed its attitude towards
the issues of war and peace.

369. Continuing, the representative of Pakistan
referred to the General Armistice Agreement, General
Assembly resolutions 181 (Il), 194 (Ill), 303 (IV),
2253 (ES-V) and 2254 (ES-V), all of them prohibit
ing any attempt by Israel to establish sovereignty over
Jerusalem. Those instruments were reinforced by the
expressed will of the population of the Old City of
Jerusalem, as stated in the report of the Secretary
General under General Assembly resolution 2254
(ES-V). Israel, the representative of Pakistan as
serted, was deliberately trying to obfuscate the issue
by presenting a wholly subjective interpretation and
injecting into the discussion the elements of a mystique
and the assertion of an elemental primordial right. The
delegation of Pakistan, which had the greatest respect
for Judaism and for its sentiments towards Jerusalem,
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did not think it permissible to cite that religion and
culture and invoke its memories in order to justify
wholly illegal acts which indicated a complete rejection
of the decisions of the United Nations. The representa
tive of Israel had tried to show that Jerusalem had not
been Arab. What else had it been since the seventh
century? The arguments advanced by the representative
of Israel did not bear on the issues of international
peace and security, which demanded effective measures
from the Council. If the drift towards disaster in the
Middle East, the representative of Pakistan said, was
to be halted, the Council must call on Israel to respect
the General Assembly resolutions concerning Jerusalem,
rescind all measures to alter its status, and refrain
from such actions in the future.

370. At the 1423rd meeting, on 7 May, the repre
sentative of Jordan, refuting Israel's charge that the
West Bank had been taken by Jordan through con
quest, said that the will of the Arab people of Jerusa
lem had been expressed innumerous statements, de
monstrations and protests which called for the
rescission of the annexation of Jerusalem, the im
mediate withdrawal of Israel, and the re-establishment
of the unity of Jordan. The refusal of the Municipal
Council to recognize the annexation and co-operate
with the usurping regime was sufficient proof. The
people of the West Bank and the Gaza area, he de
clared, were one in their determination to reject and
oppose the occupation. The punitive measures taken
by the Israel authorities against the Arab population
answered all the falsifications made by the representa
tive of Israel. The Council resolution 237 (1967)
called upon the Government of Israel to ensure the
safety, welfare and security of the inhabitants of the
area; however, the orders and decrees issued by the
Israel Defence Army defied that resolution. He cited
cases of arbitrary arrest, expulsion and other violations
of human rights. He urged the Council to condemn
Israel's measures changing the status of Jerusalem
if justice and peace were to be restored in the area.

371. The representative of Israel said that while
the Council debate went on, Jordanian artillery was
shelling Israel villages and farms and sabotage raids
continued with the participation of ever larger com
mando units. He described a recent clash between
commando units and an Israel patrol in which, he
said, the saboteurs, who had worn Egyptian army uni
forms and appeared to belong to Egyptian regular units,
had been killed. Israel came to the Council to plead
with it to stop those persistent violations of the cease
fire, which were a direct threat to the hopes for a
peaceful settlement. The present Jordanian complaint
was but another expression of active belligerency, an
other attempt to thwart Israel-Arab understanding,
and obstruct the Council's work to deal effectively with
Arab aggression. Jerusalem was now rejuvenated after
nineteen years of artificial division, and all its inhabi
tants were gradually joining together to rebuild it.
He. reiterated that Israel had no desire to exercise
exclusive and unilateral con~rol over the Holy Places;
it had already taken steps to work out special ar
rangements with those traditionally concerned to ensure
the universal character of Christian and Moslem Holy
Places. There was only one way to judge conditions
in East Jerusalem, he said, and that was to listen to
the people, not to the bellicose pronouncements of
hostile Governments and disgruntled agents of J01'

danian rule. The Arab residents of Jerusalem had
rejected all attempts by outside elements to prevent



(ES-V) and 2254 (ES-V) on Jerusalem, which, if
continued, would make future consideration and im
plementation of the 22 November resolution difficult.

376. At the 1425th meeting, on 20 May, the repre
sentative of Pakistan introduced a draft resolution
(S/859O), co-sponsored by Pakistan and Senegal,
which he stated was the product of prolonged and
careful consultations among the seven Asian, African
and Latin American members of the Council. It was
essentially a proposal of an interim nature which did
not in any way embody a decision of the Council re
garding the disposition of the city of Jerusalem but
sought only to reaffirm the General Assembly's resolu
tions on the subject. Because of its limited scope, it did
not include a call for the withdrawal of Israel's forces
and other personnel from that city, but simply sought to
preclude any measures or actions constituting attempts
to change the status of the city. It was important, while
there was still reason to entertain the hope that efforts
towards a political settlement of the Middle East prob
lem might bear fruit, that the Council do its best to
prevent actions and occurrences which deepened and
further complicated the conflict and rendered its reso
lution still more difficult.

377. The text of the draft resolution of Pakistan
and Senegal (S/8590) read as follows:

"The Security COlmcil,
"Recalling General Assembly resolutions 2253

(ES-V) and 2254 (ES-V) of 4 and 14 July 1967,
t Having considered the letter (S/8560) of the

Permanent Representative of Jordan on the situation
in Jerusalem and the report of the Secretary-General
(S/8146),

"Havillg heard the statements made before the
Council,

"Noting that since the adoption of the above
mentioned resolutions, Israel has taken further
measures and actions in contravention of those
resolutions,

"Reaffirming the established principle under the
Charter of the United Nations that acquisition of
territory by military conquest is inadmissible,

"1. Deplo·res the failure of Israel to comply with
the General Assembly resolutions mentioned above;
. "2. Considers that the legislative and administra

tive measures and actions, including expropriation
of land and properties thereon, taken by Israel are
invalid and cannot change the legal status of Jeru
salem;

3. Urgently calls upon Israel to rescind all
measures already taken and to desist forthwith from
taking any further action which tends to change
the status of Jerusalem;

"4. Requests the Secretary-General to report ur
gently to the Security Council on the measures taken
~y Israel in implementation of the present resolu
tIOn;

"5. Decides to remain seized of the matter and to
consider the question further in the light of the
Secretary-General's report."

378: At the 1126th meet!ng, on 21 May, the repre
sentative of Pakistan submitted a revised text of the
two-Power draft resoluton (S/8590/Rev.2), which
read as follows:

Israel-Arab co-operation in the administration of the
city; they adopted the attitude of joint effort for the
benefit of the city. Jerusalem llmd registries and title
deeds were available to all. Not 3,000 persons, but
160 families were evacuated from the Jewish Quarter
or were moved out of the synagogue ruins; all had
received alternative housing and ·full compensaton.

372. Israel, he said, did not suggest that Jerusalem's
problems had been solved. It waS too much to expect
that the 60,000 Arabs would love the 200,000 Jews
in Jerusalem, but both groups were better off tlum
before. Jerusalem was now a venture in coexistence.

373. At the 1424th meeting, on 9 May, the repre
sentative of the United States said that the United
States position on Jerusalem was well known. His
Government did not accept or recognize unilateral ac
tions by any State in the area as altering the statu~ of Je
rusalem and had publicly stated that such umlateral
measures, including expropriation of land and legislated
administrative action by the Government of Israel,
could not be considered other than interim and provi
sional, and could not affect the present international
status nor prejudge the final and permanent status of
Jerusalem. He stated what while the question of Jerusa
lem was a most important issue, it could not be
realistically solved apart from other aspects of the
situation in the Middle East dealt with in the resolu
tion of 22 November, nor could it be excluded from the
scope of that resolution. In the achievement of a peace
ful and accepted settlement embracing all aspects of
the complex Middle East problem, the parties them
selves must necessarily be engaged, and the legitimate
interests of all concerned must be taken into account.
The resolution of 22 November was the lodestar of the
journey towards peace, and the United States con
tinued to support it unreservedly, in its entirety, and
in all its parts. The best way to support the Novem
her resoluton was to stress the Council's support for
the peace-making efforts of the Special Representative,
to call on all the parties to refrain from all actions that
might prejudice Mr. Jarring's efforts and to extend
to him full co-operation in carrying out that most dif
ficult mission. The Council must preserve the unity of
22 November and the common desire for constructive
action so that the peace-making process then initiated
might be carried on in such a manner that the goal
all hoped for would be achieved.

374. The representative of Senegal said that his
Government deeply deplored Israel's failure to respect
the Council's 27 April resolution. Senegal was at one
with its Arab brethren and wished to help them ob
tain a just peace under United Nations auspices. He
stressed that Senegal could never accept military oc
cupation, much less annexation of territory. Negotia
tions, he said, must aim at a return to the status quo
ante or, better still, respect for United Nations deci
sions. That presupposed the withdrawal of Israel
troops to their previous positions. As for Jerusalem,
his delegation maintained that no one had the right
to challenge the status of Jerusalem. Senegal appealed
to Israel to facilitate Mr. Jarring's mission and to all
men of goodwill to try to find a just and lasting
solution.

375. The representative of Jordan, referring to
the statement by the representative of the United States,
said he had not brought the question of Jerusalem be
fore the Council for an over-all solution, but to seek
certain interim measures to stop the continued viola
tion by Israel of General Assembly resolutions 2253
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port for Mr. Jarring's mission. It was simply incom
prehensible that such a reference was not included in
the draft resolution.

381. The representative of Canada stated that his
Government could not condone any steps which would
either alter or attempt to alter unilaterally the status
of Jerusalem or endanger the prospects for a settle
ment. There was a consensus in the Council on those
points. It had been clear from the beginning that a draft
resolution like the one presented could not command
unanimous support in the Council. The dmft, if
adopted, would be the first resolution adopted without
unanimity since the November 22 resolution establish
ing the basis for the Special Representative's mission.
It would be self-defeating to divide the Council on
only one of the problems covered by the November
resolution. Furthermore, adopting the draft resolution
would mean starting along the road to application of
sanctions in the event that Israel did not comply with
its requirements. His delegation did not think it was
wise for the Council to pursue that course when it was
fully committed to a diplomatic approach. The Canadian
delegation, therefore, would abstain in the vote.

382. The representative of Brazil said that his
country had consistently supported the principle of
internationalization of Jerusalem, and had not recog
nized any unilateral actions by Jordan or Israel to
change the city's status. The problem of Jerusalem
should be solved within the context of the organic
solution of the Middle East problem contemplated in
Security Council resolution 242 (1967). However, that
did not mean that the Council should take no action
or that any action on permanent principles would neces
sarily prejudice the Special Representative's work. On
the contrary, the Council must, in the meantime, make
it clear, as the Assembly already had, that it rejected
any measures taken by Israel to alter the international
status of Jerusalem and would not recognize changes
in that status. In the light of those considerations, the
Brazilian delegation would vote for the revised draft.

383. The representative of the Union of the Soviet
Socialist Republics said that his delegation would vote
for the draft, although it considered that it should be
strengthened by a more decisive condemnation of the
illegal expansionist acts by Israel in the Arab part of
Jerusalem. Most members of the Council, including the
the Soviet Union, considered that by its annexationist
measures with regard to the Arab part of Jerusalem,
Israel had flagrantly violated the. principle that the ac
quisition of territory by military conquest was inadmis
sible and contrary to the United Nations Charter.
Others, notably the United States, were attempting to
present the situation in such a way that the Council
need not demand the rescinding of those measures, be
cause, in their view, they were temporary and, there
fore, would not affect the status of Jerusalem either
now or in the future. Attempts to cover up the illegal
activities of the aggressor, the representative of the
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics said, amounted to
encouraging it to commit further acts of aggression. The
argument that adoption of the draft resolution might
hinder the implementation of the Jarring mission was
artificial. The only obstacle to a political settlement was
the policy of Israel and its supporters.

"Tile Sect/rity Co.mcill

"Recallitl!) General Assembly resolutions 2253
(ES-V) and 2254 (ES-V) of 4 and 14 July 1967,

((Havin!) c01.sidered the letter (S/8560) of the
Permanent Representative of Jordan on the situation
in Jerusalem and the report of the Secretary-General
(S/8146),

"Havin!) heard the statements made before the
Council,

"Nolitl!) that since the adoption of the above
mentioned resolutions, Israel has taken further
measures and actions in contravention of those
resolutions,

"Bearin!) in mitld the need to work for a just and
lasting peace,

"Rea.ffirmitl!) that acquisition of territory by mili
tary conquest is inadmissible,

"1. Deplores the failure of Israel to comply with
the General Assembly resolutions mentioned above i

"2. Considers that all legislative and administra
tive measures and actions taken by Israel, includ
ing expropriation of land and properties thereon,
which tend to change the legal status of Jerusalem
are invalid and cannot change that status;

"3. Urgently calls upon Israel to rescind all such
measures 'already taken and to desist forthwith from
taking any further action which tends to change the
status of Jerusalem;
"4. Requests the Secretary-General to report to the
Security Council on the implementation of the present
resolution...
379. The representative of the United States stated

that his Government had hoped the Council would be
able to act on this issue with the same unanimity
it had evidenced on other aspects of the Middle East
situation since the previous June. Although his delega
tion shared many of the concerns of the members sup
porting the draft, it could not support the two-Power
draft resolution because. it considered, first, that the
Council should encourage and support the peace
making processes initiated in Security Council resolu
tion 242 (1967) of 22 November 1967, and second,
that the Council and all concerned should avoid any
action which might prejudice efforts to achieve a just
and lasting peace in the area, including actions or
measures purporting to alter the status of Jerusalem.
The draft resolution was seriously deficient on both
counts. It was essential that a peaceful and accepted
settlement, in conformity with the resolution of 22 No
vember, encompass all aspects of the Middle East prob
lem, including Jerusalem. That seemed to be the general
view among the members of the Council, yet the
two-Power draft resolution unfortunately would work
in the direction of isolating one part of the problem
from the rest. Further, the United States was not
in a position to vote favourably on a text which con
tained specific-and selective-reference to two General
Assembly resolutions on which it had previously ab
stained.

380. The United States was prepared to declare that
unilateral actions and measures by Israel could not
be accepted or recognized as altering or prejudging
the status of Jerusalem, and to call upon Israel to
refrain from such actions. At the same time, his delega- Decision: At the 1426th meetin!), on 21 May, the
tion believed that it was essential to call on all parties two-Power draft resolution (S/8590/Rev.2) was
to avoid all acts that might prejudice efforts to achieve adopted by 13 .votes to none, with 2 abstentions
a just and lasting peace in the area and express sup- (Canada and Untted States) (resolution 252 (1968)).
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384. After the vote, the representative of Paraguay
said that his delegation had voted for the resolution
because it contributed to thc prcscrvati(i)n of the inter
national status of Jerusalem under Gencral Asscmbly
resolutions.

385. Thc represcntativc of Denmark said that al
ready because of the failure to obtain unanimous sup
port for the resolution his delegation doubted the
political expedicncy of adopting it; however, he had
voted in favour because his Govcrnment did not, in
principle, disagree with its contents. Ncvcrthelcss,
adopting such resolutions on isolated questions was not
the proper way to accelerate a solution of the Middle
East problem which must be n comprehensive one in
accordance with resolution 242 (1967). The absence
of any refercnce to that resolution in the present
text was not only deplorablc but also surprising.

386. The representative of Jordan thought that the
resolution reaffirmed the General Assembly resolutions
of 4 nnd 14 July 1967, as well as the principle that
acquisition of territory. by .military conquest was in
admissible. He ngreed that the resolution should have
been adopted unanimously. However, the Powers that
had spoken about. being wise. practical and realistic,
were responsiblc for the division in the Council.

387. The representative of Israel declared that the
resolution adopted was neither practical nor reasonable.
It disregarded Israel's basic rights and sought to violate
the natural unity of Jerusalem and overlooked the in
terests and welfare of its inhabitants. He maintained
that the resolution neither changed nor added to the
pattern of Security Council resolutions on the situation
in the Middle East, but it did add to the determination
of the people of Israel to gird themselves for even
greater fortitude in defence of their rights and in pur
suit of peace and security.

388. The President, speaking as the representative
of the United Kingdom, said that because he felt that
the whole weight of the Council should be applied to
the achievement of a settlement in the Middle East,
he had directed every effort of argument and persua
sion to a single proposition, namely, that the Council
should proceed in unity on the common ground of gen
eral agreement. That common ground existed, limited
but firm, and the Council could have proceeded on that
basis. However, he had felt at times that not all mem
bers had put first the pursuit of an ultimate settlement.
Nevertheless he trusted that the Council could now
turn to its main objective in an atmosphere not of
rancour, but of reason and support, and encourage and
facilitate the efforts to put agreed provisions and prin
ciples into practical effect.

O. Other communication8 received by the
Security Council before 15 July 1968

389. During and subsequent to its series of meetings
held in April and May 1968, the Security Council
received the following communications relating to vari
ous aspects of the situation in the Middle East:

(a) Communications relaling to charges of violations
of the Secu.rity COl/neWs cease-fire orders

Letter of 8 April (S/8533) from Jordan charging
that an armoured Israel battalion consisting of tanks
supported by helicopters crossed the Jordan River on
the morning of 8 April, entering villages south of the
Dead Sea" and that Israel paratroopers landed in the
area east of the cease-fire sector.

Letter of 8 April (S/8535) from Israel charging
that on 8 April Jordanian forces opened fire on Israel
forces across the Jordan River, that Israel patrols in
the eastern Negev encountered a unit of armed sabo
teurs from Jordan inside Isracl and pursued them to
their base across thc ceasc-firc linc, and that an Israel
command car was blown up by an anti-vehiclc mine
in thc Jordan Valley.

Letter of 6 IVlay (S/8578) from Jordan charging
that during the months of January, February and March
and the first week of April, Israel military aircraft
violated Jordanian air space more than 100 times.

Letter of 6 May (S/8579) from Jordan charging
Israel with planting anti-vehicle mines following the
incident of 8 April, one of which had destroyed a car
of the Jordanian Manganese Company and killed four
of its passengers, and also charging further incidents
on 11 April in which a military ration car was blown
up, and Jordanian farmers were fired upon.

Letter of 12 May (S/8583) from Lebanon charging
Israel with shelling the village of Hula on the night
of 11-12 May causing casualties and heavy damage.

Letter of 14 May (S/8585) from Israel in reply to
the Lebanese letter of 12 May chllrging that Lebanon
had joined in pursuing a policy of active belligerency
against Israel and that Israel villages had been shelled
from Lebanese territory on 7 and 12 May.

Letter of 20 :May (S/8591) from Lebanon denying
the charges contained in the Israel letter of 14 May
(S/8585) and charging Israel officials with expansion
ist ambitions for Lebanese waters and for the southern
part of Lebanon.

Letter of 4 June (S/8613) from Jordan charging
that in a surprise attack that day Israel forces were
heavily bombing areas in Jordan, including the city of
Irbid, using military aircraft, missiles and artillery
and also land-to-land rockets, causing heavy casualties.

Letter of 4 June (S/8614) from Israel charging that
a large-scale Jordanian assault had been taking place
since that morning and that in view of the persistence
and intensification of the artillery barrage it became
necessary to order Israel aircraft to take action to
silence the sources of fire.

Letter of 4 June (S/8615) from Israel stating that
the Jordanian attacks ended at 1815 hours local time
and quiet prevailed on the border, and charging that
the Jordanian attack of 4 June came in the wake of a
series of acts of aggression on 16 May, 25 through
31 May and 1 and 2 June.
. Letter of 5 June (S/8616) from Jordan request
mg an urgent meeting of the Security Council with
reference to its letter of 4 June (S/8613).

Letter of 5 June (S/817) from Israel requesting
an urgent meeting of the Security Council with
reference to its letters of 4 June (S/8614 and S/8615).

(The letters of 5 June fr01'11 Jordan and Israel were
placed on the provisional agenda of the 1429th meeting
of the Security Council on 5 June 1968, but the pro
visional agenda was not adopted by the Council at that
meeting, which was devoted to statements concerning
the assassination of Senator Robert F. Kennedy. The
Council did not discuss these complaints during the
period covered by the present report.)

Letter of 15 June (S/8637) fro111 Israel charging
that on 14 June mortar fire was opened from Lebanese
territory on an Israel village in Upper Galilee.
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Lctter of 15 Junc (S/8638) from Lebanon charging
that on 14 Junc a group of Israel armed forces crossed
the borders of Lebanon and shelled a ,·illage.

Letter of 21 June (S/8649) from Jordan enclosing
a list of thirty-nine mcidents during the months of
April and May and the first week of June in which
Israel militar~' forces cngaged in attacks on the East
Bank of the Jordan River.

Letter of 24 June (S/8651) from Israel charging
that between 26 May and 23 June there had been
sixty-eight Jordanian violations of thc cease-fire, forty
ninc of them attacks from military positions employing
artiller~', mortars, bazookas :md machine-guns, elevcn
mining raids and eight attacks bv armed commandos
who had penetrated across thc cease-fire line.

Lctter of 10 July (S/8677 and Corr.1) from the
United Arab Republic charging that Israel armed
forces opened firc on that datc on the city of Suez,
causing heavy casualtics among thc civilian population.

Lettcr of 11 July (S/8678) from Lebanon trans
mitting the text of "a report made to the Chairman of
thc Israel-Lcbanesc :\Iixed Armistice Commission con
cerning an investigation conducted by a United Nations
military observer into the incident which took place
on 11-12 May at Hula.

Supplemental information received from the Chief
of Staff of the United Nations Trucc Supervision Or
ganization, circulated by the Secretary-General all
27 April (S/7930/Add.67 and Add.68), 22 May
(Sji930/Add.69), 14 Junc (S/7930/Add.70), 17 June
(5/7930/1\dd.71), 24 June (S/7930/Add.72) ~nd
9 July (S/7930j.Adcl.73) i the reports of the Ull1ted
Nations military obsen'crs related to breaches of. the
cease-fire in the Suez Canal sector which took place
011 27 April, 22 ~'fa)', 14 June, 15 June, 23 June and
8 July.

(b) COl1llllmlicatio1ls relatillg to the treatl1lellt of civil
populations in the arms occlIpied b)' Israel since
the olltbrcal.' of hostilities.. and related malleI'S

Letter of 18 April (S/8550) from Syria protesting
that Israel had destroved at least 30 villages in the
Golan Heights, looted" private property and expelled
115,000 people from occupied Syrian territory, while
continuing to establish "Nahal" colonies in the oc
cupie~l territory.

Note by the Secretary-General (S/8553) dated
19 April concerning his correspondence with the Gov
ernments of Israel, Tordan, Syria and the United Arab
Republic with regard to the implementation of Security
Council resolution 237 (1967) and General Assembly
resolution 2252 (ES-V) on humanitarian questions
and the usefulness of again sending a representative
to the area in order to make it possible for the Secrc
tary-General to meet his reporting obligations under
those resolutions.

Letter of 24 April (S/8558) from Israel denyin~
the charges contained in the Syrian letter of 18 ApI'I1
(5/8550).

Letter of 10 May (S/8586) from Jordan transmi.tting
a copy of a resolution adopted by the International
Conference on Human Rights in Teheran on 7 May
relating, inte.r alia, to the rights of inhabitants in thc
Middle East to return home.

Letter of 16 Mav (5/8588) fl'om the United Arah
Republic protesting that Israel authorities conti~ued
to violate the provisions of the Geneva ConventIOns
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of 1949 as wcll as United Nations resolutions through
mass destruction of homes and other buildings, cviction
of 35,000 Arab inhabitants of the Gaza Strip during
Febrl1ar~', undermining thc work of thc Unitcd Nations
Rclicf and \Vorks Agency and imposing lon~ curfews
with a view "to empty the Strip".

Lcttcr of 26 May (S/8596) from Israel referring
to complaints of the United Arab Republic and charg
ing it with using the name of thc Palestinian Arabs
ngain to camouflage its currcnt strategy of war by
sabotage and terror.

Lettcr of 3 June (S/8609) from Jordan charging
another serious violation perpetrated by the Israel
forces of occupation in AI-Khalil (Hebron) in collabo
ration with a group of religious Jews who tried to
settle in the town.

Letter of 7 June (S/8626) from Israel rejecting the
Jordanian charges of 3 June (S/8609) as magnificd
and distortcd.

Lettcr of 18 June (S/8642) from Jordan transmitting
articles from the British Press concerning the demoli~
tion of villagcs and cxpropriation of property in towns
and villages in areas occupied by Israel since 5 June
]%~ •

Lettcr of 18 June (S/8643) from Syria charging
Israel with a systematic policy of colonization in Syrian
Arab occupied territories through the establishment of
Israel settlements and pressuring rcmaining Syrians
to leave.

Letter of 27 June (S/8654) from Israel in reply to
the Syrian lettcr of 18 June (S/8643) charging Syria
with particular fcrocity and viciousness in its belliger
ency, necessitating measures to ensure the maintenance
of the cease-fire and to protect Israel from Syrian
nttacks.

Letter of 27 June (S/8656) from Jordan transmitting
a United States press report on life in the Jordan
Valley following Israel attacks.

Letter of 1 July (S/8663) from Israel referring to
the Jordanian letter of 27 June (S/8656) and assert
ing that the incident of 4 June referred t6) had been
a large-scale Jordanian attack on Israel villages to
which Israel forces had been compelled to react in
self-defence to silence the shelling.

Letter of 8 July (S/8674) from Jordan referring
to the Israel letter of 1 July (S/8663) and stating
that what the letter referred to as "the incident of
4 June" had been in essence an organized and pre
meditated aggression by Israel that had been preceded
by belligerent statements and reports of a heavy Israel
troop build-up.

(c) COllllll1micati011s cO'1lcernillg tha treatme1lt of le,,£!
-ish cOllll111mities in Arab States

Letter of 31 May (S/8607) from Israel concerning
charges of continuing discrimination and persecution
of Jews 'in Arab States, especially in Syria, Egypt and
Iraq, and charging that a particularly serious aggrava
tion had occurred in the situation of the Jewish com
111ttllity in Iraq.

Letter of 3 June (S/861O) from Iraq replying to
the Israel letter of 31 May (S/8607) protesting that
the contents of the letter were entirely outside the
scope of the item entitled "the situation in the Middle
East", asserting that Jews in Iraq enjoyed complete
equality with other citizens, and charging that Israel
was attempting to divert attention from the problem



of direct concern to the United Nations, namely, the
plight of the Arab populatiotl in territories occupied
by Isracl.

Letter of 25 June (S/8653) from Israel replying
to the Iraqi lctter of 3 June (S/8610) and reiterating
c1ll1rges of discriminatory treatment and oppression of
Jews in Iraq.
• Letter of 21 June (S/8651) from Iraq protesting
thc publication as an official document of the Israel
lettcr of 25 June (S/8653) and charging that Israel's
concern was not the welfare of thc Jcws but the ob
jectives of rcsettlement of emigr"nt Jews in the Arab
tcrritories occupied after 5 June 1961.

(d) COll//llllt'icatiolls relatit,g to tile situation e.\'isting
in alld arolmd tile city of Jerusalcm mid its Holy
Pla~cs

Lettcr of 16 April (S/8546) from Jordan concern
ing Israel claims, contained in the letter of 5 March
(S/8439), that two thirds of appropriated land in
Jerusalem was public domain or belonged to private
Jewish persons; the Jordanian letter rejected that claim
and attached a map which in Jordan's view showed the
strategic location of the area where the Jewish com
munity was to be established in order to serve as a
harrier between the residents of the northern and
southern sections of the West Bank.

Letter of 19 April (S/8552) from Jordan rejecting
Israel's charges in its letter of 5 March (S/8439/
Add.l) and attaching a document which, it was claimed,
showed the devastation of Holy Places of other re
ligions under twenty years of Israel occupatiQn in
Jerusalem.

Letter Qf 3 May (S/8571) frQm the United Arab
Republic stating that Israel's defiance Qf the Security
Council resQlutiQn regarding its military parade in
Jerusalem jeopardized the effQrts Qf the Special Repre
sentative Qf the Secretary-General to achieve a peaceful
settlement Qf the grave situatiQn in the Middle East.

Letter of 9 May (S/8582) frQm Israel in reply to
the United Arab Republic's letter Qf 3 May (S/8571)
reviewing from the Israel point of view the recQrd of
the United Arab Republic regarding United Nations
resolutions.

Letter of 12 June (S/8634) from Jordan drawing
attention to a new Order of the Israel Finance Min
ister Qf 18 April by which mQre Arab lands and build
ings in the Old City of Jerusalem were expropriated,
all Qf which, it was claimed, were 100 per cent Arab
owned, with a view tQ replacing the expelled Arabs
with Jewish residents.

Letter Qf 28 June (S/8661) from Israel stating that
the JQrdanian charges of 12 June (S/8634) had been
discussed in detail in the Council and that Qnly agree
ment between the parties CQuld resolve the Qutstanding
differences between them. .

Letter Qf 3 July (S/8666) frQ111 JQrdan referring tQ
the Israel letter Qf 28 June (S/8661) and stating that
new Israel appropriations shQuld not be ignQred, par
ticularly when they constituted fresh violations Qf 5e
curity Council resolution 252 (1968).
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Letter of 3 July (S/8661) from Jordan transmitting
a United States press report concerning an Israel re
settlement project in the Arab area of Jerusalem de
signed to eradicate the Arab character of certain areas
of the city.

(c) COl/lllUmicatiolls rclatillg to tile implcl/lct,tation oJ
Sccurit;,' COlmdl rcso/utiotls alld tl,c situation it,
tl,c Middlc East in gCtlcral

Letter of 19 March (S/8479) from the United Arab
Republic transmitting the statement made on 13 March
by its Minister for Foreign Affairs regarding the situa
tion in the Middle East declaring, illtcr alia, that the
United Arab Republic had informed Mr. Jarring of
its readiness to implement the Security Council reso
lution of 22 November 1967.

Letter of 21 March (S/8494) from Israel trans
mitting excerpts from a press conference statement
made on 12 March by its Minister for Foreign Affairs
analysing the policy of the United Arab Republic which
he asserted was "No peace, 110 negQtiation, no recog
nition", and stating that Israel's policy was to seek the
replacement of the cease-fire arrangements by permanent
peace.

Letter Qf 22 March (5/8496) from Libya protest
ing Israel's attack on Jordan while Mr. Jarring was
in the area using his good offices to bring about the
implementation of the CQuncil's resolutiQn of 22 No-
vember 1967. •

Letter Qf 25 March (5/8501) from MongQlia trans
mitting a CQPy of a message frQm the Chairman of the
Presidium to King Hussein, dated 23 March, on Israel's
viQlatiQn Qf the cease-fire resolutiQn.

Letter of 2 April (5/8528) frQ111 Italy denying the
inference by JQrdan at the 1409th meeting that Israel
was acquiring arms and military equipment frQm Italy.

Letter Qf 23 April (5/8556) from Israel charging
that the Arab GQvernments were cQntinuing to wage
active warfare against Israel in contravention of the
cease-fire by means Qf armed incursiQns and sabQtage
raids suppQrted, encouraged, supplied and directed by
the Arab States acting in concert.

Letter of 24 April (5/8559) frQm JQrdan charging
that the Israel letter Qf 23 April (5/8556) was timed
for. propaganda purpQses fQr circulatiQn at the ~pening

of the resumed twenty-secQnd sessiQn of the General
Assembly and designed to divert attention frQm the
fact that the Israelis were still Qccupying Arab terri
toriesby force in defiance of United Nations reso
lutions.

Letter of 8 May (5/8581) fro111 the United Arab
Republic also rejecting the cQmplaints in the Israel
letter of 23 April (S/8556) and transmitting a list
of declarations by Israel Qfficials which it was asserted
111ade nQ secret of the expansionist designs harbQured
by Israel towards the lands of the Arab peQples, which
had naturally led to resistance by Arabs in defence of
their country, the!r families and their prQperty.



B. Consideration at the 1372nd, 1374th, 1376th
and 1378th meetings (8-15 November 1967)

391. At the 1372nd meeting, on 8 November 1967.
the Security Council decided to include the item in
its agenda and invited, at their request, the representa
tives of the Democratic Republic of the Congo, Por
tugal, Burundi, Zambia and Algeria, to participate
without vote in the debate.

392. The representative of the Democratic Republic
of the Congo recalled that this was the third time
within a year that his country had come to the Council
to discuss something that was all too well known. In
October 1966, the Council adopted a resolution (226
(1966» which urged Portugal not to allow territories
under its domination to be used as a base for inter
ference in the domestic affairs of the Congo. The
Council resolution followed consideration of the Con
golese complaint that a mercenary training camp had
been discovered in Ardeche in France. The Congo
thanked the French Government for the attitude it
had taken in the matter. A few months later, on
10 July 1967, the Council had had to meet again on a
similar complaint.

393. Continuing, he said the present aggression had
been intended to cause an uprising in the Congo and
to give the mercenaries a base on the Kolwezi plain,
so as to help those at Bukavu. The Congolese forces
had checked the mercenary advance. He stated that
the Press had provided eyewitness accounts of the
presence of mercenaries and training camps in Angola.
He circulated as evidence photographs of white mer
cenaries and former Katangese gendarm.es in Nova
Chaves, Angola. He could also show a copy of a note
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Chapter 2

COMPLAINTS BY THE DEl\IOCRATIC REPUBLIC OF THE CONGO

LETTER DATED 3 NOVEMBER 1967, FROM THE DEIUOCRATIC REPUBLIC OF THE CONGO,
ADDRESSED TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL

A. Reque8t for a meeting of tlte Security Council from the Belgian Foreign Office, which gave detai1s~
of the cntry into the Congo by cightccn Europcan

390. In a lettcr dated 3 Novembcr 1967 (S/8218), mercenaries and two Katangese !Jemdarmcs on 1 No,
the Permanent Representative of the Democratic Re, "ember, and the developments following thcir entr)'.
public of the Congo transmitted to the President of Most of the mercenaries were Frcnch, one was Colom-
the Security Council a letter from the Minister for bian and one Viet,Namese. Fighting had broken out
Foreign Affairs and External Trade of the Democratic on 2 November between the mercenaries, using ma,
Republic of the Congo, in which it was charged that, chine-guns, mortars and bazookas, and the Congolese
on the evening of 1 November, an armed band of National Army. European refugees were taken to An-
mercenaries had invaded the Congolese territory at gola and turned over to the Portugucse soldiers at
Kisenge and was now approaching Kolwezi. Although Kayanda..Some were sent to Belgium by air from
aU mercenaries had been ordered by the Congolese Angola, and others were soon to be evacuated.
Government to leave the country as from July 1967,
the mercenaries under Major Schramme had rebelled 394. He also cited press reports indicating that an
and occupied Bukavu, where fighting had again broken intensive weapons traffic was being carried on between
out on 29 October. Intercepted messages from Major Lisbon and African areas, especially Nigeria and An-
Schramme to Angola requesting armed intervention gola. It was not possible that the Portuguese authori,
on behalf of the mercenaries constituted irrefutable ties did not know what was happening. Portugal could
proof of Portugal's collusion with the mercenaries for not deny the facts yet it continued to flout decisions
the purpose of overthrowing the established order in of the Security Council with regrettable collusion be-
the Congo. The letter stated that such an attitude was tween Portugal and some Western Governments.
contrary to the obligations imposed by the Charter and 395. The Democratic Republic of the Congo, he
a violation of the many resolutions adopted by the continued, was not asking for moral condemnation
Security Council, 'especially that of 14 October 1966. only but also for concrete measures against Portugal.
The letter requested the Security Council to take the The Council, he said, should reaffirm its previous reso-
necessary measures to stop the aggression and ensure lutions in the matter, particularly those of 14 October
the safety of persons and property in the threatened 1966 and 10 July 1967. The Council should condemn
area. the practice of mercenary recruitment which Member

States should prohibit within their territories.
396. The representative of Portugal said that Por··

tugal had nothing to do with the internal situation in
the Democratic Republic of the Congo. Despite the
repeated complaints of the Government of Kinshasa
against Portugal concerning mercenaries, everybody
knew that the mercenaries of Kisangani and Bukavu,
for example, had not come from outside, but had been
serving the Congolese Government.

397. When the Congo complained to the Council
against Portugal last year, Portugal had denied the
charges and had offered to have the Congolese accu,
sation investigated by the Council and by the Secretary
General. That offer was not followed up. Whenever
there was trouble inside the Congo, its Government
tried to throw the blame on some outsider and found
Portugal a convenient target for that purpose.

398. For seven years, the Kinshasa Government had
been promoting armed aggression against Portugal and
had not made a secret of providing bases for use against
Angola. Portugal had not paid the Congo back in its
own coin for making its territory available for armed
attacks against Portugal. It practised good neighbour
liness, respected the territorial integrity of other States
and continued to keep its transportation lines open for
the Congo's external trade. Portugal had refuted point
by point the accusations contained in the Congo letters
of 28 July and 10 August.

399. Turning to mercenary activities inside the
Congo which were linked with messages from Major
Schramme said to have been apparently intercepted by
the Congolese authorities, the representative of Por
tugal said that those messages had been intercepted,
but it had not been stated to whom they were addressed.



Mischief on the part of Portugal could have only
arisen if help had been sent from Angola as a result
of those alleged messages. Certain news media had
invented and propagated the wildest fantasies alleging
an invasion of the Congo from Angola. Later, the
Congolese Government no longer alleged an invasion,
but an infiltration by 100 mercenaries across the An
golan border. On 3 November the Portuguese Govern
ment had officially denied the accusation made against
it by the Congo. He then reiterated the invitation to
have the accusations investigated by the Council on
the terms indicated.

400. The representative of the United Kingdom said
that the situation in the Congo was confused. It was
hard to draw clear conclusions. But it was clear that
mercenaries were the curse of the Congo and every
thing should be done to eliminate the evil so that the
Congo could develop peacefully. It would be a matter
of most serious concern if it could be shown that Coun
cil resolution 239 (1966) of 10 July 1966 had been
flouted. Without an impartial inquiry it was difficult
to know all the facts but, in spite of the statement
of the representative of Portugal, it was very hard to
believe that mercenaries could have been assembled
and armed in Angola without the knowledge of the
Portuguese authorities, whose duty it was to prevent
mercenaries from attackin~ the Congo from Angola.
He welcomed the information that the Portuguese
authorities were undertaking an inquiry, but if it were
established ,that mercenaries had entered the Congo
from Angola, the. Council could not fail to be gravely
disturbed and all who made the mercenary attack pos
sible would bear a heavy responsibility.

401. The representative of Ethiopia said that the
serious developments reported by the representative
of the Congo were but part of a greater offensive
launched by the enemies of African. independence. The
latest manifestations of intervention and subversion
were the continuation of the same actions which the
United Nations had repeatedly condemned. He said
that the launching pad for those activities was Angola,
and the evidence was there for all to see. The Press
had reported that while Portugal had denied that the
mercenary force had come from Angola, the United
States and other Western Powers had been accumu
lating evidence for weeks of its presence there. The
Af,sembly of Heads of State and Government of the
Organization of African Unity which had met recently
in Kinshasa, had condemned the mercenary aggression
against the Congo, and had considered the mercenary
activities as a serious threat to the security of African
States.

402. The problem of mercenary activities was only
a ramification of more fundamental problems in south
ern Africa with which the United Nations had so far
failed to cope effectively, namely, apa.rtltC'id in South
Africa, the rebellion .of the white settlers in Rhodesia,
the usurpation of an international territory in South
West Africa and Portuguese colonialism. The Council
should condemn the actions of Portugal and its accom
plices in such criminal and illegal acts of subversion
and intervention and should demand the immediate
cessation of mercenary adventures once and for all.

403. The representative of the United States said
that the account of the recent incursions into the
Congo made by the representative of that country and
the k1lOwledge of his own delegation of the history
of the mercenary problem in the Congo created a strong

presumption that the resolutions of the Council had
been violated. It was very difficult for his delegation
to understand how foreign mercenaries could be pres
ent in Angola, make preparations for such a misad
venture and then leave Angola for the Congo without
the knowledge or at least the acquiescence of the Por
tuguese authorities. The United States had let Por
tugal know its concern about that matter. He added
that the mercenary problem should be eliminated, and
that all countries, especially those bordering on the
Congo, have the responsibility to ensure compliance with
the resolutions of the Council.

404. The representative of the Union of Soviet So
cialist Republics said that the Council must act to put
an end to the shameful practice of the use of merce
naries against the African States by the forces of
colonialism and imperialism. The attempt of the forces
of colonialism to carry Gut open armed intervention in
the Congo was part of the imperialists' plan to prevent
the young countries of Africa from enjoying their inde
pendence, availing themselves of the general state of
tension in the world caused by the aggression of the
United States against the Viet-Namese people, and of
Israel in the Middle East. Probably, the events in the
Congo were not an isolated action by the mercenaries,
but one link in the chain of a common conspiracy of
imperialism which tried to thwart the movement of
the peoples of Africa, Asia and Latin America towards
genuine national independence and freedom.

405. He asked the United Kingdom representative
whether his Government's refusal to use force in
Southern Rhodesia did not serve the interests of those
forces which threatened the independence of African
nations. Portuguese colonialism drew its strength from
NATO, which furnished Lisbon weapons for its strug
gle against the peoples of Africa. TJle aim of the United
States, the United Kingdom, Belgium and Portugal
was to preserve the position of. the monopolies through
supporting Tshombe and securing the secession of
Katanga. Events around the Congo also showed how
the poHtical alliance of racism and colonialism created
in southern Africa with the support of the great im
perialist Powers. was fraught with great danger for
the peoples of Africa. The Soviet Union supported the
Africans in their demand that the evil forces against
the Congo be condemned and the sovereignty of the
African States pI:otected in accordance with the Charter.
The Council should also demand that the allies of
Portugal in NATO cease their assistance and support
to the Portuguese colonialists.

406. The representative of France said that his
Government, although' disturbed by the events in the
Congo, was encouraged by the Congo's own ability
to deal with the activities of the mercenaries. The
French Government was gratified, because it wished
for the final re-establishment in the Congo of domestic
peace, stability, economic development and progress
towards prosperity. The activities of the mercenaries
should be put to an end. Tt was unthinkable that the
existence of the Democratic Republic of the Congo
should again be troubled without the United Nations
expressing its disapprobation. It was difficult, as the
representative of' the Congo had stated, to present
proof of what had happened, but the presumptions
were serious. The Security Council must be given
assurance that Portugal was taking all possible steps
to prevent mercenary activities; the representative of
Portugal should dispel any doubts which the Council
might have on that score. France had long since taken
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drastic measures to prevent the recl'Uitment of mer~

cenaries in its territory and to discourage adventurers.
In particular, it had prohibited since 1961 any recruit~
ment in its territory on behalf of any forces whatsoever
in the Congo. Thanks to those provisions, it had been
able to suppress such efforts as the opening' of a c1an~

destine training camp as referred to by the representa~

tive of the Congo. Moreover, France was ready to
associate itself with any co-ordinated measures to stop
the return of mercenaries to the Congo.

407. The representative of the United Kingdom,
c.'Cercising his right of reply, said that if the repre
sentative of the Soviet Union could not distinguish
between a condemnation of the use of force in the
Congo and a reluctance to use force in Rhodesia, he
could not help him. United Kingdom opposition to the
use of force was consistent and in accordance with the
principles and precepts of the Charter.

408. Also exercising his right of reply, the repre
sentative of the United States :3aid that his country
had helped the Congo, both bilaterally and through the
United Nations, whereas the Soviet Union had sup
ported secession in the eastern Congo and had opposed
United Nation!S efforts to help that country. The United
States was prepared for a full and open comparison
of the records of the Soviet Union and its own regard
ing the Congo.

409. The representative of the Democratic Republic
of the Congo, in response to the statement made by
the representative of Portugal, said that the Portuguese
representative had denied everything with the arro
gance and cynicism which was the hallmark of his
country. The lack of substance in that statement had
been noted by all.

410. The representative of the Union of Soviet So~

cialist Republics, exercising his right of reply, said
that he did not ask for the United Kingdom's help in
determining the distinction between the concepts of an
open, armed intervention and invasion of a State, and
what was happening in the case of the racist regime
in Rhodesia and other territories with which the
British Government maintained clearly defined rela
tions. The USSR was quite able to understand what
was going on. The matter was to know whether by
announcing that it would not use force against the
racist Southern Rhodesia regime the United Kingdom
did not encourage actions by its partners, including
Portugal, to undermine the independent African
nations.

411. He added that the delivery of weapons from
the United States and other NATO members to Por
tugalmade it possible for the latter to use them against
the African peoples fighting for their independence,
and there was no indication that the United States
intended to stop its support of the Lisbon regime. The
Soviet Union, he said, would remind the United States,
which was trying to turn history upside down, of the
facts about the fight of the Congolese people
against the forces of imperialism and colonialism. It
must not be forgotten how much bloodshed and suffer
ing the Congolese people had had to bear because of
the attemps by imperialist forces to recover their privi
leges in the Congo and maintain colonial domination,
An eternal reminder of that was the bloodshed by
many Congolese for the sake of liberating their country
and for the sake of Patrice Lumumba, who had given
his life for the liberation of the Congo.

412. The representative of Portugal, in exercising
his right of reply, said that it would seem that the
representative of the Congo expected him to admit
everything simply because the Congolese Government
had made accusations. Those accusations went even
further than was originally intended by the Congolese
Government. In that respect, he asked the representa
tive of the USSR to ask the Congolese representative
if there were any Portuguese nationals among the mer
cenaries. His delegation had not simply limited itself
to denying everything; it had made the constructive
suggestion that the Council should undertake an in
vestigation.

413. At the 1374th meeting, on 10 November, the
representative of Portugal said that it seemed that the
Congolese representative had attempted to expand the
basis of the original complaint of collusion on the part
of Portugal with the mercenaries to the allegation
that mercenaries had come from Angola. Those allega
tions appeared to be based either on newspaper reports,
or photographs which could have been faked. There
was nothing to indicate that the figures in the photo~

graphs were mercenaries or that they were taken in
Angola. The alleged letter purportedly taken from the
files of the Belgian Government could also be a forgery
as all Portuguese requests to examine it had been
refused. Assuming the letter was authentic, it was
essential to remember that it did not say that the mer
cenaries were Portuguese nationals or that they were
sent by the Portuguese Government on their alleged
mission inside the Congo. He asked whether it was
proper to produce as evidence an internal document
of a third Government.

414. He added that responsibility for the activities
of mercenaries did not rest with Portugal but with
those countries whose nationals were .recruited and
whose territory was used for training them. Countries
concerned with the security of Congolese people might
also express similar concern for the lives of Angolans
threatened by infiltrating murderers sent from the
Congo. The Portuguese authorities had always taken
all reasonable measures to prevent unlawful activities
launched against the Congo from Portuguese territory,
but it was the Congolese Government that was in the
best position to know and identify the mercenaries since
they had first been employed by the Congolese Govern
ment. It could easily circulate lists of known merce
naries to all Governments, including the Government of
Portugal, requesting that those individuals be impeded
from returning to the Congo. Such a move would
greatly facilitate the task of assisting the Congo in its
difficulties. He said that Portugal abhorred the troubles
brought on the Congo by soldiers of fortune just as
much as it detested the murdering bands of terrorists
sent by the Congo into Angola. These difficulties could
be solved by agreeing upon mutually acceptable co
operation.

415.. The representative of Burundi said that the
security of his country was linked with the Congo
and had itself been threatened with invasion by the
mercenary chief. The Council had witnessed the daring
apologies that were attempted by Portgual which tried
to whitewash the acts of the mercenaries. But the de
nials of Lisbon were belied by documents, newspapers
and in acts by Governments. Thus, the evidence against
Lisbon was incontrovertible. He said that the economic
survival of Portugal depended entirely on the fabulous
resources of Africa and it was seeking to live for ever
as a parasite. The devastation in the Congo caused by
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intrusions from Angola would continue until the. United
Nations attacked the root of the evil by ending the
presence of Portugal in Africa. Only by totally eradicat
ing colonialism could peace and security be restored
to the heart of Africa. Portugal's conduct towards the
United Nations amounted to revolt, resistance and de
fiance of the Charter. Energetic measures of coercion
were necessary against the Portuguese arsenal in An
gola if targets threatened by these war preparations
were to be protected. The members of the Security
Council would readily agree on the necessity to set up
an international organization that would be consonant
with the aspirations of mankind by putting an end to
egotistical attitudes which flouted the efficiency of the
acts of the United Nations.

416. The representative of Zambia said that the
problems of mercenaries in the Congo had been in
existence since the days of the secessionist regime of
Moise Tshombe: the white mercenaries were fighting
in defence of colonialism and not because they loved
Tshombe as ~m individual. The recent mercenary inva
sion of the Democratic Republic of the Congo was a
threat to Africa in particular and the world in general.
Fighting in defence of colonialism, the mercenaries
had disrupted peace and economic progress in the
Congo and caused untold loss of life and property. Ir
refutable evidence existed to prove that the latest
aggression was committed by mercenaries who came
from Angola with the knowledge and support of the
Portuguese authorities. Zambia fully supported the
Congolese position calling upon the Security Council
to condemn Portugal and requesting all countries to
prevent recruitment and training of mercenaries on
their soil. The African people had suffered too long
from foreign domination and exploitation. They should
now be left in peace to develop politically and economi
cally, and to tackle the massive task of eradicating
disease, illiteracy and poverty.

417. The representative of Canada said that his
country had continually supported United Nations ef
forts to sustain the independence, territorial integrity
and stability of th~ Congo. After hearing the state
ment of the Deputy Foreign Minister of the Congo,
it would be very difficult to deny that additional merce
naries had entered the Congo from Angola. It was
hard to imagine that that could have happened without,
at least, the knowledge of the Portuguese. The Council
had a clear duty to take effective action to eliminate
the threat of mercenary incursions in the Congo.

418. The representative of Japan said that it might
be very difficult to provide conclusive evidence on the
question before the Council. However, in the light of
past experience, the Congo had every reason to enter
tain fears and suspicions. If, as seemed to be the case,
the mercenaries of 1 November used Angola as a base
for armed incursion into the Congo whether with or
without Portuguese acquiescence, then the Government
of Portugal must be held responsible. Such action or
negligence must also be condemned as a gross violation
of Security Council resolutions, and the Council should
ask Portugal for a firm commitment not to allow for
eign mercenaries to operate from its territories against
the Congo. Interference by foreign mercenaries had
long plagued the Congo and seriously obstructed the
path of national unity and progress. The Security
Council mus~ act positively so that a young and dynamic
African country could live in peace and prosperity
without any external interference.

419. The representative of Algeria said that the ag
gression by mercenaries amounted to a disguised form
of gunboat diplomacy which ran the risk of unleashing
dramatic events which everyone feared. On the political
level, it was significant that in 1963, during the failure
of the Katangese secession, mercenaries had taken
refuge in Angola. Last July, their leaders sought refuge
in Rhodesia. It must be repeated that until the colonial
systems in Rhodesia, South Africa and the Territories
under Portuguese administration were not definitely
ended, such events would continue and the security
of neither the Congo nor of any other country could
be assured. He added that, to keep ,to the essential
point, it should be remembered that from the first day
of its independence, the Congo had not ceased to be
the prey of imperialist rivalries and the object of
foreign intervention, ar..d that the aim of those im
perialists was to put an end to the liberation move
ment in the Congo. The safeguarding of peace in the
Congo and in Africa was a responsibility of the
Security Council. Nowadays more than ever before,
when aggression afflicted Viet-Nam and the Middle
East, the Council should be equal to its responsibilities
and condemn the aggressor.

420. The representative of Denmark said that the
latest incursions by mercenaries in the Congo ap
peared to have been contained, but the aims and origins
of the operations implied a dangemus trend. Any
country which allowed armed bands to operate from its
territory against another country was violating the
United Nations Charter. Such behaviour violated reso
lution 226 (1966) and resolution 239 (1%7). The
Democratic Republic of the Congo had presented im
pressive evidence to uphold its complaint of new ag
gression by armed intrudel·s. The Security Council's
repeated appeals for non-intervention in the Congo's
internal affairs· must be scrupulously heeded by all
Governments. In that regard, a special obligation rested
on the Congo's neighbours to ensure that adjacent
territories were not abused in contravention of the
Council's resolutions. The Congo had been exposed
far too long to disturbances from outside. Those must
110W be brought to an end so that the peaceful develop
ment of the Congo could be pursued unhampered.

421. The representative of Bulgaria said that the
responsibility of Portugal for the mercenary activities
in the Congo was clear. Even the closest friends of
Portugal which' were at the head of the Atlantic
alliance did not hesitate any more to recognize the
responsibility of their ally even though they sought to
attenuate it. He shared the opinion expressed by the
representative of the Democratic Republic of the Congo
that the Security Council should condemn Portugal,
reaffirm earlier resolutions on the issue (particularly
226 (1966) of 14 October 1966 and 239 (1967) of
10 July 1967)) and thirdly, condemn the principle of
recruiting mercenaries. The present dangerous situa
tion could be resolved only by constraining Portugal
to respect decisions and resolutions of the General
Assembly and Security Council. Also, the international
monopolies· should be called upon to stop malevolent
activities that exploited African peoples for their own
benefit. The United Nations, and particularly the Secu
rity Council, must help the African peoples to rid
themselves of the scourge of the colonial yoke. Only
then could those peoples enjoy true peaceful develop
ment and independence.

422. The representative of China admitted that it
was not easy to establish beyond any shadow of doubt
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all the pertinent facts involved in the matter. But on
the basis of the statement of the representative of the
Congo, as well as on reports from other sources, there
was a strong presumption that the mercenaries did in
fact come from Angola. He added that the Security
Council should be guided by its original principles in
regard to the Congo: i.e., the unity, territorial inte
grity and political independence of the Congo must be
preserved i the Congo must not be a battleground for
rival ideologies i and the Congolese people must be
given the opportunity to develop their own institutions
and resources free of external interference. With re
gard to mercenaries, all countries'-particularly those
bordering the Congo--had grave responsibility to abide
by the terms of the relevant Security Council resolu
tions.

423. The representative of the Democratic Republic
of the Congo, exercising his right of reply, said that
all those who had spoken during the debate had un
mistakably recognized that the bands of mercenaries
had come from Angola. He said that if the representa
tive of Portugal still contended that the Belgian letter
presented to the Council was a forgery, all he needed
to do was to communicate with the Belgian Foreign
Ministry which provided the Congolese Ambassador
in Brussels with the document. His Government was
not very interested in the Portuguese delegate's claim
that the mercenaries were not of Portuguese nationality.
The substance o~ the Congo's accusation was that Por
tugal permit,ted those mercenaries to use Angola as a
training and launching base for operations against the
Congo.

424. The representative of Portugal, in exercise of
his right of reply, said that Portugal refuted the Congo
lese allegations of "barbarous repressions" being con
ducted in Angola. There was also no shred of evidence
to support allegations that mercenary bases existed in
Angola or of any infiltrations from Angola into the
Congo.

425. At the 1376th meeting, on 14 November, the
representative of Portugal denied any role, either direct
or indirect, by his Government in the activities of
mercenaries. He also stated that his Government had
no knowledge of their recruitment or activities in its
territories, and denied that any mercenaries had been
located in any Portuguese territory. He drew the atten
tion of the Council to his Government's statement
which had been circulated to the members of the
Council as document 5/8238. Among other things, it
revealed that 492 refugees, among them 213 armed
Congolese and 75 armed Europeans who did not in
clude any Portuguese nationals, had crossed into
Angola from the Congo. Portugal would give asylum
to the Congolese, while repatriating the seventy-five
Europeans to their respective countries. His delegation
hoped that the countries of which the seventy-five
Europeans were nationals would ensure that, if they
were mercenaries, they were not given passports en
abling them to travel again to the Congo. He said that
his country wanted to know whether the alleged merce
naries comprised white men and Congolese, or whether
they consisted only of the so-called volunteers serving
in the Congolese army who were called mercenaries
only when they turned against their employers. In
addition to the answers to those questions, Portugal
also wanted to know the mind of the Council for its
future guidance, as it did not wish to be brought back
to the Council to be subjected to judgement based on
mere assumptions.

426. The representative of Nigeria said that Bu
rundi, Zambia and Algeria had been designated to put
forward the African case in support of the Congo.
Ethiopia had also spoken in support of the case. A
special committee of the Organization of African Unity
had just met in Kinshasa and the President of the
Congo had made an important statement on that oc
casion. The last word had not yet been heard from
Africa regarding the problem of mercenaries on the
continent.

427. The representative of India said that Angola
seemed to be the main source of the Congo's recurring
troubles. The denials of the representative of Portugal
had not been convincing. He agreed with the repre
sentatives of the United Kingdom, the United States
and otller delegations that it was difficult to believe
that Portuguese authorities could have been unaware
of the activities of the mercenaries in question. The
Council could not fail to respond to the Congo's
appeal that it be left alone to live in peace.

428. The representative of Brazil said that, if estab
lished, the facts alleged by the Congo were of a most
serious nature in themselves, irrespective of the viola
tions they constituted of the Security Council resoltt
tions. The Council should condemn all kinds of sub
versive activities and breaches of the principles of the
Charter, irrespective of who perpetrated them. The
evidence presented was not sufficient to establish un
equivocally Portugal's participation in the recent events
in Katanga. Furthermore, it would be difficult to single
out anyone country, or rather citizens or organizations
of a single country, as mainly responsible for the
mercenary operations in the Democratic Republic of
the Congo. He asked whether those operations were
not, by their nature, scale and purpose, of a multi
national character, and launched from different places.
AI~ ~spects of the 3;ctivities relating to the recruitment,
trammg and transIt of those mercenaries should be
investigated by the Council as a first step towards
eliminating the problem.

429. The repres~nta~ive of Argentina said that,
although the CouncIl did not have more helpful evi
dence to enable it to act with greater force it was
~lear tha~ A!1gola was being. used as a spearhead for
mterve!1tlon m the Congo. HI~ delegation deplored in
tervention at any level and, Without defining and prov
ing intent and co-participation, believed it should be
rooted out of international life.

430.. Th~ President, speaking.as the representative
of Mah, said that the representative of the Democratic
Republic of the Congo ,had presented incontrovertible
do~uments to substantiate the ch!1rges against Portugal,
whIch had not heeded Councd resolutions on that
problem. He added that the Security Council should
condemn the activities of Portgual and take appropriate
measures to curb them. All countries should prohibit the
recruitment of mercenaries, who must be treated as
crimil1als by all Governments.

431. At the 1378th meeting, on 15 November the
President informed the Council that following infdrmal
consultations a consensus had been reached on the text
of a draft resolution. He also stated that one of the
members of the Security Council had reserved the right
to make observations on one particular paragraph.
He then read the following text:

"The Security Council,

((Concerned by the serious situation created in the
Democratic Repvblic of the Congo following the
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armed attacks committed against that country by
foreign forces of mercenaries,

"Co1lcc"1Icd that Portugal allowed those merce
naries to use the territory of Angola under its admin
istration as a base for their armed attacks against
the Democratic Republic of the Congo,

"Taki1lg i1lto consideration the support and as
sistance that those mercenaries have continued to
receive from some foreign sources with regard to
recruitment and training, as well as transport and
supply of arms,

"Co1lccrned at the threat which the organization
of such forces poses to the territorial integrity and
independence of States,

"Rea~Uirmi1lg its resolutions 226 (1966) of 14
October 1966 and 239 (1967) of 11 July 1967,

"1. Condemns any act of interference in the in
ternal affairs of the Democratic Republic of the
Congo;

"2. C01ldemlls, in particular, the failure of Por
tugal, in violation of the above-mentioned Security
Council resolutions, to prevent the mercenaries from
using the territory of Angola under its administra
tion as a base of operations for armed attacks against
the Democratic Republic of the Congo;

"3. Calls upon Portugal to put an end imme
diately, in conformity with the above-mentioned reso
lutions of the Security Council, to the provision to
the mercenaries of any assistance whatsoever;

"4. Calls upon all countries receiving mercenaries
who have participated in the armed attacks against
the Democratic Republic of the Congo to take appro
priate measures to prevent them from renewing their
activities against any State;

"5. Calls upon all Member States to co-operate
with the Security Council in the implementation of
this resolution;

"6. Decides that the Security Council should re
main seized of the question and requests the Secre
tary-General to follow the implementation of the
present resolution."

Decision: At the 1378th meeting, on 15 November
1967, the draft resolution was adopted withlFUt objec
tion (resolution 241 (1967)).

432. The representative of Brazil stated that, because
of the wishes of the Council, his delegation did not
ask for a vote on the resolution; otherwise Brazil would
have abstained, as it could not support operative para
graphs 2 and 3 of the resolution just adopted.

433. The representative of the Union of Soviet So
cialist Republics said that the aggression against the
Congo, the violation of the principles of the Charter
and of the Declaration on the Inadmissibility of Inter
vention in the Internal Affairs of States had been so

glaring that even those members of the Council who
were Portugal's NATO allies had been constrained
to dissociate themselves from any support of the Por
tuguese activities in Africa. Although the resolution
just adopted did to some extent condemn the Portu
guese authorities it was inadequate. There should have
been a more decisive condemnation and measures should
have been taken to prevent such interventions in the
internal affairs of the Democratic Republic of the
Congo.

434. The representative of the Democratic Repub
lic of the Congo thanked the Council for its concern
about the peace and territorial integrity of his country.
The danger was not over, since the mercenaries them
selves had stated that they would return. Members
should use their influence with the Portuguese Gov
ernment to stop those activities, which the Council had
condemned. Those who hired the mercenaries should
also be condemned.

435. The representative of Portugal said that the
resolution just adopted by the Council was unacceptable
to his country. His Government strongly repudiated
and rejected its implications, particularly those con
tained in the second preambular paragraph and in
operative paragraphs 2 and 3. The Government of
Portugal wished to place on record its strong reserva
tion regarding the resolution.

C. Subsequent communication8

436. In a letter dated 28 June 1968 (Sj8660)
addressed to the President of the Security Council, the
Permanent Representative of the Democratic Republic
of the Congo charged that, on 23 June 1968, aircraft
of the Portuguese air force operating in Angola had
bombed the Congolese village of Yongo causing con
siderable damage to houses and wounding two inhabi
tants. That was the third of a series of aggressive acts
committed by Portugal against the Congo during the
previous few weeks. Twenty-seven persons had been
killed the first time, and eighteen the second time.
Those aggressions constituted a violation of the reso
lutions adopted by the Security Council and the Gen
eral Assembly and of the provisions of the Charter.

437. In a letter dated 5 July 1968 (Sj8672) ad
dressed to the President of the Security Council, the
Permanent Representative of the Democratic Republic
of the Congo charged that Portuguese forces stationed
in Angola had committed further acts of aggression
against the Congo, in violation of the principles of the
Charter and of relevant resolutions of the General
Assembly and the Security Council. On 26 June fifteen
Portuguese soldiers had entered the Congolese terri
tory and seized five Angolan refugees. On 30 June,
Portuguese armed forces had fired ten times at three
Congolese on the frontier with Angola; and on 2 July
1968, they had bombed three Congolese villages. .

Chapler3

LETTER DATED 26 DECEMBER 1963 FROM THE PERMANENT REPRESENTATIVE OF CYPRUS
ADDRESSED TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE SECUWTY COUNCIL

A. Communications and reports received be
tween 16 July and 24 November 1967

438. In a'letter dated 26 July 1967 (Sj8099), the
representative of Turkey forwarded the text of a mes-

sage from Dr. Fazil Kuchuk to the Secretary-General
calling attention to the fact that the Cyprus Govern
ment had enacted legislation allegedly to integrate
"more than 10,000 Greek troops" from Greece into
the National Guard of Cyprus.



439. On 24 August 1967 the Secretary-General ap
pealed to Governments (S/8136) for further voluntary
contributions to provide the necessary financial support
for the United Nations Peace-keeping Operation in
Cyprus. He' stated that new pledges ,totatling approx
imately $8.8 million must be received if the Organbm
tion was to covcr in full the costs involvcd in main
taining the Force until 26 December 1967.

440. In a Icttc:' dated 6 Scpteniber ~967 (S/8141),
the representative of Cyprus transmitt~d to the Secre
tary-General the text of a statement of 2 September
by the President of Cyprus concerning normalization
measures taken by the Government. As a result of
those measures, Government armed posts and fortifica
tions were left unmanned in Paphos and Limassol dis
tricts and road blocks on trunk roads removed through
out the island.

441. In a letter dated 5 September 1967 (S/8143),
the representative of Greece announced that his Gov
ernment had decided to make a $600,000 voluntary
contribution for UNFICYP, covering the period from
27 June to 26 December 1967.

442. On 16 November 1967 the Secretary-General
informed (S/8248) the Security Council about de
velopments in the Ayios Theodhoros-Kophinou ~rea.
where a Cyprus Police patrol escorted by NatIOnal
Guard troops had engaged in heavy fighting with local
Turkish Cypriot fighters over the issue of resuming
Cyprus Police patrols which had been temporarily
discontinued in July by the Government. Despite
UNFICYP attempts from September 1967 to help
negotiate a fair settlement, the National Guard and the
Cyprus Police on 14 November had resumed patrolling
villages in the area against the advice of UNFICYP
and on 15 November Turkish Cypriot fighters had
fired at the patrol. National Guard troops and the patrol
had returned the fire with excessive force, overrun
Turkish Cypriot fighters' positions and consequently
set a deep political crisis on its course.

443. The Government of Turkey considered the
fighting a provocation which had beeli planned and pre
meditated by General Grivas, Supreme Commander of
the Cyprus armed forces. It had requested UNFICYP
to interpose itself between the fighting factions.

444. From the beginning of the fighting, the
Secretary-General in New York, the Force. Commander
and his Special Representative in Nicosia had made
incessant attempts to effect a cease-fire. Finally, five
minutes before midnight (local time) on 15 November,
the Foreign Minister of Cyprus had informed the
Special Representative of the Secretary-General in
Cyprus that a cease-fire had been ordered by the Gov
ernment, efft~ctive immediately. The cease-fire, how
ever, had not been fully observed during that night
and sporadic fighting had continued the following morn
ing.

445. In a letter dated 18 November 1967 (S/8251
and Corr.l), the representative of Cyprus brought to
the urgent attention of the President of the Security
Councii alleged instances of threats of force and ag
gression by Turkey against the sovereignty, territorial
integrity and independence of Cypriot air space by
Turkish military aircraft.

446. On 18 November 1967 the Secretary-General
informed (S/8248/Add.!) the Secu.rity Council that
the situation in the Ayios Theodhoros-Kophinou area
remained calm but tense. Shooting incidents in Nicosia
and an exchange of fire at the Kokkina enclave had been

58

reported by UNFICYP the previous night. Throughout
the morning of 18 November. aircraft sightin~s had been
rcported by UNFICYP at Famagusta and Nicosia. The
represcntatives of Cyprus and Grcece had expressed to
the Secretary-General their Governments' tmxiety about
thosc QVertligllts and the dangerous consequences which
might ensue from them. On the same day, the Secre
tary-General had appealed to Turkey for restraint.

447. On 20 November 1967 the Secretary-General
reported (S/8258/Add.2) that firin~ had broken Ollt
in thc Limnitis enclave on 18 November and had quicldy
spread to areas around the enclave. Overflights by
Turkish military jet aircraft had continued on 19
November.

448. On 22 November 1967 the Secretary-General
addressed an urgent appeal (S/8248/Add.3) to the
President of Cyprus and the Prime Ministers of Greece
and Turkey. The appeal stated, illter alia> that alarming
reports continued to reach the Secretary-General of
military preparations, the movement of forces and
threatening statements by the Governments particularly
concerned, as a consequence of the unfortunate recent
incidents of fighting in Cyprus. Such activities could
only increase the danger of military conflict in the area.
The Secretary-General had felt obliged in thc circum
stances to appeal to the three Governments to avoid
any action that could precipitate a new outbreak of
hostilities and to exercise the utmost rcstraint. On the
same day, the Secretary-General had also suggested the
exceptional step of sending to the three capitals, with
the approval of the Governments concerned, a high
level representative to assist them in all possible ways
to reduce the existing tension.

449. In a letter dated 22 November 1967 (S/8260),
the representative of Cyprus called attention to further
v~olations of Cypriot air space by Turkish military
aircraft on 18, 19 and 20 November.

450. On 23 November 1967 the Secretary-General
informed (S/8248/Add.4) the Security Council that
he had designated Mr. Jose Rolz-Bennett, Under
Secretary for Special Political Affairs, to act as his
Personal Representative for the Cyprus mission. Mr.
Rolz-Bennett left New York that evening for Ankara,
Athens and Nicosia.

451. In a letter dated 23 November 1967 (S/8261),
the representative of Cyprus informeGl the President
of the Security Council about further violations of
Cypriot air space by Turkish military aircraft, in dis
regard of the Secretary-General's appeal (S/8248/
Add.3).

452. In a message of 24 November 1967 (8/8248/
Add.6), the Prime Minister of Greece pointed out that
the Greek Government had exercised all its influence
for the rapid return to normality in the Ayios Theo
dhoros-Kophinou area. It had refrained from any menac
in~ 01' provocative statements and even from taking
certain defensive measures which might be construed
as provbcation and it had restrained Greek press com
ments. Greece desired the settlement of any dispute
by peaceful means; therefore, the Prime Minister re
quested the Secretary-General actively to pursue his
efforts and promised the co-operation of the Greek
Government.

453. On 24 November 1%7 the Secretary-General
addressed a new appeal (S/8248/Add.5) to the Presi
dent of Cyprus and the Prime Ministers of Greece and
Turkey. The Secretary-General stated that the portents
regarding Cyprus were increasingly ominous and that



Greece and Tnrke~' appeared to be at the brink of war
over Cyprns. The United Nations should do aU that
it could to avert that catastrophe. He again appealed,
in the strongest possible terms, to Cyprus, Greece and
Turkey to exercise the utmost restraint, to avoid all
acts or threat of force and to be temperate in their
public utteranccs relating to the Cyprus problem and to
relations among themselves. The Secretary-General
believcd that tension could be cased and the imminent
threat of war removed by a reasoned effort by the three
parties to agree upon and arrange for a substantial re
duction of the non-Cypriot armed forces in Cyprus,
other than those of the United Nations. Such reduction
would be in stages and should envisage the ultimate
withdrawal from Cyprus of all non-Cypriot armed
forces other than those of the United Nations. The
Secretary-General appealed to the Governments con
cerned to agree to the suggestion and to undertake a
work programme for such a phased reduction of their
forces. The Secretary-General offered his personal and
UNFICYP's assistance towards achieving that end.

454. In a letter dated 24 November 1967 (S/8262),
the representative of Cyprus requested an urgent meet
ing of the Security Council "in view of the clear threat
of imminent invasion of the territory of the Republic
of Cyprus by Turkish forces".

B. Con8ideration at tbe 1383r(1 meeting
(24/25 Novembel· 1967)

455. The letter dated 24 November 1967 (S/8262)
from the representative of Cyprus was included in the
agenda of the 1383rd meeting of the Council on 24
November 1967. The representatives of Cyprus, Greece
and Turkey were invited, at their request, to participate
in the discussion.

456. The representative of Cyprus said that Cyprus
was under imminent threat of attack and. invasion by
Turkey. He referred to continuous threats of invasion,
preparations for invasion by Turkish military forces
and the Turkish navy and to a series of overflights by
Turkish aircraft. A military source in Ankara had said
that air force, army and navy units were on the alert
in south-central Turkey, only forty miles from Cyprus.
The Prime Minister of Turkey had also indicated that
landings would be made on Cyprus. The representative
of Cyprus therefore appealed to the Security Council
to protect Cyprus from that invasion. It had been said
that Turkey's threatening moves were the result .of the
events at Ayios Theodhoros. That was not the case.
Cyprus had been actually threatened by Turkey with in
vasion before and the Security Council's action had
saved the situation then. Cyprus again needed the pro
tection of the Security Council.

457. The representative of Turkey said that the
Eastern Mediterranean was once again jeopardized by
the irresponsible actions of the Greeks and the Greek
Cypriots under General Grivas. The territorial integrity
and the independence of Cyprus was in mortal danger
because the Greek Army had infiltrated and actually
occupied the part of Cyprus which was under Greek
Cypriot administration. Relying on the military strength
they had built up in complete disregard of the Security
Council's resolution of 4 IVlarch 1964, Greece and the
Greek Cypriots had adopted measures designed to lead
to the annexation of Cyprus to Greece. The military
action against the Turkish Cypriot villages of Ayios
Theodhoros and Kophinou had been launched with that
goal in mind. 'If the Turkish Government had not taken
a firm attitude and if the Secretary-General and

UNFICYP had not intervened so energetically, other
Turkish Cypriot settlements in C)'prus would have suf
fcrcd the same fate as Ayios Theodhoros and Kophi
nOu. The Turkish Govcrnment had therefore come
firmly to believe that the illegal Greek army of occu
pation in Cyprus was the only clement which threatened
the peacc of the island, posed the greatest danger to
the security and life of the Turkish community in
Cyprus and represented the most dircct impediment
to the effective functioning of UNFICYP. Conse
qucntly, it should go if peace wa.s to retum to Cyprus.
The Turkish Government felt that the Security Council
should condemn the inhuman crimes perpctratec1 against
the Turkish commltllity at Kophinou and Ayias Theo
dhoros and call for the payment of compensation to the
inhabitants of the two villages.

458. The representative of Greece deplored the in
cident at Ayios Theodhoros. At the root of those events
lay the Turkish Government's refusal for two months
to agree to the resumption of patrols to the village of
Ayios Theodhoros. It seemed clear that the Turkish
Government wanted to create a new cnclave in the
region to prevent peaceful coexistence between the
Turkish and the Greek comtntmitv there. Turkey had
left nothing undone to create an J atmosphere charged
with tension. The Prime Ministers of Greece and
Turkey had met on 9 and 10 September 1967 and had
agreed that appropriate measures would be taken to
prevent any increase of tension in Cyprus, and to
strengthen the bonds of friendship and co-operation
between Turkey and Greece. Contrary to that pledge
and long before the events at Ayios Theodhoros, Turkish
personalities had helped to create a ' ...·ar climate by
making inflammatory statements while the Turkish
Government had actually set itself on a course of pro
vocative acts which included the mass violation of
Greek air space by Turkish military planes from 2
November. The immediate task of the Security Council
was to prevent the use. of force against a Member of the
United Nations. Greece had done everything possible
to pl'eserve peace. In order to be fully informed of the
situation in Cyprus, the Greek Government had asked
General Grivas to return to Athens.

459. The representative of the USSR said that the
Soviet Government consistently supported the independ
ence, sovereignty and territorial integrity of Cyprus.
It firmly opposed any attempt to settle the Cyprus
question behind the backs of the people of Cyprus in
the interests of the imperialist Powers. Recent events
increased the threat to the sovereignty of the Republic
of Cyprus and to the peace and securitv of the whole
Eastern Mediterranean area. The Gre"ek Army was
reported to have been put on alert, and the reactionary
clique of officers in Athens was making provocative
statements to create a pretext for intervention in the
affairs of Cyprus. Turkey, for its part, because of the
aggravation of the situation in Cyprus, pleading its
own definite interests, had taken a number of mea
sures. Turkish warships were on manceuvres in the
region of Cyprus. The Soviet Government had already
drawn attention to the fact that the military coup in
Greece in April 1967 had created a direct threat to the
independence and the normal democratic development
of Cyprus. Reactionary circles in Greece had been work
ing out plans for the military solution of the Cyprus
problem and for the liquidation of ,the independence and
territorial integrity of Cyprus by ellosis. With outside
help, they also attempted to turn the whole island into
a NATO military base.
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460. In thc interest of maintaining peacc in the arca,
the Soviet Government had called upon the parties to
cxercise restraint and renouncc attempts to solvc the
problems between the Greek and Turkish Cypriots by
the use of arms. The expansion of the conflict, parti~

cUlarly a military clash, might bring consequences which
were difficult to foresee.

461. The representative of the United Kingdom
pointed out that the situation waS critical. The Conncil
should devote its attention to serious eft'orts to find the
action most conducive to maintaining peace and should
not resort to accusations. I-le cammended the steps the
Secretary~General had \lIldertal,en in the direction of
the reduction of thc tensions.

462. The representative of the United States was
deeply disturbed by the dangerous situation. He called
attention to elTorts initiated by the Secretary~General

with commendable vigour and urgency and to other
efforts by his own country which were under way to
avert armed conflict. He appealed to all to exercise
every means to maintain the peace and co-operate with
the current peace cfTorts which ottered promise of a
permanent settlement. He rejected categorically the re
marks of the representative of the USSR conce1'lling
the United States Government and its NATO allies.

463. After Cl recess suggested by the President, he
announced that a consensus had been arrived at on the
following text (S/8266) :

"After holdi,ng consultations with the members
of the Council, I have been authorized to make the
following statement on behalf of the Security Council :

"The Council has now acquainted itself with the
position of the parties directly conce1'lled. It is gravely
conce1'lled in view of the tense and dangerous situa
tion with regard to Cyprus. The Council notes with
satisfaction the efforts undertaken by the Secretary
General to help maintain peace in the region and
calls upon all the parties concerned to show the
utmost moderation and restraint and to refrain from
any act which might aggravate the situation in Cyprus
and constitute a threat to the peace. The Security
Council further requests all conce1'lled urgently to
assist and co-operate in keeping the peace and arriv
ing at a permanent settlement in accordance with
Security Council resolution 186 (1964) of 4 March
1964."

Decision: At the 1383rd meeting, 011 24/25 Novem
ber 196i, the consensus (S/8266) was adopted 'lvi/hout
objectiml.

C. Communications and reports received between
27 November and 31 December 1967

464, In a letter dated 27 November 1967 (S/8268),
the representative of the USSR transmitted the text
of a statement by his Gove1'llment of 22 November
concerning the question of Cyprus. The statement said
that the situation in and around Cyprus had deterio
rated as a result of the armed clash which had occurred
on 15 November in Cyprus. The events in Cyprus,
however, must be regarded in connexion with the
policy of the reactionary circles in Greece which had
been making plans for the solution of the Cyprus prob
lem by military methods through cllosis. and in con
nexion with the designs of certain NATO circles. The
Government of Turkey had also taken military mea
sures, citing its specific interests in Cyprus. The Soviet
Government closely followed developments in Cyprus
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and in view of the events it deemed it necessary to
restate that the USSR stood for the sovereignty, in~

dependence and territorial integ't'ity of Cyprus and
would fa\'o\\\, the peaceful settlement of all prohlem!i
hetween the Greek and the Tmldsh population of
Cyprus without any interference from the outside.

465. In a letter dated 27 November 1967 (S/8248/
Add.6), the President of Cyprus welcomed the
Secretary-General's pet'sonal olrcr of assistance to the
three Governments. The President of Cyprus con
sidered it imperative to have effectivc international as
surances for the respect of the sovereignty, independence
and tcrritorial integrity of thc Republic. He expressed
his Governmcnt's gratitude for the efforts the Secretary
General had made, including the initiative in sending
Mr. Rolz-Bennett on his visit to the three capitals.

466. In his reply dated 27 November 1967 (S/
8248/Add.6) to the Secretary-General's second appeal
(S/8248/Add.5), the Prime Minister of Greece ac
cepted the Secretary-General's suggestions and ell
dorsed the appeal as a whole. However, he considered
it essential that the Turkish Government should give
formal assmances for respecting- the sovereignty, in
depcndcnce and territorial integrity of Cyprus and
refraining from any military intervention in the altairs
of the Republic. Furthermore, if there was to be a
withdrawal of non-Cypriot forces frOm Cyprus, that
move should be accompanied by a recall of measures
of military prcparedness taken by the Turkish Gov
ernment. The Prime l\finister of Grcece further agreed
with the Secretary-General that the aim should be the
ultimate complete withdrawal from Cyprus of non
Cypriot forces other than those of the United Nations.

467. According to the record of an oral cOlllmunica
tion by the Permancnt Representative of Turkey to
the Sccrctary-Gencral of 28 Novembcr (S/8248/
AdcI.6), Turkey considered the Secretary-General's ap
peal as a means of keeping opcn the peaceful approaches
to the desired results. Consistent with the spirit of
the appeal, members of the Turkish Government had
had frank conversations with Mr. Rolz-Bennett and
with other emissaries and had explained to them the
policies and peaceful intcntions of Turkey. In the
view of the Turkish Govemment, the purpose of the
Secretary-General's appeal could best be served if ,the
party to which it had been mainly addressed, Greece,
would act with a spirit of understanding and adopt
without delay a constructive attitude.

468. In a Ictter dated 27 November 1967 (S/8270),
the representative of Turkey translnitted a message
from Dr, Fazil Kuchuk, Vice-Prcsident of CypntS, to
the Secretary-General concerning rcports of the dis
tribution to the Cyprus Police of arms which were
said by the represcntativc of Turkey to have bcen kept
in custody by UNFICYP before the incidents of 15
November 1967.

469. In a letter dated 29 November 1967 (S/8278),
the representative of Cyprus chargcd Turkey with
further violations of Cypriot air space and territorial
watcrs by Turkish aircraft and naval vessels from 25
to 29 Novcmber, in disregard of the consensus adopted
by the Security Council on 24/25 Novembcr.

470. On 3 December 1967 the Secrctary-Gencral
addressed a third appeal (S/8248/Add.6) to the Prcsi
dent of Cyprus and the Prime Ministers of Greece and
Turkey. The Secretary-General noted that his previous
appcals had received generally favourable reactions.
Subscquent to those appeals, the Secretary-General



had been informed that there had been consultations
and discussions involving the parties. In view of those
consultations, the Secretary-General deemed it neces
sary to appeal further to the Governments of Grcece
and Turkey to take immediatc measures to cnd any
threat to the security of onc another as well as of
Cyprus and, as a first step, "to carry out an ex
peditions withdrawnl of those of their forces in excess
of their respective contingcnts in Cyprus". The
Secretary-Gencral understood that, subjcct to ,the neces
sary action by the Security Council, UNFICYP's
mandate might be enlarged, if desired, for the realiza
tion of quiet and peace in Cyprus. He made available
his good offices in connexion with these matters.

471. The replies (S/8248/Add.7) to the Secretary
General's third appeal (S/8248/Add.6) from the Prime
Ministers of Greece and Turkey were received on the
same day-3 December-as was a preliminary response
from the Cyprns Government.

472. The Prime l\'Iinister of Greece took note (S/
8248/Add.7, para. b.) of the Secretary-General's ap
peal, welcomed the message, accepted its contents and
expressed his Government's readiness to carry it out
expeditionsly.

473. The Prime Minister of Turkey informed the
Secretary-General (S/8248/Add.7, para. c.) that the
Turkish Government had accepted his appeal and was
ready to carry it out expeditiously. In view of the
tragic events in Cyprus, the Turkish Government fully
supported the enlargement of UNFICYP's mandate
and functions to include supervision of disarmament in
Cyprus that would extend to all forces constituted after
1%3. The Government of Turkey considered such
measures as an indispensable guarantee for the security
of the Turkish community and for the prevention of
new menaces to peace in the island and the region. The
purpose of the arrangements was to resolve· the crisis.
Consequently, measures taken would not affect the
validity of existing treaties and would not prejudge
the modatities of a final solution.

474. In his substantive reply dated 4 December 1967
(S/8248/Add.8), the President of Cyprus shared the
view that the withdrawal from Cyprus of the forces
of Greece and Turkey in excess of their respective con
tingents would be a step towards the ultimate and com
plete withdrawal of all non-Cypriot armed forces other
than those of the United Nations, and that it would
be consistent with the Secretary-General's second appeal
of 24 November 1967 (S/8248/Add.S). Threats to the
security of Cyprns had been the main danger to inter
national peace in the area during the current crisis and
on previous occasions. The Government of Cyprus
welcomed the Secretary-General's appeal for immediate
measures to pnt an end to such threats, and considered
that effective guarantees against military intervention
were a demanding necessity and should be ensured
through the Security Council. The question of any
further role of UNFICYP or enlargement of its
maudate would have to be considered by the Security
Council, with due regard lO the sovereignty of Cyprus.
The Government of Cyprus looked forward to
UNFICYP's contribution to measures aimed at the
establishment of peace and security for all the people
of Cyprus. The Government had carefully noted and
gladly accepted the Secretary-General's good offices
proffered in his appeals in relation to matters referred
to therein and during the relevant discussions in the
Security Council.
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475. In his message of 6 December 1967 (S/8248/
Add.9), the President of Cyprus formally asked for
the Secretary-General'S good offices. The Foreign Min
ister of Cyprus was to leave for New York to e.~change

views with the Secretary-General on relevant lt1atters.
476. On 8 December 1967 the Secretary-General

submitted to the Council his eleventh report on the
United Nations Peace-keeping Operation in Cyprus
(S/8286), covering the period from 13 June to 8
Decembcr 1967. The Sccretary-General observed that
the events in Cyprus and their very serious repercus
sions had shown that relatively small incidents could
easily develop into an imminent threat to international
peace. The Secretary-General's appcals and the efforts
of his Personal Representative, Mr. Jose Rolz-Bennett,
had demonstrated the need for a positive dcmilitariza
tion of Cyprus. That wOllld be a decisive step towards
securing pcace on the island. Although it had been
possible this time to stem the tide, it was of the utmost
urgency to act in the search for a lasting solution to the
Cyprus question. The mediation effort had been in
operative. Neither the parties nor the Security Council
could afford to allow the situation to stumble from
crisis to deeper crisis. The Secretary-General, therefore,
urged all concerned to seize dle opportunity emerging
from the recent crisis and to display statesmanship and
goodwill to resolve that complex and long-standing
issue. He assured the Security Council that the good
offices of the Secretary-General continued to be avail
able to the parties and to the Security Council to that
end.

477. In a letter dated 12 December 1967 (S/8294),
the representative of Turkey transmitted the text of a
statement of 3 December from Vice-President Kuchuk
to the Secretary-General in connexion with the appeal
addressed to Turkey, Greece and Cyprus by the
Secretary-General (S/8248/Add.6).

478. In a letter dated 29 December 1967 (S/8318),
the representative of Cyprus transmitted the text of a
statement made by the President of Cyprus concerning
the establishment of a "Provisional Cyprus Turkish ad
ministration". The President of Cyprus regarded the
establishment of that new administration as a flagrantly
unlawful step and declared its possible actions entirely
null and void. He also considered that step a direct
intervention by Turkey in the internal affairs of Cyprus
with the aim of undermining the good offices of the
Secretary-General.

479. In a letter dated 30 December 1967 (S/8320),
the representative of Greece stated that the establish
ment of a so-called "temporary Turkish Cypriot ad
ministration" was in direct contravention of the spirit
and the letter of the Secretary-General's appeals for
the settlement of the latest crisis in Cyprus. Such an
action might undermine the chances of possible detente
towards a final solution for the Cyprus problem.

D. Consideration at tlte 1385tlt and 1386tlt
meetings (20 and 22 December 1967)

480. At the l385th tneeting, on 20 December 1967,
the report of the Secretary-General (S/8286) was in
cluded in the agenda. The representatives of Cyprus,
Greece and Turkey were again invited, at their request,
to participate without the right to vote in the discussion.
At his request (S/8293) and under rule 39 of the
Council's provisional rules of procedure, the Council
agreed to hear a statement by Mr. Osman orek, repre
senting the Turkish community of Cyprus.



481. Thc rcpresentativc of C)'prus said that tall,s
or negotiations could not· bc conductcd fruitfully undcr
threat of invasion. In responsc to the Secretary
General's appeal of 24 November 196.7 (5/8248/
Add.S) the Greek and the Turkish Governments had
agreed to withdraw from Cyprus troops in excess of
their respective contingents. It was therefore more im
perative than ever to provide CYPI'llS with an cffective
guarnntee ngainst the possibility of extel'llnl attack.
The Cyprus'" Govcl'llmcnt took the view that it would
be in the interest of peace if there were a complete
withdrawal of Greek and Turldsh troops ft'om C)'pI'llS,
accompnnied by such a guarantee. In that case, the
Cyprus Govet'llltlent would be ready to consider the
question of complete internal disarmamcnt, including
the dismantling of the National Guard. The Cyprus
problem was not a problem between Greece and Turkey
but a problem which concerned the people of Cyprus.
The Cyprus Government was, therefore. not consent
ing at that time to any new bilateral effort between
Greece and Turkey with regard to the Cyprus problem.

482. The representative of Turkey said that the real
disease i~ Cyprus was the desire of the Greek Cypriots
for CI/OS/S with Greece by any means. It was the
Council's responsibility to take mensures to prevent the
recurrence of the Cyprus crisis. There were three stages
to peace. The first. withdrawal of Greek troops which
had infiltrated into Cyprus, was under way. The next
step should be the disarming and disbanding of illegal
troops created ill violation of the Cyprus Constitution.
This stage would necessarily involve a more active role
for UNFICYP. The final stage would come when all
parties, including the Turkish Cypriot community, could
peacefully reach a settlement by themselves or through
the United Nations. It was a bitter fact of life that ever
since its creation in l\oIarch 1964, the Peace-keeping
Force in Cyprus had been unable to prevent military
aggressions by the Greek Cypriots, although it had
averted escalations into a holocaust. If the United
Nations Peace-keeping Force was hamstrung by narrow
concepts of authority it could do no more than maintain
an explosive statlls qllo and so might even delay
for ever a final peaceful settlement.

483. The representative of Greece said that Greece
had complied with the appeals of the Secretary-General.
In turn. Greece asked the Security Council to fill the
gap in the island's defences against attack from abroad,
for the threat to CYPl'lls would not automatically disap
pear with the withdrawal of Greek forces. The task
should be to work out arrangements for the consolida
tion of peace and security in the region; Greece would
give support to such an effort. A process of entering
into a certain phase of consultations was under way
with the good offices of the Secretary-General. That
phase should be approached with an open mind and
readiness for co-operation.

484. At the invitation of the Presidcnt, IV1r. Osman
Orek made a statement. He said that in the last four
years the world had come to realize the true nature
of the Cyprus problem. It transpired from experience
that the sole aim of the Greek leaders in Cyprus had
been to misuse Cyprus's independence and its United
Nations membership as an instrument for bringing
about ellosis. An objective analysis of the situation
would reveal that the Turkish community had been
robbed of its rights and attempts had been made to
abrogate the Treaty of Guarantee of 1960 which had
provided for its security. It was encouraging that
Greece and Turkey had agreed to proposals by the
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Secretar~'-Genernl. However, the armed threat against
the Turkish Cypriots must also cease inunediately. If the
Greek Cvpriots indeed wanted peace and trnnquillity,
a golden" opporhmit)· had opened ut> for them to la)·
down their arms and prepare the groundwork for an
:\greed settlement of the Cyprus l)t·oblcm. To that cnd,
the Tml,ish Cypriots WQuld be co-operutive.

485. The representative of the United Kingdom said
that the mandate of the Force Was to expire in llve
or six days hut States providing troops to the Force
had little time to take decisions in so short a period. In
those circumstances, there was a general feeling tlmt
the Council should act soon by extending for three
months the mandate of the Force and b)' considering
the SecretaQ'-General's suggestions~ inchtding his offer
of good offices. Perhaps no final solution would be
found soon: .the Secltt'ity Council however could
find the rigltt course to prevent the rccurrence of
similar cdses in Cyprus. It was inadcquateltterely to
renew the mandate of UNFICYP periodicall". without
also trying as hard as possible to make some 'advances
towards a general settlement.

486. At the 1386th meeting, on 22 December 1967,
the Presidcnt informed members of the Council that
as a result of intensive consultations ngreement had
been rcached on the text of the following draft resolu
tion:

«TI/C SUI/I·it.tt COl/llcil,
«Notillg the appeals addressed by the Secretary

General to the Governments of Greece, Turkey and
Cyprus on 22 November, 24 November and 3 De
cember and the report of the Secretary-General of
8 December 1967 (S/8286),

«Notillg the replies of the three Governments con
cerned to the appeal of the Secretary-General of 3
December in which the Secretary-General proffered
his good oll1ces, and their replies to his previous
appeals,

«Notillg from the said report of .tile Secretary
General. that circumstances continue to require the
presence of the United Nations Peace-keeping Force
in Cyprus for a further period,

"Noting that the Government of Cyprus has agreed
that it is necessary to continue the Force beyond 26
December 1967,

"1. RC(I'.Oirms its resolution 186 (1964) of 4
]\IIarch 1964 and its subsequent resolutions as well
as its expressions of consensus on this question;

"2. Extellds the stationing in Cyprus of the United
Nations Peace-keeping" Force established under the
Council's resolution 186 (1964), for a period of
three months ending on 26 March 1968;

'(3. Invites the parties promptly to avail them
selves of the good offices proffered by the Secretary
General and requests the Sccretary-General to report
on the results to the Council as appropriate;

"4. Calls UPOll all the parties concerned to con
tinue to show the utmost moderation and restraint
and refrain from any act which might aggravate the
situation ; ~

"5. Urges the parties concerned to undertake a
new determined effort to achieve the objectives of
the Security Council with a vicw, as requested in
the Council's consensus of 24/25 November 1967,
to keeping the peace and arriving at a permanent set
tlement in accordance with Security Council resolu
tion 186 (1964) of 4 March 1964;



\(6. Decides to rcmain sci7.cd of this qucstion and
to rcconvcne for its further considcration as soon as
circmllstanccs and dcvclopmcnts so rcquirc."
487. The rcpresentative of France obscrved that

the recent cl'isis in Cyprus had aggravated further the
dill'erences created between the Great POWOI'S by cl'isis
in the Middle East. The French Government was happy
to note that the leadcrs of Ankara, Athens and Nicosia
had responded to the apl)eals b)' the Sccretary-Gencml.
}i"rance was also gratificd by the agreemcnt on military
discngagements in C)·prus. The situation, however, was
still far from being norlllal. The French delegation
therefore had no objection to the extension of the
Force's mandate provided that it would be for a short
term, such as three months, and that it remained in
any case within the framework of the resolution of 4
~[arch 1964. But it was necessary that dming the short
extension the three Governments make a concerted
effort to achicvc a lasting solution for the Cyprus
problem. The desired effort on their part was, to a
certain extent, the very condition for the extension of
the mandate of UNFICYP.

488. The representative of the USSR stated that
in view of the acute aggravation of the situation in the
Eastern Mediterranean the question of the withdrawal
of all foreign troops from the territory of Cyprus, and
the dismantling of all foreign bases there, in order. to
ensure the complete independence and integrity of the
nepublic of Cyprus, acquired special importance. He
emphasized that the current events in Cyprus could not
be considered without reference to the policy of reac
tionary circles in Greece, which were trying, with the
support of outside forces and the help of their agents
in Cyprus, to transform the whole island of Cyprus
into aNATO military base and deal summarily with
the democratic forces in that country. The representativc
of the ussn pointed out tlmt the successive extensions
of the mandate of the Force for almost four years could
not be considered normal. The position of the Soviet
Union regarding the use of United Nations armed forces
to avert or halt aggressive activities and protect the
sovereignty of the State which was the victim of the
aggression had been stated at length in the memoranda
from the Soviet Government dated 10 Tune 1964 and
16 March 1967. Decisions to send UniteciNations armed
forces into a particular country should be taken as a
vcry extreme measure after careful consideration of
all thc facts pertaining to thc case and with rcgard for
the fact that the use of forcign troops, including United
Nations troops.. to scttle conflicts and even thcir mere
presence on the territory of other Statcs could, as the
sad expcriencc of thc past had shown, produce thc op
posite results-interfercnce in the internal affairs of
States. serious i.nternational complications and an ag
gravation of tcnsion. The indispcnsablc condition for the
adoption of such an extrcme measure as thc use of
United Nations armed forccs should always and in all
circumstances bc strict observancc of all thc provisions
of the United Nations Charter rclating to the use of
force to maintain or rcstorc peacc. On the basis of
that position, the Soviet Governmcnt had in principle
been opposed to sending foreign troops to Cyprus but it
had not opposed the Security Council's action in March
1964 because it had wanted to meet thc desirc of Cyprus
whosc Governmcnt had considered the stcp a useful
one, dcspite its deficiencies. Tmkey had also agreed
to the Secmitv Council's action. The Sovict Govern
ment however'would firmly oppose any transformation
of UNFICYP into a police force which might use arms

against either the Greek or the Turkish community in
Cyprns. Regnrding the druft resolution, the Soviet
delegntion would not prevent its adoption provided it
was the desire of Cyprus mul other interested parties
and if it were in {ull accord with resolution 186 (1964)
ndopted by the Security Council on 4 :Mnrch 1964, i.e.,
if the present functions of the United Nations forces
in Cyprus and the prescnt procedure {or financing them
on a voluntary basis were retaincd.

Decisioll: .I1t tile 1386t" 1tIeetillU: Oil 22 DecembCf'
1967, tile draft resol"tioll read bv tile Presidellt of tile
Co,,"cil 'It/as adol,ted 1mmlimoi,sly (resol"tion 244
(1967)).

489. After the vote, the Secretary-General stated
that he was immediately requesting the Governments
which had been providing contingents for the Force to
continue to make the contingents available. He also
wished to nssure the Security Council and the parties
concerncd that he was immediatcly available to help
them find a way to resolve their differences and renewed
his offer of good offices to them. In the abscnce of
guidancc from the Council as to the points which had
been thc subjcct of ncgotiations with the parties, the
Secretary-Gencral warned the Council about the dif
t1cultics ahcad.

490. The representative of Canada said that the re
solution just adopted placed the extension of UNFICYP
in thc proper context by emphasizing the need of a
permanent settlement. Furthermore, the resolution of
fered hopes that the coming weeks would be used by the
partics for clarifying various issues. Meanwhile co
operation with UNFICYP should be improved.

491. The representative of Denmark said that past
cvents showed that the presence of a peace-keeping
force in Cyprus was in itself not enough for containing
a dangerous situation; it had to be combined with
cnergetic efforts in the political field.

492. The representative of the United States was
plcased to support on behalf of his Government the draft
resolution cxtending the life of the United Nations
Force in Cyprus. He noted that it was only due to
strenuous efforts by many, including thc Secretary
General and his nepresentative, Mr. Rolz-Bennett,
and thc ultimate co-operation of Greece, Turkey and
Cyprus that the mounting threat of the outbreak of
hostilities in Cyprus had subsided. He considered that
the Secretary-General's appeal of 3 Deccmber (S/
8248/Add.6), which the three parties welcomed, repre
sentcd a critical element in the favourable turn of events.
The withdrawal of Greek and Turkish troops from
Cyprus and the extcnsion of the good offices of the
Secretary-General wcre important factors towards a
permanent solution. Noting the United States had
contributcd more than $30 million to UNFICYP, he
said the United States would continue to support the
work of UNFICYP both politically and financially. He
rcgretted that the Council had once again been sub
jected to the platitudinous Soviet theme concerning an
imperialist conspiracy to extinguish the independence
of Cyprus. He said that it was precisely those countries
which the representativc of the USSR accused of such
a plot which had been in the forefront of efforts, ap
plauded by all of the parties concerned, to uphold the
independence of Cyprus. He added that the intensive
efforts of the United States emissary could hardly
be considered anything but a vital commitment to ensure
peacc and security and to create opportunities to find
a solution to the Cyprus problem. He also objected to
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the Soviet representative's description of UNFICYP
as a foreign force, stating it is an agent of the world
organization, established by thc Security Council at the
request of the Govcrnment of Cyprus.

493. The representative of the USSR 'said that the
United States representative had taken the remarks
about plots being hatched and an imperialist conspiracy
against Cyprus as being addressed to him, because the
matter was more obvious to him. No attempts to eulo
gize the mission of the United States emissary, Mt'.
Vance, and to portray him as a peacemaker could con
ceal the interference by NATO and Washington in the
internal affairs of Cyprus. The representative of the
USSR expressed ,'egret at the fact that the United
States representative considered that it was platitudi
nous to demand respect for and observance of the
United Nations Charter.

E. Communication8 and report8 received between
1 January and 18 March 1968

494. In a special report dated 3 January 1968 (5/
8323), the Secretary-General informed the Security
Council about the position the Cyprus Government and
Greece had taken regarding- the establishment of a
"Provisional Cyprus Turkish administration" (5/8318,
5/8320) 'and added that on 30 December 1967, the
Cyprus Government had also informed a number of
foreign ambassadors in Cyprus that any visits by them
to the head of the new administration would be regarded
as contrary to their accreditation to the President of
the Republic. On the same day, the Cyprus Govern
ment declared Mr. Zaki Kuneralp, Secretary-General of
the Turldsh Foreign Ministry, persolla. IIOU grata.~ for
his participation in the establishment of that administra
tion. Also on ·the same day, the representative of Turkey
indicated to the Secretary-General that the establishment
of the "Provh,:~!1al Cyprus Turkish administration"
represented reorganization of Turkish Cypriot admin
istrative affairs and had been carried out within the
framework of the Cyprus Constitution. The measures
were practical and were not related to the final solution
of the Cyprus question.

495. In a letter dated 5 January 1968 (S/8324),
the representative of Cyprus informed the Secretary
General of a series of pacification measures the Cyprus
Government had announced. However, in view of the
establishment of the "Provisional Cyprus Turkish ad
ministration" the pacification measures were not to be
extended to the Turkish quarter of Nicosia. Further
more, as from 4 January 1968, the officials and members
of that administration would not be allowed to enter
or leave the Turkish quarter of Nicosia.

496. In a letter dated 5 January 1968 (S/8326), the
representative of Turkey considered the new restrictions
on the free movement of certain members of the Turkish
community a breach of law and equity and in flagrant
contradiction with the Secretary-General's 3 December
1967 appeal (S/8248/Add.6) and resolution 244
(1967) of 22 December 1967.

497. In a letter dated 8 January 1968 (S/8327),
the representative of Turkey replied ,to the letter from
the representative of Greece (S/8320) concerning the
establishment of a "Provisional Cyprus Turkish ad
ministration" and stated that the measure had brought
practical change to the de facto situation on the island
existing since 1964 as a result of the policy of the Greek
Cypriot administration. He stated that the administra
tive reorganization of Turkish Cypriot affairs did not
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in any way affect the disarmament of illegal forces in
Cyprus, was not in contradiction with Security Council
resolutions on Cyprus and was carried out at ,the
!nitiative of and by the Turkish Cypriots without any
Ulterference by Turkey.

498. In a letter dated 8 January 1968 (5/8330),
the representative of Turkey transmitted the text of a
cable of 5 January from Vice-President Kuchuk to
the Secretary-General concerning the "Provisional
Cyprus Turkish administration".

499. In a letter dated 8 January 1968 (S/8331),
the representative of Turkey transmitted the text of
a cable from Dr. Kuchuk to the Secretary-General in
connexion with the Secretary-General's special report
on Cyprus (5/8323).

500. In a letter dated 13 January 1968 (5/8338),
the representative of Cyprus transmitted to the Secre
tary-General a statement by the President of Cyprus
in which he announced his decision to seek renewal
of his mandate through elections. The President felt
that the Cyprus question had entered its most critical
phase. That required courageous decisions and im
portant initiatives to break .the deadlock. He therefore
felt he could not continue as President of Cyprus
without a new expression of its people's will as to
the handling of the Cyprus problem.

501. In a letter dated 14 January 1968 (5/8341),
the representative of Greece replied to the letter of 8
January (S/8327) by the representative of Turkey
concerning the establishment of a "Provisional Cyprus
Turkish administration".

502. In a letter dated 12 January 1968 (S/8342),
the Secretary-General appealed to Governments for
further voluntary contributions for the financing of
the United Nations Peace-keeping Force in Cyprus.

503. In a letter dated 18 January 1968 (S/8343),
the representative of Turkey transmitted the text of a
statement of 15 January from Dr. Kuchuk to the
Secretary-General in connexion with the statement of
the President of Cyprus (S/8338) regarding elections.

504. In a letter dated 21 January 1968 (S/8348),
the representative of Cyprus replied to the letter of
8 January (S/8327) by the representative of Turkey.

505. In a letter dated 22 January 1968 (S/8350).
the representative of Turkey transmitted the text of a
message from Dr. Fazil Kuchuk to the Secretary
General concerning elections. Following a discussion
on 16 January 1968 with the Special Representative
of the Secretary-General in Cyprus of the question of
the re-election of the President of the Republic, Dr.
Fazil Kuchuk stated that the Turkish community.
desirous of abiding by the provisions of the Constitu
tion, had decided to hold a separate election of the
Vice-President, in accordance with article 39 (I) of
the Constitution of Cyprus, on the same day as the
President of the Republic was going to be elected.
UNFICYP's assistance was requested in such matters
as safe transport of ballot boxes, free travelling of
candidates to and from Turkish areas all over the
island and free travelling of electors to and from polling
stations and preventing the Greek Cypriots from
taking any action that might undermine free elections.

506. In a letter dated 25 January 1968 (S/8358),
the representative of Turkey replied to the letter of
21 January (S/8348) by the representative of Cyprus
concerning the question of enosis.



507. In a letter dated 26 January 1968 (S/8362).
the representative of Turkey replied to the letter of
14 January (S/8341) by the representative of Greece
concerning the creation of a ClProvisional Cyprus
'rurkish administration" and the withdrawal of exl"p<;<;
Greek forces from Cyprus.

508. In a letter dated 31 January 1968 (S/8374),
the representative of. Turkey transmitted a messagtl
from Dr. Fazil Kuchuk to the Secretary-General regard
ing unconstitutional acts against the Turkish com
munity.

509. In a letter dated 29 January 1968 (S/8375),
the representative of Greece replied to the letter of
26 January (S/8362) by the representative of Turkey
concerning the fulfilment of Greece's obligations in
withdrawing excess Greek forces from Cyprus.

510. In a letter dated 6 February 1968 (S/8386),
the representative of Turkey transmitted the text of
a message from Dr. Fazil Kuchuk to the Secretary
General. It stated that the restrictions imposed upon
members of the "Provisional Cyprus Turkish ad
ministration" also applied to the Turkish members of
the Cyprus House of Representatives and to other
officials of the Turkish Communal Chamber.

511. In a letter dated 10 February 1968 (S/8393),
the representative of Cyprus replied to the letter of
25 January (S/8358) by the representative of Turkey
concerning Turkish policy regarding Cyprus.

512. In a letter dated 9 March 1968 (S/8449),
the representative of Cyprus informed the Secretary
General that as of 8 March all existing restrictions in
respect of the Turkish quarter of Nicosia had been
lifted by the Cyprus Government. It was hoped that
the decision of the Cyprus Government, which had
restored complete freedom of movement for the Turkish
Cypriots throughout the island, would be appreciated
by the Turkish Cypriots who were expected to respond
in a spirit. of goodwill to the decision of the Cyprus
Government.

513. On 9 March 1968 the Secretary-General sub
mitted to the Council his twelfth report on the United
Nations peace-keeping operation in Cyprus (S/8446),
covering the period from 9 December 1967 to 8 March
1968. The Secretary-General said that this latest
three-month period had been the quietest since Decem
ber 1963. It was to be hoped that the crisis in
November 1967 might have made both Greek and
Turkish Cypriots realize the urgent need to compose
their differences.. The lifting of restrictions imposed
against the Turkish Cypriots and the main Turkish
Cypriot enclave in Nicosia had contributed to the
relaxation of tension, which in turn had been reflected
in the sharp reduction of shooting incidents and a
beginning of military disengagement in some places.
What was needed was an acceleration of the momentum
towards a solution of the Cyprus problems. The discus
sions under the good offices proffered by the Secretary
General had not yet succeeded in bridging the divergent
views of the parties. However, the improved atmosphere
might lead the parties to a more amenable and com
promising attitude.

514. In the light of the improved atmosphere, the
Secretary-General placed before the parties and the Se
curity Council an outline of initiatives on the steps
which in his view should be taken in the search for
a solution to the Cyprus problem: (1) extension by
the Government of Cyprus of its normalization measures
to the whole of Cyprus should make possible those
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necessary measures by the Turkish Cypriot leadership
for a full return to normal conditions and, as a first
step, to abandon its policy of preventing Greek Cypriots
from moving freelv in the Turkish Cypriot-controUed
areas; (2) both "the Government and the Turkish
leadership should accept UNFICYP's proposals for
military deconfrontation; (3) the Secretary-General
would caU upon the parties to show a spirit of accom
modation; (4) the Special Representative of the Secre
tary-General would invite leading Greek and Cypriot
personalities to meet for initiating talks on the Cyprus
problem; (5) the Secretary-General would call on
both Greece and Turkey to assist in the measures by
encouraging the respective communities in Cyprus to
respond positively to the steps outlined; and (6) the
Secretary-General would call on the Government .of
Cyprus and the Turkish Cypriot leadership to avoid
incidents that might disturb the prevailing atmosphere
of quiet. In these circl1mstances the Secretary-General
considered the extension of the United Nations Peace
keeping Force in Cyprus for three months justified.

515. The Secretary-General also reported that on
25 February 1968 elections had been held for the
Presidency. Only Greek Cypriots had voted. Arch
bishop Makarios had received 95.45 per cent of the
votes cast. There had been no actual baUoting to fiU
the office of the Vice-President. On 15 February
1%8, the Turkish Cypriot returning officer had declared
Dr. Fazil Kuchuk automatically re-elected in the
absence of any other candidate and by virtue of
the election laws applicable before 1964. Mr. Mehmet
Zekia former Chief Justice of Lhe Supreme Court
of the Republic, had announced on 27 January 1968
that he would not become a candidate for the Vice
Presidency in order to preserve the unity of the
Turkish Cypriot community and in view of the as
surances given publicly by Dr. Kuchuk that, as soon
as normal conditions were re-established, new elections
would be held to fill the office of the Vice-President.

F. Consideration at tile 1398t" meeting
(18 Marc" 1968)

516. At the 1398th meeting of the Council, on 18
March 1968, the report of the Secretary-General
(S/8446) was included in the agenda. The represen
tatives of Cyprus, Greece and Turkey were 'invited,
at their request, to participate without vote in the
discussion.

517. At the beginning of the meeting the President
of the Council announced that prior consultations had
resulted in agreement on the text of the following draft
resolution:

"The Security Council,
((N otillg from the report of the Secretary-General

of 9 March 1968 (S/8446) that in the present cir
cumstances the United Nations Peace-keeping Force
in Cyprus is still needed if peace is to be maintained in
the island,

((Noting that the Government of Cyprus has agreed
that in view of the prevailing conditions in the island
it is necessary' to continue the Force beyond 26
March 1968,

((N o#ng, from the observations in the report, the
new conditions prevailing in the island,

"1. Reaffirms its resolutions 186 (1964) of 4
March, 187 (1964) of 13 March, 192 (1964) of



20 June, 193 (1964) of 9 August, 194 (1964) of 25
September and 198 (1964) of 18 December 1964,
201 (1965) of 19 March, 206 (1965) of 15 June, 207
(1965) of 10 A\lgust and 219 (1965) of 17 De
cember 1965, 220 (1966) of 16 March, 222 (1966)
of 16 June, 231 (1966) of 15 December 1966, 238
(1967) of 19 June .1.nd 244 (1967) of 22 December
1967; and the consensus expressed by the President
at the 1143rd meeting on 11 August 1964:md at the
1383rd meeting on 24/25 November 1967;

"2. Urges t.he parties concerned to act with the
utmost restraint and to continue detemlined co
operative efforts to achieve the objectives of the Se
curity Council by availing themselves in a constructive
manner of the present auspicious climate and oppor
tunities;

"3. E.1."tends once more the stationing in Cyprus
of the United Nations Peace-keeping Force, estab
lished under Security Council resolution 186 (1964),
for a further period of three months ending 26
June 1968, in the expectation that by then sufficient
progress towards a final solution will make possible
a withdrawal or substantial reduction of the Force."
518. The representative of Cyprus said that the

Secretary-General's report was most encouraging. The
relative calm which had been prevailing in Cyprus
lately had made it possible for th" Government to
lift all restrictions previously imposed upon the Turkish
Cypriots. He urged the Turkish Cypriot leadership
to respond positively to the pacification measures. He
also stressed the willingness of the Cyprus Government
to continue to co-operate with the Secretary-General
in his endeavour to bring about talks between the
leaders of the two communities in Cyprus.

519. The representative of Turkey said that the
Turkish community was prepared in principle to con
sider favourably the Secretary-General's suggestion to
have greater freedom of movement in Turkish-con
trolled areas in Cyprus if the lifting of the restrictions
on the Turkish community were permanent. The
representative of Turkey expressed disappointment at
the failure of the efforts of the Secretary-General
within the framework of his good offices at that time
but welcomed any exploratory unofficial contacts be
tween the two communities as had been suggested
by the Secretary-General. It was Turkey's desire
that within the next three-month period, efforts to
reach a peaceful and agreed settlement of the Cyprus
question should succeed.

520. The representative of Greece said that Greece
fully endorsed the proposal made by the Secretary
General in his report, particularly the suggestion which
directly concerned the Greek Government. Greece had
always shown evidence of goodwill to work for the
solution of the Cyprus problem. He was convinced
that the presence of the United Nations Force in
Cyprus would contribute to the maintenance of peace
in the region.

521. The representative of Hungary said that the
substance of the Cyprus question was basically internal.
It should be solved by the people of Cyprus without
any outside interference. The tragic events of past
years had clearly demonstrated that the use of force
could bring no solution. It was a welcome develop
ment, therefore, that normalization measures had been
taken by the Cyprus Government. The Hungarian
delegation supported the extension of the mandate of
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the Force, provided that it was done under resolution
186 (1964) of 4 March 1964.

522. The representative of India supported the
course of action the Secretary,.General had suggested
and also the draft resolution in the hope that the
pnrties concerned would make good use of the present
climate and would arrange a lasting settlement of
their problems.

523. The representative of Pakistnn noted the
refreshing contrast that prevailed in Cyprus in com
parison with the situation that had prevailed during
November and December 1967. He said that if the
crisis then had not been averted, the whole area might
have been plunged into war. In the light of the present
more propitious circumstances, his delegation concurred
in the recommendation that the stationing of the
United Nations Force in Cyprus be extended for a
further period of three months.

524. The representative of Canada said the Council
should urge all parties to take advantage of the im
proved atmosphere to continue moves towards a
peaceful settlement. In the hope that the momentum
towards a political settlement could indeed be main
tained, it was appropriate for the Council to extend
the mandate of the Force for a further period so that
current opportunities for progress could in every way
be explored. It might be hoped that, as the situation
improved further, there would be less need for
UNFICYP, at least at its current strength.

525. The representative of the USSR said that the
position of the Soviet Union on the question of Cyprus
remained unchanged. The USSR had always considered
that the Cyprus question should be settled by peaceful
means. There was no doubt that the internal matters
of Cyprus must be settled by the Cypriots themselves
and without any interference from abroad. To ensure
the full independence and territorial integrity of Cyprus,
all foreign troops .must be withdrawn from Cyprus
and all foreign bases liquidated. l1he Soviet dele
gation considered that the presence of United Na
tions armed forces in Cyprus for such a long time
could not be regarded as normal. The Soviet delegation
would not oppose the extension of the mandate of
the Force for a further three-month period, but only
because that was the desire of the Government of
Cyprus and the other parties concerned. But such an
extension should fulfil the central condition that it
be carried out in strict conformity with resolution 186
(1964) of 4 March 1964.

526. The representative of France stated that his
delegation would have no objection to a short-term
extension of the mandate in the form in which that
mandate had been provided for in the resolution of
4 March 1964. However, the presence of the Force
could obviously not be a substitute for settlement of
the question. The initiative of a broad dialogue among
all the parties concerned would provide the means
by which progress could and should be made towards
the attainment of a true peace.

Decision: At the 1398tlz meeting, on 18 March 1968,
the draft resolution submitted by the P1·esident of the
Council was adopted ttnanimOftsly (resolution 247
(1968)).

527. After the vote, the representative of the United
Kingdom said that his country was anxious to continue
to play a part in the renewed efforts towards a final
settlement. It would maintain its military contingent in



the Force and would continue to meet thc. costs of its
contingent for thc three months ahead. Hc called upon
all the parties concerned to tackle the difficult Cyprus
question with a new determination. In addition, the
United Kingdom Government pledged itself to con
tribute $1 million towards the cost of UNFICYP dur
ing the three-month period immediately ahead.

528. The representative of the United States was
encouraged by the improvement of the situation in
Cyprus and welcomed the normalization and pacifica
tion measures the Cyprus Government had adopted.
The United States also supported the Secretary-Gen
eral's. concept of talks between represet~tatives of the
two Cypriot communities and would support any other
means which would permit the interested parties to
find a mutually agreeahle procedure for reaching a
settlement.

529. The representative of Denmark pledged his
Government's support for the Force through the
maintenancc of its military and police contingents
with UNFICYP. The Danish Government hoped that
the parties concerned would use the present favourable
conditions for the solution of the basic problems which
only they could work out.

530. The representative of Paraguay joined other
members in support of the resolution and also hoped
that the parties would further improve the present
atmosphere by allowing normal conditions truly to take
root in Cyprus.

G. Communications and reports received between
18 l\'larcll and 15 July 1968

531. In a l~tter dated 18 March 1%8 (5/8473),
the representative of Greece transmitted to the Secre
tary-General a cheque for the amount of $300,000
representing the Greek contribution to UNFICYP for
the three-month period from 26 December 1%7 to
26 :March 1968.

532. In a letter dated 20 March 1968 (5/8493) .
the representative of Greece informed the Secretary~
General that his Government intended to make a volun
tary contribution to UNFICYP for the new three
month period from 26 March to 26 June 1968.

533. In a letter dated 25 May 1%8 (5/8597) the
representative of Greece transmitted to the Secretary
General a cheque for the amount of $300,000 re
presenting the Greek contribution to UNFICYP for
that three-month period.

534. On 11 June 1%8, the Secretary-General submit
ted ~o the Council his thirteenth report on the United
Nations peace-keeping operation in Cyprus covering
the period 9 March to 7 June 1%8 (5/8622 and
Corr.l). The Secretary-General stated that the relaxa
tio~ o~ tension in Cyprus which had set in at the
beg1l1111ng of the year had continued. In addition, there
were recent indications that both Greek and Turkish
Cypriots had at last begun to realize that they could
110t solve their dispute by force. The initiative the
Secretary-General had taken in his report of 9 March
(5/8446) in the search for a solution to the Cyprus
problem had not yet been completely realized. The
Turkish leadership had not yet found it possible to
respond to the Government's normalization measures
with steps of its own so as to further a steady move
ment towards normality. On the other hand, two
prominent leaders of the two communities, Mr. Glafkos
Clerides and 'Mr. Rauf Denktash, after preliminary
talks in Nicosia on the initbtive of the Special
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Representativc of the Secretary-General in Cyprus, had
met in Beirut from 2 to 5 June 1968, where they had
agreed to continue their talks in Nicosia again as
from 24 June 1%8. This direct channel of communica
tion between the two communities was most encourag
ing. The Secretary-General attached very great im
portance to the inter-communal talks and hoped that
they would constitute an important step towards a
settlement of the Cyprus problem. Despitc the success
of inter-communal communications. the situation re
mained basically unstable.in the islmid. It was therefore
unavoidable that the mandate of UNFICYP should be
extended for an additional six months until 26 De
cember 1968.

535. On 27 June 1968, the Secretary-General ap
pealed to Governments (5/8664) for further voluntary
contributions for the financing of the United Nations
Peace-keeping Force in Cyprus for the period from 26
June to 26 December 1968.

H. Consideration at tIle 14·32nd meeting
(18 June 1968)

536. At the 1432nd meeting of the Council, on 18
June 1968, the Secretary-General's report (5/8622 and
Corr.l) on the United Nations operation in Cyprus
~or the }?eriod from 9 March to 7 June 1%8 was
tIlc,1uded tU the agenda. At their request, the represen
tattves of Cyprus, Turkey and Greece were invited
again to participate without the right to vote in the
discussion.

537. The President of the Council announced that
as a r~sult of prior consultations the following draft
resolutIon (5/8639) had been prepared:

"Tlle Security Council,

"Noting from the report of the Secretary-General
of 11 June 1968 (5/8622 and Corr.1) that in the
present circumstances the United Nations Peace
keeping Force in Cyprus is still needed if peace is
to be maintained in the island,

"Noting that the Government of Cyprus has agreed
that in view of the prevailing conditions in the island
it is necessary to continue the Force beyond 26
J ttt1e 1968,

((Noting, from the observations in the report, the
encouraging recent developments in the island,

"1. R.eaffirms its resolutions 186 (1964) of 4
March, 187 (1964) of 13 March, 192 (1%4) of
20 June, 193 (1964) of 9 August, 194 (1%4) of 25
September and 198 (1964) of 18 December 1964,
201 (1965) of 19 March, 206 (1%5) of 15 June, 207
(1%5) of 10 August and 219 (1%5) of 17 Decem
ber 1965, 220 (1966) of 16 March, 222 (1%6) of
16 June and 231 (1966) of 15 December 1966,
238 (1%7) of 19 June and 244 (1%7) of 22 Decem
ber 1967 and 247 (1968) of 181\larch 1968, and the
consensus expressed by the PreSIdent at the 1143rd
meeting on 11 August 1964 and at the 1383rd meeting
on 24/25 November 1967;

"2. Urges the parties concerned to act with the
utmost restraint· and to continue determined co
operative efforts to achieve the objectives of the
~ecurity Council by availing themselves in a construc
ttve manner of the present auspicious climate and
opportunities;

"3. E.1;telzds once more the stationing in Cyprus
of the United Nations Peace-keeping Force, estab-



lished under Security Council resolution 186 (1964),
for a further period ending 15 December 1968 in
the expectation thac b~r then sufficient prog~ess
towards a final solution will make possible a with
drawal or substantial :-eduction of the Force."
538. The representative of Cyprus said there had

been no military clashes and incidents which might
have jeopardized the improving political atmosphere.
It had thus become possible to arrange the first mean
ingful exchanges of views and consultations between
the two sides since 1963. The Secretary-General's report
showed that the Government's pacification measures
had been well received by the ordinary Turkish
Cypriots and that attitude had contributed to the present
climate. It was however regrettable that the Turkish
Cypriot leaders had not yet responded to the Govern
ment's pacification measures and that Turkish restric
tions continued. He hoped that the Turkish leadership
would find it possible to make the necessary concessions
for a full return to normal conditions. Notwithstanding
the lack of Turkish pacification measures, the Govern
ment of Cyprus would continue its pacification policy.

539. The representative of Turkey stated that
UNFICYP's presence in full strength in Cyprus was
essential to bolster present efforts towards a negotiated
settlement and ~o provide a sense of security in the
Turkish community during the talks. His Government
fully agreed with the Secretary-General's recommen
dation for the extension of the Force's mandate. He
pledged his Government's full support of the inter
communal talks in the hope that they would lead to a
final peaceful solution of the problem. The normaliza
tion measures taken by the Greek Cypriot adminis
tration had gone a long way towards preparing the
ground for the inter-communal talks. The Turkish
community, for its part, was prepared to take counter
measures of normalization when and as a sense of
security was firmly established. He noted with regret
that the Greek Cypriot administration had decided not
to take into account the claims of the Turkish com
munity for compensation for the loss of life and prop
erty during the fighting in November 1967. He
thought that a humanitarian approach to this problem
and reconsideration of the matter by the Greek Cypriot
administration would go a long way towards building
bridges between the two communities. The Turkish
Government also hoped that UNFICYP would ask
for a reconsideration of a decision by the Greek Cypriot
administration that it would distribute certain arms
held under UNFICYP's control and inspection.

540. The representative of Greece said that the
evolution towards an improved climate was the result
of constant, patient and persevering work behind the
scenes. It was obvious that the United Nations presence
was required at this delicate stage. The Security
Council could once more give essential assistance to
the two parties by extending the mandate of the Force
for the period indicated and by appealing to United
Nations Members for voluntary contributions.

541. The representative of the USSR stated that
the position of the Soviet UnIon on the question of
Cyprus was well known-it was always aimed at lessen
ing tensions in the region. The Soviet Government
supported the struggle for full independence, sove
reignty and territorial integrity of the Republic of
Cyprus. In order to preserve the independence and
integrity of the Republic, the territory of Cyprus must
be cleared of atl foreign troops and the foreign military
bases there should also be liquidated. Although the
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Soviet Govcrnment did not consider the continued
presence of the United Nations forces in Cyprus
justified, it would not hinder an extension of the
presence of those forces on the island for an additional
six months, in view of the fact that the extension
of the Force's mandate was in accord with the wishes of
the .Governmcnt of Cyprus and of the interested parties.
Stnct observance. of the terms of Security Council
resolution 186 (1964) with regard to the functious
of the United Nations forces and the present procedure
for financing them on a voluntary basis was however
an essential condition to such an extension.

Decision: At tIle 143211d mectillg, Oil 18 hUle 1968
tile draft -rcsolution (S/8639) 'was adopted ummimously
(rcsolutloll 254 (1968)).

542. The representative of the United Kingdom
said that the existing favourable opportunities should
not be missed. The United Kingdom Government hoped
that further practical measures would be taken for
reducing military confrontations. There was a need
for the full restoration of the freedom of movement
and for a rapidly expanding series of positive actions
to ~estore. mutual trust and confidence in Cyprus. The
Umted Klllgdom Government was prepared to continue
to make its contribution both by continuing to provide
the largest military contingent in UNFICYP and by
financial subvention. But atl Members must look
forward to a reduction and in the end to the termina
tion of this most successful peace-keeping effort. United
Kingdom commitments were, of course, subject to
subsequent developments in that direction.

543. The representative of Pakistan observed that
the year 1968 was a year of hope for Cyprus. A direct
channel of communications between the two com
munities had been opened. Various restrictions had
been lifted which had contributed to the improvement
of the situation. But all this was only a beginning;
basic differences still divided the two communities.
The Pakistan Government was concerned about the
intention of the Government of Cyprus to distribute
the tight arms now in store until December 1968.
That decision would prejudice efforts to promote a
climate of trust.

544. The representative of Canada stated that,
despite encouraging developments, the future course
of events on the island remained somewhat uncertain.
That was the reason why Canada would have preferred
a shorter extension of the Force's mandate to keep
events under review in the tight of the evolving situa
tion. In any case, Canada hoped that the six-month
period would be understood as a measure to facilitate
and not to delay the vigorous pursuit of .the inter
communal talks. The Canadian Government would
review its own contribution to the Force in the light
of progress which might be made.

545. The representative of Denmark expressed his
Government's hope .that the two cotnmunities would
find it possible to make the concessions and accommoda.
tions necessary for agreement. The talks might be
protracted; the Danish delegation therefore supported
the extension of the Force's mandate, hoping that
by the end of the new period some substantial results
would. have been reached.

546. The representative of Hungary said there was
no better way to find a solution than through direct
contacts between the Cypriots concerned. He also said
that the principle of self-determination should serve



as the basis of a political solution for the Cyprus
problem. Hungary had reservations about an extension
of UNFICYP'g mandate for six months but had voted
favourably on the draft resolution. It was guided by

the view given in the Secretary-General's report that
progress towards a final solution during the new man
date would make the withdrawal or substantial reduc
tion of the Force possible.

B. Consideration at tile 1387tll meeting
(25 JGnuary 1968)

553. At the 1387th meeting of the Security Council
on 25 January, before the Council adopted its agenda,
the representative of Algeria, drawing attention to
rule 15 of the provisional rules of procedure of the
Security Council, asked for clarification from the Presi
dent on the procedure for the approval by the Council
of reports by the Secretary-General on the credentials of
representatives. The practice had been to approve such
reports tacitly, but it was the view of his delegation
that if any observation or objection was put forward
concerning one or several reports of the Secretary
General, the explicit approval of those reports was
required. This interpretation was supported by the
representatives of France and the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics.

554. The President of the Security Council stated
that in view of the importance of the question he
would, on behalf of the Security Council, if there were
no objections, request the Secretary-General to report
on the recent practice regarding the credentials of
members of the Council.

555. On 26 January, the Secretary-General issued
a report (S/8365 and Corr.1) on the practice of the
Security Council regarding the credentials of its mem
bers. Since 1948, he stated, the reports of the Secretary
General had been circulated to all delegations of the
Council and, in the absence of any request that they
be considered by the Council, had been considered
approved without objection. In practice, the credentials
under rule 13 had been submitted, and reported on
by the Secretary-General, only at times when changes
in the representation of members of the Council had

Chapter 4

THE QUESTION OF SOUT.H WEST AFRICA

A. Communications to tile Security Council and Council, the representatives of fifty-three Member
requests for a meeting States requested an urgent meeting of the Security

Council to examine the question of South West Africa.
547. By a letter dated 28 November 1967 (S/8275 This question, they stated, had assumed the most

and Corr.1), the President of the United Nations serious and urgent dimension following the decision
Council for South West Africa transmitted to the of the South African Government to resume the
President of the Security Council the text of a con- "illegal" trial of thirty-five South West Africans in
sensus adopted on the previous day by the United violation of their rights, of the international status
Nations Council for South West Africa, in which it of South West Africa, and of General Assembly
had noted with concern the arrest, deportation and resolutions on the question. They urged the Security
trial in Pretoria of thirty-seven South West Africans Council to take effective and appropriate measures to
charged with offences under the South African Ter- ensure that the Government of South Africa complied
rorism Act of 1967, called for their release and drew with the resolutions and discontinued forthwith the
the urgent attention of the General Assembly and the illegal trial and released and repatriated the thirty-five
Security Council to that matter. South West Africans to their homeland.

548. By a letter dated 19 December (S/8306), the 552. On 25 January, the Secretary-General, in
Secretary-General transmitted to the President of the pursuance of paragraph 5 of General Assembly resolu-
Security Council the text of resolution 2324 (XXII), tions 2324 (XXII),. reported to the Security Council
adopted by the Gencral Assembly on 16 December, (S/8357 and Add.l) on his commnnications with
which condemned the arrcst, deportation and trial of the respect to the resolution and on the replies received
thirty-seven South West Africans, called for their from Governments, specialized agencies and other inter-
release and repatriation, appealed to States and inter- governmental organizations with respect to paragraph 3.
national organizations to use their influence to that end Additional replies were received later and issued as
with the Government of South Africa, drew the addenda to the report (S/8357/ Add.2-25).
Security Council's attention to the resolution and called
for reports from the Secretary-General on its imple
mentation.

549. Bya further letter of the same date (S/8307),
the Secretary-General transmitted to the President
of the Security Council the text of General Assembly
resolution 2325 (XXII) of 16 December and drew
attention to paragraphs 7 and 8, in which the General
Assembly requested the Security Council to take
effective steps to enable the United Nations to fulfil
the responsibilities it had assumed with respect to
South West Africa, and to take all appropriate measures
to enable the United Nations Council for South West
Africa to discharge fully the functions and responsi
bilities entrusted to it.

550. In a letter dated 23 January 1968 (S/8353),
the President of the United Nations Council for South
West Africa, on behalf of that Council, informed the
President of the Security Council of a meeting held
by the United Nations Council for South West Africa
on 23 January. The Council had noted with regret
that the Government of South Africa had not complied
with the Security Council's consensus nor with General
Assembly resolution 2324 (XXII). It therefore saw
no alternative but to express the hope that the Security
Council would take effective measures to ensure that
the Government of South Africa discontinued the
illegal trial and release and repatriate the South Vvest
Africans concerned. The President of the Security
Council was asked to bring this to the attention of the
members of that Council as a matter of urgency. On
25 January a memorandum concerning the current
trial in South Africa was issued by the United Nations
Council for South West Africa (S/8353/ Add.l ) .

55l. In a letter dated 24 January (S/8355 and
Add.l and 2) addressed to the President of the Security
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been made, and when at the beginning of each year trials would bring shame on the United Nations amI a
the representatives of the newly elected non-permanent heavy sense of guilt to the conscience of nIl mankind.
members of the Security Council were designated. This 562. The representative of the United States said
pmctice had continued up to the present and there the Council Wml for the first time seized with a prob-
had been very few instances where questions had been I' 1 ·s ,I. Af G
rais.ed concerning the credentials of members of tl,e lem ( Irect y relatmg to outll :lest rica. The eneral
Securitv Council. Assembly had denounced the trial in question and the

J Terrorism Act, but the South Africnn authorities had
556. The Secretary-General also noted that there ignored that resolution. That Act violated basic stand-

had been no objection at the 1387th meeting of the ards of justice and its application to South West Africa
Council to the Secretary-General's reports on the cre- was inadmissible. His Government's position was based
dentials of the new members of the Council whose on respect for law ancl preference for a peaceful solu-
teI'm of office commenced at the beginning of the year, tion of the question. It therefore regretted that South
and therefore it would appear, in accordance with Africa had closf:d the avenues to peaceful dissent,
established practice, that they were approved in tllt' thereby inculcating violence. The trial should be halted
usual manner. and the defendants, to whom the international com-

557. After the adoption of the agenda, the Security munity had a responsibility, freed. The Council should
Council invited the representative of Nigeria to par- forthwith call Oll South Africa to nllease and repatriate
ticipate, without vote, in the consideration of the those being tried and to cense its application of the
question in accordance with his request. Terrorism Act to the international territory. The

United States would continue to exert every appro-
558. The representative of Algeria said that the priate effort to secure. the release of the thirty-five

Afrirnn-Asian delegations had asked for the meeting South West Africans.
because they were concerned with the activities of the 563. The representative of Canada said that he
South African authorities in a territory over which honed the Security Council would unanimol1sly reaf-
they no longer had the power of legal administration. firin the General Assembly's call upon South Africa to
In contempt of the united Nations, those authorities discontinue the illegal trial and release and repatriate
had refused to recogniz\~ the abrogation of the mandate l' S . It
or the authority of the United. Nations Council for t le prlsonCi's. outh Africa, whIch was a ~lember State
South West Africa. Their illegal arrest of thirty-five of the United Nations, had an obligation to heed the
nationals of SOltth 'Ve,st Africa. violated the decision call of tht· Council.
of the General Assembly and the capital punishment 564. The representative of India urged the Council
with which those prisoners were threatened was meant to act swiftly regarding the trial. The racist South
to be a final test of United Nations weakness. African Government, he said, had advanced the date

559. Tht: United Nations, as the legal Administering of the judgement frum :> February to 26 January in
an effort to confront the United Nations with a fait

Authority now in South West Africa, was responsible accompli. Not only the General Assembly but also many
for and must save the lives of the thirty-five persons i . h' f 1 1 I . .
the Council should tl.'ke the necessary measures to prIvate mllatlltnrian, pro essiona am ot ler asso,:tatlonc;
secure their immediate release and return to their the world over had condemned the Terrorism Act and
homes. Practical and concrete measures must also be protested its illegal application to South 'Vest Africa.

The Government of South ,:\frica had defied the calls
devised to permit the United Nations to carry out its of the United Nations to di:;continue the trial. In the
task fully in the long run and to lead South vVest view of the Indian delegation, the Security Council
Africa to total independence. The Security Council must, iri unequivocal terms. call upon the Government
should reaffirm its authority in face of the deliberate of South Africa forthwith to discontinue the illegal
challenge by South Africa. trial and to release and repatriate the South West

560., The representative of. Ethiopia said that· South Africans cbncerned. The question before the Cour.cil
Africa had climaxed its defiance of the international was not exclusively political; it was also humanitarian.
community by staging illegal trials of South West T'-:irty-five South West Africans might lose their lives
Africans under e.'r post facto legislation, which was in because they wanted freedom for their territory and its
itself a violation of legal principles. Under that law, r--eople. The prestige and authority of the Council would
the so-called Terrorism Act, which carried the death be seriously undermined if it failed to act quickly.
sentence, a defendant was considereCl guilty unless he 565. The representative of France noted that the
could prove his innocence "beyond a ri~asonable doubt". date for the verdict in the trial had been advanced to
This law which was part of the a,partlufid regime 26,January. In these circumstances, his delegation had
deserved the condemnation of the international cortl- gladly agreed to an urgent meeting of th'e Council. The
munity, but its extension to South West Africa, for defendants had been ,arrested in South Vvest Africa,
which the United Nations had responsibility, made it over which the United Nations had specific responsi-
a direct challenge to the Organization and its principles. bility.. for alleged crimes committed in that Territory.

561. The Security Council, the representative of They had been taken to South Africa, where they had
Ethiopia urged, should immediately confirm General been kept inc011lt1111micado for ovcr one year. Now they
Assembly resolution 2324 (XXII) and demand that were heing trIed under retroactive legislation, whose
South Africa stop the trial and release and repatriate provisions infringed solidly c:;tablished legal principles.'
the South Africans concerned. It was also necessary France, which had voted in favour of the resolution on
that all Member States, especially South Africa's trad- the subject adopted by. the General Assembly, hoped
ing partners, do all they could to see that the' Council's South Afric.a ."would heed the voice of reason .and act
decision was implemented. Ethiopia appealed, in particu- in accordance with recognized rules of law and justice,
lar, to th(: major Powers concerned, for on them, as taking into account the international character of South
permanent members, fell a special responsibility. If West Africa. Failure to do so would only increase the
South Africa had its way, the outcome of the illegal hostility of the people of the Territory against a policy
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of racial discrimination, a policy which France con
demned most vehemently.

566. The representative of the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics said his delegation shared the con
cern and indignation felt at the illegal acts against
the people of South West Africa by the racist regime
of Pretoria. The repression of the leaders of the Na
tional Liberation Movement in South West Africa
was incompatible with the principles of the United
Nntiollsand the Declaration on the Granting of In
dependence to Colonial Countries and Peoples. It was a
violation of the legal rights of the people of the
Territory and of its international status. The regime
of terror and oppression which plagued South Africa
itself had been extended to South West Africa. The
Pretoria regime defied the United Nations because of
the active support it received from its major trading
partners, notably the United States, the United King
dom and the Federal Republic of Germany. The Pretoria
regime could not possibly have resisted the insistent
demands of the overwhelming majority of Members
of the United Natons for any length of time without
the active support of tl10se States. T'hus the key question
continued to be the cessation of any kind of political,
economic, financial or any other support of the so-called
South African Republic on the part of its main allies,
the Western Powers. The Soviet Union supported the
just struggle of the people of South West Africa for
liberation from the colonial yoke. The Soviet delegation
shared the views expressed by representatives of Africa
and Asia and was ready to support a decision of the
Security Council in keeping with the Oharter and which
would put an end to the arbitrary activities of the
racist Pretoria regime.

567. The representative of Denmark welcomed the
convening of the Council in view of South Africa's
refusal to discontinue the illegal trial as called for
by the General Assembly. The Terrorism Act was a
highly objectionable piece of legislation, and the trial
in question was a mockery of justice. In the opinion
of the delegation of Denmark, the Council must call
upon the Government of South Africa to release the
South West. Africans concerned and to discontinue
the trials and it must also reaffirm that the trial, arrest
and deportation of the South West Africans constituted
a violation of the international status of the Territory.

568. The representative of Hungary said that any
measure taken by South Africa in South West Africa
since the termination of the mandate had to be regarded
as an act of aggression. Defying the United Nations,
the minority regime in South Africa had expanded the
application of its generally condemned policy of
apartheid in South West Africa. The explanation was
that South African white imperialism, in close co
operation with the Smith regime and Portugal, was
trying to expand, and in those endeavours was receiv
ing the active support of other Powers. His delegation
would support a draft resolution calling upon the
minority settler regime in South Africa to discontinue
the trial and release the South West African patriots.
However, the Security Council could be satisfied with
its own achievements only after the total removal of
the illegal presence of South Africa from South We.st

. Africa and the attainment of the complete independence
of that Territory. His delegation wished to express its
admiration of the South West African patriots for their
fight for liberty and freedom. The Hungarian people
were concerned and the Hungarian Solidarity Commit
tee, representing all mass organizations in the country,

had sent a telegram to the Prime Minister of the Re
public of South Africa protesting about the trial.

569. The representative of Senegal said that South
Africa had a long record of defiance of United Nations
resolutions. It had refused to hand over ,to the United
Nations Council for South West Africa the adminis
tration of the Territory, as called for in General As
sembly resolution 2145 (XXI). Since South Africa
would not heed the voice of reason, it was necessary
for the United Nations to adopt coercive measures to
force it to comply with United Nations decisions. The
Security Council must take effective measures to divest
South Africa of sovereignty over South West Africa,
permitting the United Nations to assume its responsi
bilities for the Territory. To do otherwise would per
petuate the suffering of the people in the Territory.
The prestige of the United Nations and the trust
placed in it by small countries was also at stake. The
General Assembly, in resolution 2324 (XXII), adopted
by an overwhelming majority, had condemned the ar
rest, deportation and the illegal trial of the thirty-five
South West African nationals and had called on South
Africa to end the trial and to release and repatriate
the men. South Africa had ignored the resolution. The
sentence under the Terrorism Act could be foreseen, but
the movement for freedom could not be rolled back.
The representative of Senegal appealed for the same
unanimity in the Security Council that had appeared
in the General Assembly when the resolution was
adopted.

570. The representative of the United Kingdom said
the provisions of the Terrorism Act were, in various
respects, abhorrent to his Government. It operated
retroactively, transferred the burden of proof from the
prosecution to the defence in a wide range of circum
stances, and stigmatized as punishable by the same
penalties as for treason virtually any conduct of which
the South African administration disapproved. The
British Government particularly abhorred and con
demned the fact that the retrospective criminal legisla
tion carried the supreme penalty of death. It was a
matter for grave concern that the South African Gov
ernment had not modified its course of action in re
sponse to the pleas of the international community.
The United Kingdom, which had voted the previous
month for the relevant General Assembly resolution,
would support the draft resolution which he understood
the President of t11e Council was to introduce.

571. The representative of Paraguay said there was
no juridical, moral or any other reason for South Africa
to continue the trial under discussion. The General
Assembly by an overwhelming majority had terminated
the mandate and declared that South West Africa
came under the direct responsibility of the United
Nations. The Security Council must fulfil the responsi
bilities. defined in that resolution. Inhabitants of the
Territory enjoying international status had been il
legally detained, deported and tried by an authority with
no right to exercise administrative responsibility. The
lives of those thirty-five men were in dire danger.
The General Assembly had called for an end to the
trial and the Security Council should add the weight of
its influence to that of the Assembly.

572. The representative of Brazil said that his
Government's position regarding South West Africa
in general, and on the trial in particular, was based
on his nation's traditional opposition to colonialism.
The Government of South Africa had ignored the deci
sions of the General Assembly, had refused to release



and repatriate the thirty-five South "Vest Afl'icans
and had decided to go ahead with the illegal trial of
those men. The trial should also be considered in the
light of those human rights which had been enshrined
in the San Francisco Charter, and to which alllVIember
States of the Organization were committed. His delega
tion, which had supported the General Assembly resolu
tions on the matter, was ready to support a decision
of the Security Council.

573. The representative of China said that his delega
tion had supported the General Assembly resolution on
the matter and would support a similar measure to
reinforce the Assembly's action.

574. The representative of Nigeria said that the
United Nations Council for South West Africa, of
which he was the current president, had been estab
lished as a legitimate organ of the United Nations
to administer South West Africa following the termina
tion of the mandate over the Territory by the General
Assembly in resolution 2145 (XXI). South Africa
had refused to co-operate with the Coundl. If all
Member States, particularly South Africa's major trad
ing partners and traditional friends, had been willing
to translate their. votes for General Assembly resolu
tion 2145 (XXI) into practical effect. South Africa
would not now be challenging the United Nations. The
United Nations Council for South West Africa con
sidered any legislation enacted by the South African
Government after the termination of the mandate as
illegal. That administration's continued presence in
South West Africa was an act of open aggression
against the people of the Territory and a defiance of
the authority and resolutions of the United Nations.
Until the South African authorities withdrew from the
Territory, the United Nations Council for South West
Africa could not discharge its responsibilities effec
tively, which it was determined to do. On behalf of
the Council he wished to protest against the current il
legal trials of the thirty-five South West African na
tionals, which had been widely condemned as. a travesty
of law and justice. The least the Security Council could
do was to uphold General Assembly resolution 2324
(XXII) on the trials. The fight for independence and
dignity in South West Africa would continue, and
those now on trial by South Africa would join the hall
of fame with other African. heroes. He hoped the
Security Council would not fail them.

Si5. The President. speaking as the representative
of Pakistan, .said that the debate had shown the Coun
cil's deep concern over the trial in South Africa and
he hoped that that would find forceful expression in a
unanimous resolution. While the immediate need was to
seC~lre the release and repatriation of the South \Vest
Africans, the trial was only one mani festation of the
grave situation in South West Africa, resulting from
the South African Government's refusal to transfer
the administration of the Territory to the United
Nations. That challenge should be met. The Cound!..
in repeated resolutions, had pronounced itself forth
rightly against the repressive policies of the South
African Government in South Africa; it was under a
much greater compulsion to take a stronger stand in the
case of South West Africa, the international status of
which was beyond question. As a minimum, the Coun
cil should call on South Africa to implement General
Assembly resolution 2324 (XXII) and condemn its
refusal to do so thus far. It should take whatever steps
might become necessary to obtain the release and re
patriation of the South West Africans.
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576. The President then read the text of the draft
resolution, which he said had been the product of
informal consultations among Security Council mem
bers. The text of the draft resolution read as follows:

"Tile Security Comlcil,

"TaH"y 'IOte of General Assembly resolution 2145
(XXI) of 27 October 1966, by which it terminated
South Africa's Mandate over South \Vest Africa :md
decided, i"ter alia, that South Africa has no other
right to administer the Territory and that henceforth
South "Vest Africa comes under .the direct responsi
bility of the United Nations,

"TaN"y 'IOte fl/rtlwr of General Assembly resolu
tion 2324 (XXII) of 16 December 1967, in which it
condemned the illegal arrest, deportation and trial
at Pretoria of thirty-seven Soutl1 West Africans, as a
flagrant violation by the Government of South Africa
of their rights, of the international status of the Ter
ritory and of General Assembly resolution 2145
(XXI),

"Gmv(1/), co"ccrlwd that the Government of South
Africa has ignored world public opinion so over
whehningly expressed in General Assembly resolu
tion 2324 (XXII) by refusing to discontinue this
illegal trial and to release and repatriate the South
"Vest Africans concerned,

"TaN"y ·;"to cOllsidL'ratio" the letter of 23 January
1968 from the President of the United Nations
Council for South West Africa (S/8353),

((N otillg 'With great co"ccm that the trial is being
held under arbitrary laws whose application has
been illegally extended to the Territory of South
"Vest Africa in defiance of General Assembly resolu
tions,

".Milldful of the grave consequences of the con
tinued illegal application of these arbitrary laws by
the Government of South Africa to the Territory of
South West Africa,

"CO1lscimls of the special responsibilities of the
United Nations towards the people and the Territory
of South West Africa,

"1. COlldclI/ns the refusal of the Government of
South Africa to comply with the provisions of Gen
eral Assembly resolution 2324 (XXII);

"2. Calls upo" the Government of. South Africa
to discontinue forthwith this illegal trial and to re
lease and repatriate the South West Africans con
cerned;

"3. 11lvites all States to exert their influence in
order to induce the Government of South Africa to
comply with the provisions of dle present resolution;

"4. Requests the Secretary-General to foUow
closely the implementation of the present resolution
and to report thereon to .the Security Council at
the earliest possible date;

"5. Decides to remain actively seized of the
matter."

D«~ci8iol1: At the 13871h meetillg, on 25 January
.1968. !hc draJt t:csolution as read b)' the President of the
Secu:rrfy Coullcll 'Was adopted 'I/lIalllmously (rcsol'l/.tio1l
245 (1968)).

5i7. The representative of France stated that his
delegation, which shared the feelings oft:he majority of
delegations, had supported the resolution although it
had not voted for General Assembly resolution 2145
(XXI) mentioned in the first preambular paragraph.



Further, it considered that the Gcneral Assembly's
resolution was not binding on the Security Council,
which, in accordancc with the distribution of powers
provided for in the Charter, remained master of its
own decisions on the question of South West Africa.

578. The rcprescntative of the United Kingdom said
that his dclegation rcscrved its position on those parts
of the rcsolution which rcfcl'I'cd to or flowed from
Gcneral Assembly resolution 2145 (XXI), and its
support for the rcsolution and its wording must bc
understood in that scnse. His dclegation had doubts, in
particular, about the unqualified use of the word "il
legal" in the resolution. His .Govel"llment considered
the Terrorism Act repugnant, and despite its reserva
tions. desired to be associated with the plea addressed
by the Security Council. in its resolution, to South
Africa in respect of the trial.

C. COIllIllImienlions 10 Ibe Security Council DIUI
recluesl8 for n meeting

579. In a letter dated 9 February 1968 (S/8394)
addressed to the President of the Security Council, the
Presidcnt of the United Nations Council for South
West Africa stated that the United Nations Council
for South West Africa, as the authority charged by
the General Assembly to administer the Tcrritory
until indcpendence, had received with profound shock
and indignation the news of the sentences passed on
thirty-three South West Africans, in contravention of
Gcneral Assembly resolution 2324 (XXII) and Secu
rity Council resolution 245 (1968). Since the Govern
ment of South Africa had disrcgarded the will of the
Gencral Assembly and the unanimous decision. of the
Security Council, it was the view of the United Nations
Council for South West Africa that the Security Coun
cil, as thc highest authority of the United Nations,
should consider taking appropriate action. To that end.
the members of the United Nations Council for South
West Africa had decided unanimously to ask on behalf
of their Governments for an urgent meeting of the
Security Council.

580. In a letter dated 12 February 1968 (S/8397)
addressed to the Presidcnt of the Sccurity Conncil,
the representatives of eleven Member States. members
of the United Nations Council for South West Africa.
requested the convening of an urgcnt meeting of the
Security Council to consider the situation resulting
from the continuation of the illegal trial of thirty-four
South 'vVest Africans, and the sentences on thirty-three
of them in defiance of General Assembly resolution
2324 (XXII) and Security Council resolution 245
(1968) of 25 January. This request was subsequently
supported by the reprcsentatives of fifty-one other
Member States (S/8398 and Add.l/Rev.l and Add. 2;
S/8416; S/8417; S/8421).

581. On 13 February 1968 the Secretary-General
submitted to the Security Council a report (S/8399)
in pursuance of Security Council resolution 245 (1968).
The report contained a letter from the Permanent
Representative of South Africa (5/8370) dated
30 January 1968, transmitting a comn1llllication from
the Minister of Foreign Affairs of the Republic of
South Africa in which he informed the Secretary
General that the position of the South African Govern
ment relating to the relevant General Assembly resolu
tion \vas set out in the communication which he had
addressed to the Secretary-General on 26 September
1967. He stated further that, as indicated by the South

African Prime Minister on 16 Dcccmbcr 1967, the case
of the pcrsons accuscd of terrorism was still bcfore the
South African courts.

582. The Secretary-General statcd that some replies
rcceivcd since the adoption of Security Council rcso
lution 245 (1968) rdcrrcd also to Gcneral Assembly
resolution 2324 (XXII), on which the Secretary
Gencral had rcported in document S/8357 and addcnda,
as the two rcsolutions were similar in substance. For
convenicnce of refercnce and to avoid duplication,
further replies to both rcsolutions would bc brought
to the attcntion of the members of the Council in
addenda to document S/&)57 (sce above, para. 552).

583. In a lcttcr datcd 15 February 1968 (S/84IO),
the Chairman of the Special Committce on thc Situa
tion with regard to the Implementation of thc Decla
ration on the Granting' of Independence to Colonial
Countries and Peoples transmitted to the Presidcnt of
the Seclll'ity Council the consensus on the question of
South West Africa adopted by the Special Committee
on 15 February 1968 in which the Special Committee
expressed the vicw that the Security Council should
consider lIl'gently taking effectivc action.

584. Bya letter datcd 15 February 1968 (S/8411),
the Chairman of the Commission on Human Rights
drcw the attention of the President of the Security
Council to the consensus reachcd by the Commission
on 9 February 1968, concerning the illegal conviction,
by the Supreme Court of Pretoria, of the South \Vest
Africans.

D. COllsiderulioll ul Ibe 1390lb 10 139711t meet
ings (16 Februury-U. Mllrcl. 1968)

585. At the 1390th meeting on 16 February 1968
and before the Council adopted its agenda, the repre
sentative of Algeria asked when the Council would
consider the report of the Secretary-General on the
credentials of the members of the Security Council.
The President stated that the representative of Algeria
had a standing right. in accordance with the rules of
procedlll'e, to raise the consideration of any question,
including. any report which the Security Council had
requested from the Secretary-General, such as that
contained in document S/8365 and Corr.1.

. 5.86. At th.e 1391st meeting the Security Council
1l1vlted. at theu' request, the representatives of Guyana,
Turkey, Chile, Indonesia, Yugoslavia, Nigeria, the
United Arab Republic and Zambia to participate with
out vote in the consideration of the question.

587. The representative of Pakistan said that the
Council was faced with a clear defiance of its resolution
245 (1968). It must act to end the Pretoria trial and
enslll'e the release and repatriation of the South \i\Test
Africans illegally tried under laws which wcre con
trary to those recognized by civilized nations and ab
horrent to humane traditions. All mankind condemned
the travesty of law and human rights in those South
African laws. The Security Council must discharge its
responsibility under the United Nations Charter and
must equallY uphold the authority of the General As
sembly. Members requesting the meeting as well as
other members hoped that the Council would take early
and effective action to deal with the situation caused
by South Africa's defiance of resolution 245 (1968)
and that all United Nations Members, particularly
those having relations \"ith South Africa, would use
their influence to make South Africa comply with the



obligation of its United Nations membersl1ip. The Coun
cil must condemn South Africa, demand· that it revoke
the sentenccs and repatriate the detainees immcdiately,
warn that continued refusal to implemcnt the Council
resolution would constrain the latter to take more
drastic steps envisaged in the Charter to sccure com
pliance and request the Sccretary-General to follow
closely 'the implcmentation of any Security Council
action and to report by a specified early date. The
Council must remain actively seized of that matter. It
was Pakistan's view that South Africa would not see
reason unless cnforcement meas\\res under Chapter
VII of the Charter were adopted.

588. The representative of Senegal said the sentence
passed on the thirty-three South 'Vest African nationals
by the Supreme Court of Pretoria amply proved that
South Africa did not intend to honour its obligations
under the Charter. The international comnl\1llity had
rightly been indignant at that illegal sentence and the
Commission on Human Rights had expressed its in
dignation in a consensus (S/8411) which had been
communicated to the Government of South Africa.
The numerous repressive laws of South Africa, being
illegally applied to South West Africa, were designed
to shake the will of the African majority in its struggle
for political and racial equality, South \\7est Africans
would then swell the numbers of the thousands of
political prisoners already held in South African prisons
under conditions described by the Commission on
Human Rights' Ad Hoc Working Group of Experts
as falling short of all international and civilized stan
dards. But the movement of decolonization could not
be stopped, for the African liberation movements were
just and would prevail. But the Security Council must
act speedily and effectively and demand that South
Africa heed United Nations decisions. If its demands
were ignored, enforcement measures must be taken.
The Great Powers must co-operate in ensuring that
the Council's decisions were respected. South Africa
would then understand that Members were prepared
to act in unison to enable the Organization to adminis
ter South West Africa effectively.

589, The representative of Denmark said that the
United Nations in General Assembly resolution 2324
(XXII) and Security Council resolution 245 (1968)
had clearly established that the trial of the thirty-three
South West Africans was illegal, and had enjoined
South Africa to discontinue it. Denmark had supported
those resolutions and called on South Africa to comply
with them j it protested the conviction of the South
West Africans. The majority of world opinion firmly
backed the United Nations in that matter and shared
its disgust and indignation at the outcome of that mock
trial. South Africa had acted arrogantly and ruthlessly
in continuing to defy the demands of the world com
munity, The Council's main concern must be the South
West African prisoners. If positive results were to be
obtained, any steps must be taken in concerted action.
Any other approach would be. a recipe for failure.
His delegation was prepared to enter into consultations
with a view to obtaining unanimous agreement on
further constructive moves to secure the release and
repatriation of the South West Africans.

590. The representative of Canada said that nineteen
of the thirty-three South West Africans had been
sentenced to life imprisonment under the terms of a
retroactive Act whose provisions were a deplorable
denial of fundamental human rights.. The Canadian
Government had arranged for a member of its Embassy
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in Pretoria to be present at the trial llnd had also pre
sented its views regarding' South West Africa and the
treatment of its inhabitants directly to the South Afri
can authorities. His delegation agreed that the Council
should act promptly and effectivel>' but considered that,
to be cffective, any Council action had to have the
sUPI)ort of all its members.

591. The representative of the United States said
the South West Africans had been tried under laws
that denied them elementary human rights and heavy
sentences had been imposed. Moreover, the trial judge
had stated that in future trials the death sentences might
he imposed. That was designed to prevent attempts
at peaceful ]lolitical actiou and to neutrulize political
opposition by such organizations as the South West
Africa People's Orgauization (S\\TAPO). The applica
tion of the South African Terrorism Act to South
\Vest Africa was contrary to South Africa's interna
tional obligations, the international status of the terri
tal')'. international law and the fundamental rights of
the inhabitants. The defendants and allY other South
West Africans being held under the terrorism Act
should be released and repatriated inlmedi~tely. Affi
davits had been sworn giving details of brutality by
South African police against same of the detainees.
The prisoners had been tried in a foreign court under
an invalid law and had, in effect, been sentenced on
charges other than those far which they had been
prosecuted, without benefit of same of the mast im
portant safeguards. normally available to the defence.
His Government viewed with serious concern reports
in the South African Press that other alleged terrorists
had been arrested under the Terrorism Act. To bring
practical relief to the South Africans who had been
sentenced and others who might be charged, he sug..
gested that ,the United Nations, through its appropriate
organs, including the Secretary-General, and individual
Member States should continue and increase their
efforts to persuade South Africa of the wrongness of
its action and to secure the release and repatriation
of the prisoners. His own Government had made its
position clear to South Africa directly and would con
tinue to do so. Secondly, South Africa should be
divested of the cloak of legality with which it had at
tempted to cover its illegal actions. The suggestion of
recourse to the. International Court of Justice should
be explored. Thirdly, as suggested in the Commission
on Human Rights, a special representative of the Secre
tary-General should be dispatched to South Africa to
undertake all possible humanitarian measures to alle
viate the conditions in the area. Fourthly, every addi
tional effort should be undertaken to secure humane
treatment of the detainees, and the Council should ask
that the International Red Cross be given full, con
tinuous and unimpeded access to each South \Vest
African detained under the Terrorism Act. Fifthly,
the Security Council should reaffirm its recent reso
lution.

592: The representative of Hungary said that South
Africa had consistently defied United Nations reso
lutions and had violated all the obligations of member
ship in the Organization. South Africa had been en
couraged in its policy of racial discrimination by the
evidence of such discrimination in other countries,
which thus shared the responsibility for its sinister
actions. South Africa had had the courage to treat
South "Vest Africans inhumanly and to keep them in
a state of backwardness, resisting their demand for
self-determination, because it knew that the words



spoken by certain Powers in the Security Co\tncil
would not be matched by deeds. The $5,000 million in
foreign investments in South Africa spoke louder than
lInv verbal condemnations. Moreover~ certain Powers
ha<l military arrangements with South Africa, sharing,
for instance, nuvul buses there. Hungary, a member
of the Special Committee on the Policies of Aparthcid
of the Government of the Republic of South Africa,
had been actively concerned with the situation in South
Afdcu and had pointed out that only resolnte action
by all the leading Members of the United Nations
would make the Pretoria regime realize that its policies
could not receive continued support. The trial of the
South West Africans was an international problem,
since South West Africa was temporarily under United
Nations mandate. The continued presence of the South
African administration in South West Africa was
illegal, and no law passed by South Africa after the
mandate had been terminated by the General Assembly
could be held to apply to South West Africa. His dele
~ation firmly supported the appeal of the United Nations
for moral and material assistance to South West Africa
in its struggle for freedom and independence and would
endorse all strong and effective measures the Council
might take to ensure the earliest possible release of
the South West African patriots concerned.

593. The representative of Guyana said that the
great Powers had shown an amazing impotence in their
response to resolution 245 (1968). South Africa was
assured by the measured tones of the debate that the
Council would be indecisive. The whole world had
recognized that the trial and condemnation of the South
West Africans in Pretoria was without legal foundation
or justification. States must not merely make noises
of protest; they must substantiate such noise with
action that would make South Africa recognize that
it could not with impunity challenge and disregard the
United Nations. If the matter truly concerned the
Security Council, it would ensure that positive action
resulted from its deliberation.

594. The representative of France said that the
South \"lest Africans had been tried under legislation
that shocked the conscience of humanity. His delegation
agreed with the request for an urgent meeting of the
Council because the fate of nationals of a Territory
with international status was at stake and because of
the highly dubious circumstances surrounding the ac
cusntions, trials and sentences. His Government wished
again to express its concern at the attitude of the
South African Government as it had done directlv
through its Ambassador in Pretoria. The French dele
gation had previously denounced in forceful terms a
procedure which appeared to it to constitute a veritable
denial of justice and had expressed the hope that South
Africa, bearing in mind the international status of
South West Africa, would heed the voice of reason
and the voice of humanity and act in accordance with
recognized rules of law and justice. It regretted that
South Africa had turned a deaf ear to the appeals
of the General Assembly and the Security Council.
His delegation noted with relief that none of the ac
cused had received the death sentence, and that there
fore the irreparable had not been committed and hoped
that a new appeal to reason and justice would be heard.
It was ready to endorse such a pressin~ and solemn
appeal.

595. The, representative of the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics said that the picture was very
sombre. The racist Pretoria authorities had completely

disregarded a Security Council decision of only a
month ago and hurled an insolent act of defiance at
the Council. One could comment on the fate meted
out to the South West African p.1triots only with a
deep sense of indignation and abhorrence. The Soviet
Unton Committee for Solidarity with the Countries
of Africa and Asia had cabled the Secretary-Genernl
stating that Soviet citizens were indignant at South
Africa's arbitrary and illegal actions and protested
against the shamefUl mockery of a trial to which the
South West African patriots had been subjected. The
German Democratic Republic had also cabled the Secre
tary-General protesting against the trial and resolutely
condemning the attempts of South Africa to apply the
policies of apartl,c,'d to South West Africa. The trial
had been staged by the South African authorities to
frighten the people of South West Africa and to sup
press the national liberation movement there. The
tragedy of the people of that Territory was a direct
consequence of the unrelenting attempts by the colonial
ists and racists, supported by international imperialists
and reaction, to thwart, by any means, the implementa
tion of the Dedaration on the Granting of Independence
to Colonial Countries and Peoples in the case of South
West Africa. The racists of South Africa would not
be able so insolently to defy the United Nations did
they not continue to receive the support and assistance
of their political and military allies, among them the
United States, the United Kingdom and the Federal
Republic of Germany. The evidence showed that the
ruling circles of several Western countries, because
of their military, political, economic and strategic in
terests, were endeavouring to maintain the present
colonialist and racist regime in South Africa. Those
circumstances must be recognized despite statements
by some representatives presenting a rather pitiful
collection of remedies and steps to ensure implementa
tion of the Council's decisions. The key requirement
was the ending of all military, economic and political
assistance to South Africa by its Western allies and
the United Nations should concentrate on that. The
Soviet Union continued to oppose any repressive action
against the liberation movement in South West Africa
and condemned the mock trial of its leaders. It would
continue to support the just struggle of the people of
South West Africa for freedom and independence. His
delegation would suport any Security Council decision
to that end.

596. The representative of Chile said that South
Africa had challenged the United Nations itself. The
Secnrity Council must ensure that its resolution 245
(1968) of 25 January was complied with. The problem
was one that concerned mankind as a whole. His dele
gation wanted to reaffirm its condemnation of South
Africa's attitude, which went beyond South West
Africa and challenged the very concept of human rights.
Chile, along with the other members of the United
Nations Council for South West Africa, would con
tinue its efforts to find a solution which could win
general support. He called for· a categorical censure
of South Africa's violation of the resolutions of the
Security Council and for effective steps and appro
priate measures to ensure compliance with the reso
lutions. All measures provided for in the Charter
should be considered.

597. At the 1392nd meeting, on 19 February 1968,
the Security Council invited the representative of
Colombia, at his request (S/8422), to participate
without vote in the consideration of the question.



598. The representative of Brazil said that his coun
try had been dismayed by South Africa's action in
continuing the trial and sentencing the South \Vest
Africans, despite the Council's resolutions of 25 Jmm
ary, which had called on South Africa to discontinue
the illegnl trial, and in disregard of General Assembly
resolution 2324 (XXII) and the expression of indigna
tion of many independent institutions throughout the
world. Brazil considered that the illeg'ality of the South
African Government's decision was twofold: the South
\Vest Africans were not subject to the jurisdiction of
South African courts and. even had they been subject
to that jurisdiction, the Terrorism Act under which
they had been tried was inadmissible as it incorporated
the principle of retroactivity. The problems of the
illegal trial and the question of jurisdiction should be
considered in the context of the official South African
policy of apartheid. The Council should act boldly and
effectively to secure the release of the South West
Africans; it should try to base its decision on the
maximum weight of approval possible.

599. The representative of India stated that, when
the Council adopted its 25 January resolution, it had
had no illusions about South Africa's response; hence
its decision to remain seized of the matter. The Coun
cil's fears had been justified, for South Africa had once
again defied its decision. The inhumanity and barbarity
implicit in the sentencing of the South West Africans
was obvious. The illegal trial was a political vendetta
against the South' West Africans who had challenged
the South African occupation and the trial itself had
been a travesty of law. He described testimony pre
sented to the Ad Hoc Group of Experts appointed by
the Commission on Human Rights regarding the iII
treatment of South \Vest African prisoners, under
detention in South Africa. South Africa had· persisted
in its defiance, despite universal condemnation of the
illegal trial because it was assured that some of its
allies would not concur in any coercive action against
it. His delegation regretted that the Governments of
countries having relations with South Africa were not
prepared to exercise the necessary pressure. The time
had come for effective action against South Africa
under the Charter, in particular Chapter VII. All
members of the Council, permanent and non-permanent,
had a moral, legal and political obligation to take
effective and, if necessary, coercive action to secure
South Africa's compliance with the Council's decision.
His delegation had no faith that diplomatic methods
would bring South Africa to its senses and, as it saw it,
there was no alternative to sanctions.

600. The representative of the United Kingdom
said that the question before the Council raised issues
of freedom and justice in which everyone must be con
cerned and involved. He shared the indignation already
expressed in the debate and the realization that, in
order to serve the best interests of the people of South
West Africa, it was necessary for the Council to act
with a full sense of responsibility. The United King
dom's aim remained that of enabling all the people of
South West Africa to proceed to free and fuil self
determination and independence and its contention was
that this should be achieved by Members acting together
not by words alone, however sincere, but by con
sidered and deliberate action within the clear capacity
of the Organization. As regards the Pretoria trial,
he repeated that the United Kingdom abhorred and
condemned the Terrorism Act. It had sent an ob
server to the trial and had conveyed to the South
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African Government its concern regarding both the
trial and the legislation under which the prisoners were
charged. The Council must net within its clear cnpacity
or. it would be guilty of raising' hopes it could not fulfil.
The members should do ever>,thing' possible to act in
agreement, lest they give comfort and encouragement,
not to those thev wished to help, but to those whose
policies and actions they rejected and condemned.

601. The representative of Ethiopia said that he had
warned the Security Council that South Africa would
once again reject its call i nothing else could be ex
pected from that racist Governmellt. :Mere resolutions
were not enough, but the United Nations could take
some consolation in Imowing that it had helped to save
innocent lives from the death penalty. The Council
was duty bound to see that those unlawfully imprisoned
were released and repatriated. I~esolution 2145 (XXI)
of the General Assembly had terminated South Africa's
mandate over South \Vest Africa and the Territory
was now the direct responsibility of the United Nations,
so that South Africa could not legally promulgatc laws
with respect to it or arrest and try South \Vest Afri
cans. It should be made clear that the Council had
condemned the trials precisely because they pre-cmpted
United Nations responsibility. What was involved was
South Africa's refusal to carry out the decisions of
the Council in accordance with Article 25 of the Charter
and the Council should, at the least, not rule out the
possibility of invoking more effective action on the basis
of that Article.

602. The representative of Ethiopia said that the
Council should now: condemn South Africa's refusal
to comply with its resolution i demand the immediate
release and repatriation of the South \Vest Africans;
caU on all those Member States which had political
and economic relations with South Africa to exercise
a maximum influence to make South Africa comply
with the demands of the United Nations on South
Africa, particularly with regard to the release and
repatriation of the prisoners i and contemplate more
effective action to ensure that its previous decision was
implemented.

603. The representative of Algeria emphasized that
the problem confronting the Security Council was
purely a political one. A humanitarian interpretation of
the last resolution had wished to limit its foreseeable
consequences to the liberation of those unjustly de
tained. The ambiguity had resulted in a formal una
nimity which had settled nothing. The Council should
now seek more concrete measures, such as those pro
vided for in Article 40 of the Charter, to ensure respect
for the authority of the United Nations over South
West Africa, in particular with regard to freeing
the nationals of that Territory, The United Nations
must end South Africa's illegal occupation and admin
istration of South West Africa. The Great Powers
must agree once and for all to bring to bear the weight
of their influence and to re-examine their policy towards
South West Africa and especially towards the Gov
ernment of South Africa. The Council must now de
cide on practical measures that could put an end to
the consequences of the policy of the Governmcnt of
South Africa. The Terrorism Act was only one ele
ment of South Africa's imperialistic policy aimed at
repressing the African liberation .movements, a policy
which was also expressed by such terms as "The Sup
pression of Communism Law" and was designed to
extend apartheid for the protection of ~he white race
against the African peoples, which were determined



to regain their independence. The moral and political
authority of some great Powers was at stake i a new
weak decision of the Council would show the capitnla
tion of those Powers on which the effectiveness of the
Council's decision depended. The Council had the
choice of contentin~ itself with reaffirming its previous
useless resolutions or of takin~ the necessary measures,
even if they were provisional, to ensure the liberation
of the prisoners and to consolidate its legal and political
position in the matter. This meant to make full use
of the enforcement possibilities contained in the Charter.
Article 5 of the Charter had to be considered, with a
view to a solution asking the United Nations to assume
its direct responsibilities over South West Africa.

604. The representative of China said that his dele
gation deplored the harsh sentences handed down by
a court without competence. South Africa's claim to
be a nation under the rule of law could not be recon
ciled with the retroactive Terrorism Act and the trial
and conviction of the South West Africans under it,
particularly in view of the international status of South
West Africa. The Council must act to secure compli
ance with its resolution. It must take swift and effective
action to secure the release of the South \Vest Afri
cans. But such action to be effective would require
the full support of all United Nations Members, par
ticularly those capable of influencing South Africa.
His delegation would study any proposals before the
Council in that light.

605. The President of the Security Council, speak
ing as the representative of Paraguay, said that in
January his delegation had hoped that it was not too
late to make a new and urgent appeal to South Africa.
Now there was a new flagrant violation by South
Africa, which had openly challenged the Council. South
Africa, which had no right to exercise any administra
tive or other function in South West Africa, must be
condemned for its defiance of the January resolution.
It must revoke the sentences and repatriate the South
West Africans. The Council must devise ways of
making its resolution 245 (1968) effective and obtain
ing speedy compliance by the Government of South
Africa. With that end in. mind, his delegation was
ready to co-operate with other members of the Council.

606. The representative of the United Arab Re
public called on the Council to uphold the principles
of the Charter and preserve the prestige of the United
Nations. The Council's previous resolution had been
based on three facts: (a.) that South Africa had no
right to administer South West Africa and therefore
no jurisdiction over those involved in the trial; (b)
that the United Nations had a special responsibility
towards the Territory and its people; and (c) that
Member States had an obligation to assist in putting
into effect the decisions of the United Nations. South
Africa had defied the Council's resolution, and the
Council must act firmly in face of that defiance. It was
high time the South African authorities learnt to
respect the will of the international community. His
delegation found satisfaction and encouragement in the
fact that the previous resolution on that question had
been adopted unanimously. There was even more rea
son for the Council to act unanimously in face of South
Africa's defiance.

607. At the 1393rd meeting, on 21 February 1%8,
the representative of .Indonesia emphasized his Gov
ernment's pr<;>found concern regarding the tragic events
occurring in South Africa. The Organization could not
remain silent in the face of the threat to its prestige
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and authority posed by South Africa's defiance of its
resolutions, nor could the Council tolerate such a be
tra)'al of a Member's obligations under the Charter.
Also, the violation of human rights by a Member State
was a threat to peace in that area. In his delegation's
opinion, Security Council resolution 245 (1968) was a
decision, not a recommendation, and, as such, was
binding on all Members under Article 25 of the Charter.
But nothing had been done to change the situation
materially. Some Members had conveyed their concern
to the Government of South Africa, but Members with
great power and influence still maintained diplomatic
and economic ties with South Africa and could achieve
what the resolution demanded. Regarding recourse to
the. International Court of Justice, he said, past ex
perIence had not been encouraging. In any case, the
problem was a political one and it had to be settled
by political means by the Security Council. If South
Africa persisted in its defiance, further measures must
be taken. The Charter contained provisions, such as
those under Chapter VII, which could be brought to
bear. In addition, the office of the Secretary-General
could be used, as well as the personal good offices of
the Secretary-General.

608. The representative of Zambia e."pressed indig
nation at the refusal of the Pretoria authorities to
comply with Security Council resolution 245 ( 1968).
Although a Member of the United Nations, South
Africa had never abided by the Charter. It had com
mitted evil acts in the name of Christianity and anti
communism, and had sown hatred by its policy of
apartheid. This policy was now being extended to a
Territory ~irectly under United Nations responsibility.
The CounCIl should take enforcement measures if South
Africa did not comply with its decision. Zambia's
policy was one of peace but there could be no peace
in a situation where people were oppressed and held
under military force, and where the resolutions of the
United Nations were ignored with impunity. The Se
curity Council must act resolutely in the case of the
South 'West Africans in detention in Pretoria.

609. The representative of Turkey said that thirty
three South \,yest Africans had been convicted in
persistent defiance of General Assembly resolutions
and in violation of their human rights and of the inter
national status of the Territory. The practice of enact
ing retroactive legislation for repressive political pur
poses must be' condemned, but more than mere
condemnations were called for. Since the termination
of its mandate over South West Africa, South Africa
had no legal right to administer the Territory, which
had come under the responsibility of the United
Nations in general and the Council for South West
Africa in particular. Therefore, the members of that
Council had called for that session of the Security
Council with a view to immediate action for the release
and repatriation of the .South West Africans. The
representative of Turkey recalled that the President
of his country in an address to the African-Asian group
of the United Nations during the previous April had
stated regarding South West Africa that the world
waited to see whether the majority of nations, genuinelv
united behind an· objective, could also unite behind
the practical means of realizing that objective. He
appealed to the Council to find the most effective and
immediate course to bring urgent help to the South
West African prisoners.

610. The representative of Yugoslavia said that the
sentencing of the South West African members of the



national liberation movement had met with indignation
and condemnation by the international community.
The Council's concern was justified since South Afri
can action represented a gross violation of fundamental
human rights and of generally accepted norms of
international law, as well as of the principles of the
Charter. The so-called evidence of guilt of .the de
fendants was merely a statement of principles of the
aspirations of the people of the Territory for freedom
and independence. It was incumbent upon the Security
Council to insist upon the implementation of its reso
lution 245 (1968). South Africa must be strongly con
demned and categorically requested to release and
r1epatriate the prisoners immediately. If it failed to
ciamply, the Council should consider taking effective
measures, not excluding enforcement measures en
visaged in the Charter. It should also call on all States,
particnlarly those with extensive economic and political
relations with South Africa, to exert maximum influ
ence to make SQuth Africa abandon its present policy.

611. The representative of Colombia said that his
delegation concurred with the views expressed by other
delegations, members of the United Nations Council
for South West Africa. The Securitv Council must
adopt measures to ensure compliance with its January
resolution on the illegal trial. His delegation hoped
that its decision would make it easier for the United
Nations Council for South West Africa effectively to
carry out the mandate entrusted to it.

612. At the 1'394th meeting, on 29 February 1968,
the President of the Council drew the attention of
members to a draft resolution (S/8429) sponsored by
Algeria, Brazil, Ethiopia, India, Pakistan, Paraguay
and Senegal. The text of the draft resolution read as
follows:

"The Security Cm/.1lcil,

"Recalli"g its resolution 245 (1968) of 25 January
1968, by which it unanimously condemned the re
fusal of the Government of South Africa to comply
with the provisions of General Assembly resolution
2324 (XXII) of 16 December 1967 and further
called upon it to discontinue forthwith the illegal
trial and to release and repatriate the South West
Africans concerned,

"Taki"g i"to accotl1lt General Assembly resolution
2145 (XXI) of 27 October 1966 by which the Gen
eral Assembly of the United Nations terminated the
Mandate of South Africa over South West Africa
and assumed direct responsibility for the Territory
until its independence,

"Reaffirming the inalienable right of the people
and Territory of South West Africa to freedom and
independence in accordance with the Charter of the
United Nations and with the provisions of General
Assembly resolution .:514 (XV) of 14 December
1960, and uther relevant resolutions of the General
Assembly,

"Mindful of the obligation of Member States to
accept and carry out the (l.ecisions of the Security
Council in accordance with the Charter,

"Distressed that the Government of South Africa
has failed to comply with Security Council resolution
245 (1968),

"Taking into auottnt the memorandum of the
United Nations Council for South West Africa of
25 January 1968 on the illegal detention and trial
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of the South West Africans concerned as also the
letter of 10 February 1968 from the President of
the United Nations Council for South West Africa,

"Reaffirmlrlg that the continued detention and
trial and subsequent sentencing of the South West
Africans constitute an illegal act and a flagrnnt
violation of the rights of the South West Africans
concerned, the Universal Declaration of Human
Rights and of the international status of the Terri
tory now under direct United Nations responsibility,

"CognisQtlt of its special responsibility towards
the people and the Territory of South West Africa,

"1. Censures the Government of South Africa
for its flagrant defiance of Security Council resolu
tion 245 (1968) as well as of the authority of the
United Nations of which South Africa is a Member;

"2. Dematlds that the Government of South
Africa forthwith release and repatriate the South
West Africans concerned;

"3. Calls ttpon the Members of the United Nations
to co-operate with the Security Council, in fulfilment
of their obligations under the Charter, to ensure that
the Government of South Africa complies with the
provisions of the present resolution;

"4. Decides that in the event of failure on the
part of the Government of South Africa to comply
with the provisions of the present resolution which
will be in violation of Article 25 of the Charter, the
Security Council wiIi meet immediately to decide
on the application of effective measures as envisaged
in the Charter of the United Nations;

"5. Requests the Secretary-General to follow
closely the implementation of the present resolution
and to report thereon to the Security Council by
. . . March 1968;

"6. Decides to remain actively seized of the
matter."

613. The representative of the United Kingdom
suggested that, as it was impr,rtant that mem
bers should act together in that matter further ur
gent consultations should be held. The ~epresentative
of Ethiopia, while accepting the suggestion of the repre
sentative of the United Kingdom, reiterated the ur
gency of the problem, especially in view of reports of
further arrests. The President appealed to members to
carry out the consultations with the urgency required
by the circumstances.

614. At the 1395th meeting, on 4 March 1968, the
representative of Pakistan introduced the draft reso
lution (S/8429) on behalf of the sponsors, following
consultation among members of the Security Council
and with delegations of other interested Member States.
In regard to paragraph 1, he stated, the Council would
be failing in its duty· if it did not censure the South
African Government for its deliberate disregard of
resolution 245 (1968) and of the authority of the
United Nations. Paragraph 2 demanded in plain lan
guage the release and repatriation forthwith of the
South West Africans. Paragraph 3 was stronger than
the equivalent paragraph of resolution 245 (1968);
the sponsors believed that it was necessary to summon
all the resources of persuasion, and even pressure, com
manded by the entire membership to ensure South
Africa's compliance. In regard to operative paragraph 4,
the sponsol,'s were convinced that it was necessary for
the Council to make clear that it would act effectively
if South Africa disregarded the present draft resolu-



tion. The time had come for the Council to adopt a
resolution of the nature of a decision under Chapter
VI of the Charter rather than to make yet another
recommendation. Should South Africa again defy the
Council, the Council could not exclude from considera
tion the application of appropriate measures under
Chapter VII and other relevant Articles of the Charter.
A warning to South Africa was necessary, because
it was reported to be preparing another illegal trial
of South West Africans. Paragraph 5 requested the
Secretary-General to report on the ;.lllplementation of
the resolution with a time-limit, which the sponsors
would propose should be two weeks.

615. The representative of Pakistan stated that
the text contemplated a course of action by
the Security Council which the sponsors consid
ered the minimum, in the lie;ht of South
Africa's actions. The draft resolution did not preclude
the possible appointment of a special representative by
the Secretary-General to achieve the release of the
South West Africans. Despite intensive consultations,
differences between the sponsors and the delegations
of the United Kingdom, the. United States, Canada and
France, mainly pertaining to the language of the draft
resolution, had not so far been reconciled; however,
the sponsors remained ready to hold further consulta
tions. Much as the African and Asian members would
have liked to propose a text more commensurate in
their judgement with the gravity of the situation, the
representative of Pakistan stated, they had taken into
account the views of others and couched the text in
terms which did not bind anyone in advance to ?,ction
under Chapter VII of the Charter. It was the sponsors'
hope that the permanent members would bring the
greatest possible influence to bear on South Africa.

616. The representative of Algeria said the African
members would have liked the Council to impose respect
for its January resolution by resorting to the means
provided in the Charter. However, the pusillanimous
attitude of some members had made that impossible,
regrettably. Pretoria would no doubt exploit that atti
tude. Without tmal..imity, it would be increasingly dif
ficult to secure il11pl('~1entation of the Council's deci
sions. Energetic action was necessary if difficulties for
the Organization were to be avoided, which would have
serious consequences for its authority and for South
West Africa and southern Africa as a whole. States
which still had trade or other relations with South
Africa should put pressure on that country; para
graph 3 of the draft resolution contained nothing to
alarm those Powers which were convinced of the just
cause of the United Nations in South West Africa.
The allusion in paragraph 4 to Article 25 did not
necessarily imply a mechanical reference to a specific
Chapter of the Charter; the paragraph was designed
to make it possible to take useful action, barring no
possibility. To reach an agreed result, the co-sponsors
had to agree to some restrictions, and the other Powers
had to take advantae:e of that situation to bring their
weight to bear in support of the Security Council. There
must be solidarity among members to strengthen the
authority and the effectiveness of the .action of the
Security Council. To adopt a weaker resolution would
be an admission of failure; a unanimous vote for the
present draft resolution could effectively lead South
Africa to take measures enabling it to prevent any
confrontation. The co-sponsors were prepared to study
carefully any constructive suggestion or initiative.
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617. The representative of Brazil, on behalf of his
delegation and that of Paraguay, observed that the draft
expressed the commitment of the United Nations to
human rights, to the role of law and to racial equality.
It corresponded to the will of the majority of Members
of the United Nations and would, if adopted, mean
that the Council had duly discharged its Charter obliga
tions. It did not commit the Council to any specific
course of action and did not prejudge further action.
There was only one commitment: to meet again and
forthwith in case of new defiance by South Africa. To
achieve unanimity, Paraguay and Brazil were prepared
to enter into negotiations with all delegations. He ex
pressed the hope that South Africa would reconsider its
decision not to comply with Security Council resolution
245 (1968).

618. The representative of Pakistan expressed the
appreciation of the sponsors to the delegations of the
Soviet Union and Hungary for their contribution to
the text.

619. The representative of Nigeria said it had been
hoped that South Africa would implement Security
Council resolution 245 (1968). Regrettably, South
Africa in contempt of world opinion and in disregard
of the resolution had proceeded with the illegal trial
and had imposed harsh sentences on the South West
Africans. The Council must now act or its competence
and standing would be called into question and its ef
fectiveness seriously impaired. The representative of
Nigeria stated that eight more South West Africans
had. been arraigned for trial by South Africa under its
Terrorism and Suppression of Communism ;Acts. There
had been reports that some 220 South West Africans
were in detention and would soon be tried in the
courts on similar spurious charges. The problem must be
seen as a challenge to the authority of the Security
Council, which must retain its will and capacity to
act. Nigeria supported the draft resolution as it sought
to warn South Africa of its obligations under the
Charter. If South Africa did not comply with those
obligations, the Council must, with courage and hu
manity, face its obligations.

620. The representative of the United States said
that the representative of Pakistan in presenting the
draft resolution on behalf of the co-sponsors had shown
a spirit of concern, resolution and responsibility, and at
the same time of concilia.tion. The preservation of the
Council's unanimity waH essential if the common ob
jective of securing the prompt release and repatriation
of the South West Africans who had been sentenced
and of preventing further illegal prosecutions by South
Africa were to be achieved. The proposals that had
been submitted -by several delegations which were not
sponsors of the draft were not intended to weaken the
Council's abhorrence of South Africa's action or the
Council's will to take effective action thereto' rather
they embraced a reflection of the law of the Cha~ter and
a realistic appraisal of the best method to proceed in
order to achieve the practical result all sought in com
mon. His delegation with other delegations was pre
pared to continue the consultations in an effort to bring
about general agreement.

621. The representative of the Union of Soviet 50
calist Republics declared that the Pretoria regime had
arrested South West African patriots in what was a
double violation of international legality: seizing people
on a Territory not under its jurisdiction and accusing
them of acts committed in the Territory of a country
not under its jurisdiction. The whole action was an



unprece-tented violation of international legality; it was
a manifestation of international gangsterism. It was the
duty of the United Nations and the Council to defend
the elementary rights of the people of South West
Africa. He expressed support for the draft resolution.
However, he said, it had some defects. For instance.
the appeal in paragraph 3 should rightly be directed
to those who continued to protect the racists, such
as the United States, the United Kingdom and
the Federal Republic of Germany which con
tinued to maintain close relations with the South
Africa regime. Only with such support had South
Africa been able to ignore the decisions of the United
Nations concerning South West Africa. He would vote
for the draft on the understanding that the appeal in
paragraph 3 applied to those countries which continued
to give full assistance to the racists in South Africa.

622. The representative of the United Kingdom
stated that he had urged consultations in the hope of
achieving unanimity, and he wanted to express appre
ciation to the sponsors for the co-operation they had
shown. His delegation hoped that the consultations
could be resumed as soon as possible. His delegation
shared the sense of urgency and was anxious that
unanimity be achieved.

623. The representative of Denmark stated that his
delegation found it essential that the consultations be
continued with the clear aim of achieving that agree
ment among members which was so important to
achieve the release of the prisoners.

624. At the 1396th meeting, on 5 March 1968, the
representative of India said it was imperative for the
Security Council to take urgent steps, not exclud
ing sanctions, to deal with the situation created
by South Africa's defiance of the Security Council's
resolution and to convince that country of the futility
of persisting in its f' Jbborn arrogance. His delegation
believed that ArticL 25 had very close and perhaps
exclusive links with Chapter VII of the Charter, but
allusion to that Article did not necessarily imply a
mechanical reference to a specific Chapter of the
Charter. The present case was not a dispute between
two or more Member States; it was a dispute between
the Organization and a Member State which had per
sistently defied it. Therefore, the clear warning under
Article 25 was essential. Although the draft resolution
did not fully meet its views, India had co-sponsored it
in a spirit of compromise and with the clear under
standing that it was only the first essential step.. If
South Africa :refused to comply with its provisions,
effective measures must be adopted by the Council
and should be supported by all delegations.

625. The representative of Hungary declared that
in its deliberation on the illegal trial and sentencing
of the South 'Vest African patriots, the Council had
been confronted with problems of a moral, legal and
political nature. Further, South West Africa was a
United Nations responsibility so that in a way the au
thority and prestige of the Organization was at stake.
The draft resolution on the whole adequately responded
to the situation created by South Africa's defiance of
the United Nations. However, paragraph 3 should
have specifically referred to those States, such as the
United States the United Kingdom and the Federal
Republic of G~rmany, which continued to maintain close
economic, diplomatic and military links with South
Africa, despite valid United Nations resolutions. In
refusing to implement resolution 245 (1968) South
Africa had clearly violated its responsibilities under the
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Charter. If South Africa's supporters failed to persuade
it to implement the resolution, the Security Council
would have to consider more effective measures to
bring about the release of the South West Africans.
Hungary supported the intention of the sponsors and
hoped that the draft would not be weakened and that
it would be implemented without delay.

626. At the 1397th meeting, on 14 May 1968, the
President stated that, after many consultations with
members, he was in a position to put before the Coun
cil a text on which he believed there could be a unani
mous vote. The text read as follows:

"The Security Council,

"Rccallillg its resoluton 245 (1968) of 25 Jan
uary 1968, by which it unanimously condemned the
refusal of the Government of South Africa to comply
with the provisions of General Assembly resolution
2324 (XXII) of 16 December 1967 and further
called upon it to discontinue forthwith the illegal trial
and to release and repatriate the South West Africans
concerned,

"Taking illto aCCOll1lt General Assembly resolution
2145 (XXI) of 27 October 1966 by which the
General Assembly of the United Nations terminated
the Mandate of South Africa over South West
Africa and assumed direct responsibility for the
Territory until its independence,

"Reaffirmillg the inalienable right of the people
and Territory of South West Africa to freedom
and independence in accordance with the Charter
of the United Nations and with the provisions of
General Assembly resolution 1514 (XV) of 14 De
cember 1960,

"Milldjt/1 that Member States shall fulfil all their
obligations as set forth in the Charter.

"Distressed that the Government of South Africa
has failed to comply with Security Council resolution
245 (1968),

"Ta.king into account the memorandum of the
United Nations Council for South West Africa of
25 January 1968 on the illegal detention and trial of
the South West Africans I~oncerned as also the letter
of 10 February 1968 from the President of the
United Nations Council for South West Africa,

"Reaffirming that the continued detention and
trial and subsequent sentencing of the South West
Africans constitute an illegal act and a flagrant
violation of the rights of the South West Africans
concerned, the Universal Declaration of Human
Rights and of the international status of the Ter
ritory now under direct United Nations responsi
bility,

"Cognizant of its special responsibility towards
the people and the Territory of South West Africa,

"1. Censures the Government of South Africa
for its flagrant defiance of Security Council resolu
tion 245 (1968) as well as of the authority of the
United Nations of which South Africa is a Member;

"2. Demands that the Government of South Af
rica forthwith release and repatriate the South West
Africans concerned;

"3. Calls upon Members of the United Nations
to co-operate with the Security Council, in pursuance
of their obligations under the Qlarter, in order to
obtain compliance by the Government of South Af
ricawith the provisions of the present resolution;



"4. Urges Member States who are in a position
to contribute to the implementation of the present
resolution to assist the Security Council in order to
obtain compliance by the Government of South Africa
with the provisions of the present resolution;

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

"6. Requests .the Secretary-General to follow
closely the implementation of the present resolution
and to report thereon to the Security Councii not
later than 31 March 1968;

"7. Decides to remain actively seized of the
matter."

Decision: At the 1397th 1IIeet;ng,. on 14 March 1968,
tlte draft rNolut·ion 'zcoas adopted mlanimously (resolu
ti01/. 246 (1968)).

627. The representative of the United Kingdom
stated that his delegation had made clear its position
and policy in regard to South West Africa and the
Pretoria trial in previous speeches in the Assembly
and the Council. On the question of action under
Chapter VII of the Charter, it had made its position
absolutely clear. It considered that the Council's action
should not be weakened by division, and had appealed
for consultations. The statement of the representative of
Pakistan, introducing the seven-Power draft resolution,
had opened the door to agreement: he had said that the
draft resolution did not preclude the sending of a
special representative of the Secretary-General to South
Africa and that it did not bind any member in ad
vance to action under Chapter VII. On that basis con
sultation had been undertaken and had led to agreed and
concerted action.

628. The representative of the Union of Soviet So
cialist Republics said the Soviet delegation had sup
ported the draft resolution notwithstanding its short
comings, because its main features were the demand
for .the immediate release and repatriation of the South
Vvest African nationalists and the censure of the racists.
His delegation had voted for the resolution on the
understanding that paragraph 4 was in effect a de
mand addressed to the United States and the United
Kingdom to assist in ptltting an end to the oppression
of South West African patriots and cease all support
to the racist regime of Pretoria.

629. The representative of Canada recalled the
statement by the representative of Pakistan on 4 March.
The latter's assurance that the text did not bind the
Council in advance to a specific course of action had
made possible the happy result of the consultations.

630. The representative of France explained that his
delegation had voted for the resolution, despite its re
~ervations regarding some preambular paragraphs, since
It could not accept the extension to South West Africa
of an a.partheid policy which it condemned. As stated
by the spokesman for the co-sponsors, the resolution did
not prejudge future action by the Council.

631. The representative of the United States ex
pressed his appreciation to the sponsors of the draft
resolution for their spirit of conciliation in the interests
of maintaining unity. Among the changes agreed to was
the omission of the reference to Article 25 of the

Charter which the United States would have regarded
as inappropriate for a Chapter VI resolution. Particu
larly helpful to a common agreement was the assurance
of the sponsors that their draft con.tained no commit
ment to, nor exclusion of, any Charter approach in any
future consideration by the Council of this matter. The
resolution was an expression of the firm will and intent
of the international community on an issue of interna
tional responsibility, and must be heeded.

632. The representative of Ethiopia stated that he
had voted for the resolution in a spirit of co-operation,
without prejudice to his Government's position, as
already presented to the Council, which remained un
changed.

633. The representative of Hungary said that in
voting for the resolution his delegation had taken into
consideration that urgent effective action was required
to correct the injustice done to the South West Af
ricans. States voting in favour of the draft were now
bound to demand that South Africa comply with its
terms. Implementation of resolutions and observance
of the principles of the Charter involved, if necessary,
the application of Chapter VII. It was his delegation's
view that that was shown clearly in paragraph 5 of the
resolution. The resolution was a step towards ensuring
the freeaom of the people of South West Africa and
this was why his delegation had voted for it.

634. The representative of Denmark said that his
delegation had stressed throughout that to achieve maxi
mum effectiveness, the broadest possible agreement and,
if possible, unanimity in the Council had to be estab
lished and maintained. He therefore welcomed agree
ment on the resolution.

E. Subsequent communications to the CouncD

635. In .pursuance of the request made by the
Security Council in paragraph 6 of resolution 246
(1968), the Secretary-General submitted on 30 March
1968 a report (S/8506) in which he informed the
Council that on 14 March 1968 he had transmitted
the text of that resolution to the Minister of Foreign
Affairs of the Republic of South Africa and on
15 March 1968 had handed an aide-memoire to the
Permanent Representative of South Africa. In that
aide-memoire the Secretary-General, referring to state
ments made in the Security Council, informed the
Permanent Representative of South Africa of his
~lans to send to South Africa a Personal Representa
tive for the purposes laid down in operative para
graph 2 of resolution 246 (1968).

636. On 30 March 1968 the Secretary-General re
ceived a reply (S/8506/Annex I) dated 27 March
1968 from the Minister of Foreign Affairs of the Re
public of South Africa in which he reviewed discussions
~etween South Afric~ an? the United Nations regard
lllg South V/est Africa Slllce 1966. He stated that his
Government .had the d~ty ~f maintaining order, stability
and e~ononllc well-belllg In the Territory. Convicted
terrOrIsts could not be released nor could their release
be dis:u~sed. South Africa had all along been ready
and wllhng to enlighten whoever was objectively in
terested in the well-being of the inhabitants of South
West Africa and in that light South Africa would be
willing to receive the Secretary-General's Personal
Representative provided he was mutually acceptable,
and provided also that South Africa could be assured
that factual information made available to him would
not, as so often in the past, be ignored.
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637. On 18 March 1968 th~ Secretar,,~Gencr\\1

transmitted also the text of resolution 246 (196S) to
the States Members of the Unit('d Nations al\d, re{er
ring in particular tr) paragraphs 2. 3 .met 4, asked
for information on the response of Governments to
paragraphs 3 and 4. The subseque:.t replies of thirty
two Governmeuts are contained in S/8506/Annex ] I
:md S/8506/Add.l-4.

638. By a letter dated 1 April 1968 (8/8524). the
President of the United Nations Council for South
West Africa informed the Security Council pnrsuant
to General Asscmbly resolutions 2248 (5~V) and 2325
(XXII) that the Council for South West Africa had
decided to proceed to South 'Vest Africa. in pursuan\'c
of paragraph 3. section IV, of Generul Assembly r,~so

lution 2248 (S-V) and of General Assembly resolution
2325 (XXII) and to visit the Repnblic of Zambia :md
the United Republic of Tanzania. By a telegram dated
11 April 1%8 (5/8543) to the President of the Secu
rity Council, the President of the United Nations
Council for South 'Vest Africa gave further information
concerning that Council's efforts to travel to South
West Africa.

639. By a telegram dated 13 April 1968 (S/8548).
the President of the United Nations Council for South
West Africa informed the Security Council that the
Government of South Africa in further dcfiance of

the. Sccudty Council had allowed the sentencing of
another South West African, and had introduced a bill
to empower the Govcrument to establish so-called sepa
rate homelands in South 'Vest Africa in defiance of
the authority of the United Np.tions ns established
und"r General Assembly resolutions 2145 (XXI) and
2248 (S-V).

640. By a letter dated 27 May 1968 (S/8600/R~\·.l)

to the Pre:\ident of the Securit)' Council, the President
of the United Nations Council for South ,i\'est Africa,
referring to the communication of 13 April, transmitted
a copy of the declaration adopted by the Cuuncil for
South Wl'llt Africa on 27 May relating to the bill
before the South African Parliament. The Council
pl:ll~ed on record its 'gm\'~ concern nt this illc~l action
calculated to dcstroy th(\ unity of the people nnd the
territorial integrity of the Territory.

641. By n letter dated 12 June' 1968 (S/8635)
addres:;~'d to the President of the Security Council,
the Secretary-Gcneral transmitted the text of resolution
2372 (XXII) adop~ed by the Genel'al Assembly nt its
16ilst plenary meeting on 12 June 1968,'<1nd drew
attention to pnragraph 13 of the resolution by which
the Genc\'nl Assembly ree,ommended to the' Council
urgently to take all appropriafe steps to secure the
implementation of the resolution.

CI.al,'er 5

I.ETTER DATED 25 JANUARY 1968 FRO;: THE PERIUANENT nEPRES)~NTATIVE OF THE UNITED
STATES OF A~IERICAADDRESSED TO THE P~tESIDEt~T OF TH)~ SECURITY COUNCIL

642. By a letter datcd 25 January 1968 (S/8360),
the representative of tl.e United States of America
requested Hn urgent meeting of the Security Council
to consider the g-ravc threat to peace which had heen
brought about by a series of increasingly dangerous
and aggressive military actions by North Korean
Huthorities in violation of the Armistice Agreement,
of international law and of the Charter. The letter
said that the repeated violations of the Armistice
Agreement by North Korean authorities had become
increasingly seriO'.ls during the past year and a half.
during which armed personnel on many occasions had
been dispatched from North Korea across tIle Demili
tarized Zone into the Republic of Korea on missions
of terrorism and political assassination. A particularly
grave incident had occurred when Cl band of armed
terrorists had been sent into the Republic of Korea
with the apparent intention of assassinating President
Park. The letter also stated that North Korea had
wilfully committed an act of wan.ton lawlessness against
a United States naval vessel 011 the high seas. On 23
January, the USS PlIeblo) while operating in inter
national waters.. had been illegally seized by armed
North Korean vessels, and the ship and crew were
still under forcible detention by North Korean
authorities.

643. Earlier, on 2 November 1967, r. special report
of the United Nations Command (S/8217) was
transmitted by the United States representative to
the Security Council. The report drew attention to a
drastic increase of violations bv North Korea of the
Military Armistice Agreement -from fifty incidents in
1966 to 543 in the first ten months of 1967, resulting
from the deliberate infiltration into the Demilitarized
Zone and the Republic of Korea by land and by sea
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of armed personnel groups from North Korea for the
purpose of setting ambushes, performing raids near
the Demilitarized Zone, laying mines and engaging in
other subvcrsive activities. The report also noted that.
as Cl result of this infiltration, there had been in 1%7
(as at 18 October) 144 military and civilian persons
killed and another 332 wounded (contrasted with 39
and 34.• respectively, during 1966). Stating that these
violations constituted clear evidence of North Korean
ullwillingness to keep faith with the Armistice Agree
mellt and that the North Koreans have shown them
selves unwilling to co-operate with the machinery
established by the Armistice Agreement, including that
for the invcstigation of violations of the Agreement, the
report noted the great restrnint exercised by the United
Nations Command in the face of North Korean attacks.
After reaffirming the Command's resolve and determina
tion to preserve peace and security in Koren, the report
stated that the United Nations Command would con
tinue to seck the co-operation of North Korea in the
Armistice machinery in order to reduce Armistice
violations, decrease tension in the Demilitarized Zone,
and establish a more peaceful atmosphere throughout
Korea. A further report of the United Nations Com
mand .. transmitted by the United States representative
on 27 January 1%8 (S/8366), gave details of the
dispatch of a temn of thirty-one North Korean agents,
armed with sub-machine guns, grenades and explosives.
through the Demilitarized Zone into the Republic of
Korea with the assigned mission to assassinate Presi
dent Park of the Republic of Korea. It also reported
on the additional human casualties which had been
caused by North Korean attacks across the Demarca
tion Lines since the United Nations Command report
of 2 November 1967, including: 20 'military killed,



another 50 wounded; 7 police and other civilians kilted,
another 4 wounded.

644. The Security Council considered the complaints
of the United States at its 1388th and 1389th meetings,
on 26 and 27 Jmmar)' 1968. When the United States
letter was included in the provisional agenda of the
1388th meeting of the Council on 26 January 1968,
the rClm:sentatives of the Union of Soviet Socinlist
]~epubiics and Hungary, opposing inclusion of the
item, declared that the accusations levelled against
the Democratic People's Republic of Korea were utterly
unfo\Ulded. The seizure or detention of a foreign ship
which had invaded the territorial waters of any
State with hostile intent was the internal affair of
that State and it co\t1d not be debated in the Security
Council. They stated that the main source of the
tension in Korea was the presence on the territory of
the southern part of Korea of aggressive art! ~d forces
of the United States of America, together .vith the
navy of the United States in the waters off the shores
of Korea.

645. The representative of the Soviet Union said
that the attempt to draw the Security Council into
a .consideration of the slander by the United States of
America against the Democratic People's Republic
of Korea not only could not help to reduce tension in
the Korean peninsula but could only still further in
flame the atmosphere and increase the threat to peace
and security in the area. He considered it necessary
to draw the attention of the Council to the fact that
the United States had made accusations against the
Democratic People's Republic of Korea which it knew
were unfounded. The aggressor in Korea was not the
Democratic People's Republic of Korea but the 'United
States; it was those who had invaded the soil of
the Korean people, had been occupying the south
of Korea for many years and were trying to impose on
the Korean people the puppet regime of a clique of
venal traitors. The repeated proposals of peace-loving
States Members of the United Nations for the with
drawal of all foreign armed. forces from South Korea
had met with opposition from the Uni.ted States and
all who supported it. The United States had also
ignored frequent wamings by the Soviet Union and
other peace-loving States about the dangerous and ex
plosive nature of the situation in Korea created by
the occupation of the south of Korea by United States
and other foreign troops. It was thus solely the fault
of the United States that a hotbed of tension still
existed ill Korea, creating a threat to peace and
security in that area and setting an obstacle in the
way of a peaceful settlement of the Korean problem.
It could thus be seen that the United States request
for a meeting of the Security Council was simply
a manreuvre designed to divest it of responsibility
for the continuing tension in Korea and mask the
reprehensible imperialist plans of the United States in
the Far East and particularly vis-a-vis the Democratic
People's Republic of Korea.

646. The United States representative stated that
the representative of the Soviet Union had not yet
heard the evidence which was to be offered after
the agenda was adopted. He declared that his country
had brought to the Council ,)11 an urgent basis a
matter which affected the peace and security of an
important area. It had sought an urgent meeting of
the Security Council because of the belief that if it was
at all possible, this situation should be settled peace
fully through diplomatic channels and that the Security

COlmcil, as the primary diplomatic channel, had primary
responsiil:~it.Y for the maintenance of international peace
and sec\trlty.

647. The I'epresentative of Canada expressed support
for inclusion of the item, stating that the .Council
should deal with a dangerO\1S situation brought to it
by a 1I'Iember State and that it should Jose no time in
taking up the matter and bringing the healing touch
of diplomac\' to bear on the situation. Seizure of the
ship, the representative of Canada added, was a very
unhappy omen for future peace ill the area unless
steps were. taken to deal effectively, eq\litably and
promptly With the consequences.

648. The representative of the United Kingdom said
that there was a grave situation and that the Security
Council must play its propel' part. He urged that the
Council should decide witho\lt further delay to adopt
its agenda and to proceed at once to consider the
question which had very properly been brought to its
attention.

649. S,peaking in exercise of the right of reply, the
representative of the Union of Soviet Socialist Re
publics stated that he would vote against the inscription
of the item suggested by the United States.

650. The provisional agenda was adopted at the
same meeting (26 January) by 12 votes to 3 (Algeria,
Hungary and USSR).

651. The representative of India explained that his
vote for inclusion of the item should not be construed
to amount to agreement with, or support for, the
contents of the letter of the representative of the United
States.

652. The representative of France also noted that
his delegation had agreed that the matter be studied
in the Council on the understanding that the debate
would allow each State to express its views.

653. The representative of Algeria explained that
he had voted against inclusion because of the lack of
verified information available to the Council regarding
the events that really took place in the Gulf of Wonsan
and out of concern to avoid dramatization of the
situation.

654. The President of the Council, speaking as the
representative of Pakistan, stated that his affirmative
vote on the adoption of the agenda did not reflect his
judgement ou matters of substance.

655. The United States representative, in presenting
the United States complaint before the Council, stated
that North Korean authorities had brought about a
grave threat to peace through the seizure and forcible
detention of a virtuallv unarmed vessel of the United
States Navy and its crew on the high seas and through
a campaign of steadily growing infiltration, sabotage
and terrorism which reached a climax in the attempted
assassination of the President of the Republic of Korea
in Seoul. He said that the resulting danger to inter
national peace and security would be removed only if
action were taken forthwith to secure the release of
the vessel. the USS Pt/cblo, and its crew and to end the
pattern of North Korean armed transgressions against
the Republic of ~orea.

656. Turning to the fact of these two aspects of
North Korean aggressive conduct, the United States
representative dealt first with the seizure and detention
of the FlIcblo and its crew. He noted that at 12 noon
(Korean time) on 23 January, the USS Pucblo
manned by a crew of 83 and sailing in international.
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watcrs off the North Korcan coast-was confrontcd
by a heavily armcd North Korcan patrol boat idcnti.
fl'Cd as a sllbmal'inc chascr. Noting- the Pltcblo was
operating undcr strict instructions which rcquired it to
stay at Icast thirtccn nautical milc!,; from thc North
Korean coast, the Unitcd States rcprcscntativc, refer·
ring t? n map providcd fOI' the convenience o.f the
CouncIl, dtcd a rcport from thc Pltcblo and a mOnitored
repol't from thc North Korean vessel at exactly the
same time. to show conclusively that thc Pltcblo was
in international waters at the' time it was first ap
proached by the submarine chaser. Quoting furthcr a
monitorcd oral message from thc North Korean craft
to its base. some tcn minutcs later. the Unitcd Statcs
reprcsentative statcd that the information available
to the United States, as reported by the Plteblo. and to
North Korean authorities, as transmitted by its own
ship, was virtually identical: i.e., the Pm'blo was, when
first approached,' 16.3 nautical miles from the nearcst
point of the North Korean mainland on the pcninsula
of Hodo-Pando and 15.3 milcs from the island of
Ung-do. Interestingly enough, concerning the small
margin of difference which existed, the North Korcan
ship reported the Pm'blo about a mile further away
from the shorelinc than the United States report of
the PI/cb/a position.

657. The United States rcpresentative then re
counted the evcnts-involving the Pltcblo., the North
Korean patrol boat. the thrce additional armed vcssels
which joined it, and two l\HG aircraft which appeared
and circled the Pltcblo-which preceded the armed
boarding and scizure of the Pltcblo and its entry under
force into the port of\Vonsan. He stressed that the
North Korean naval vessels. within a few minutes
of the boarding of the PI/cblo, had reported their
position as being about 21.3 miles from the nearest
North Korean land.

658. The United States representative stated that
he wished to lay to rest intimations that the Plwblo
had entered into North Korean territorial waters on
23 January prior to the approach made by North
Korean vessels. Availing himself of a second map and
again citing reports from the PI/cblo and those moni
tored from North Korean vessels, he tracked the course
of the PI/cblo from the morning of 23 January-when
it was at a location in international waters to which it
had come from the south-east-until it was first ap
proached by a North Korean vessel at noon, at another
point in international waters. He also stated that the
PI/cbla, in seeking to escape encirclement by the North
Korean vessels, did not move in the direction which
would have transgressed the twelve-mile limit. He said
the physical evidence-international Morse code signals
and monitored voice reports-was incontrovertible that
the Pltcblo, when first approached and when seized,
was in international waters and beyond the twelve-mile
limit and that the North Koreans knew this; he noted
further that the Plteblo was so lightly armed the North
Koreans even reported it was unarmed in one of their
reports which was monitored.

659. In these circumstances, the forcible stopping,
boarding. and seizure of the Pucblo on the high seas
was a knowing and wilful aggressive act-onc no
Member of the United Nations could tolerate.

660. After noting that Soviet ships engage in exactly
the same activities as the Pueblo and sail much closer
to the shores of other States, the United States
representative took up the second category of North
Korean aggressive actions: their systematic campaign
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of infiltration) sabotuge, and tcrrorism across thc Al'.
mistice Dcmarcation Line. He rcvicwcd the contents of
two rcports from thc Unitcd Nations Comnlllnd-that
of 2 Novcmbcr 1967 (S/8217) and that of 27 January
.1968 (S/8366). Strcssing that thc stcady increase in
thc tempo and scopc of thc series of North Korcan
attacks across the ])cmilitari~cd Zone threatcned to
undcrmine the whole structnrc of thc Armisticc regimc
in Korca, he said that the Armistice Ag'l'ecnlent must
be rcstored to its full "igo\\1' and the wcight and
influcnce of the Council cxcrted to this end.

661. He concluded by urging thc Council promptly
and effectively to help sccnre the safe return of the
PIIL'blo and its crew and to restorc thc vigoUl' and
clTectiveness of the Armistice Agrcemcnt.

662. The representative of the USSR pointed out
the groundlessness of the accusations levclled against the
Dcmocratic Peoplc's Rcpublic of Korea by tile United
States. He said that the deterioration of the situation
in Korca was a direct rcsult of the aggressive acts
committed by Unitcd States and South Korea armed
forces on both land and sea against the Democratic
People's Republic of Korea. In that connexion. he
drcw attention to the mcmorandum submitted by the
Govcrnment of the Democratic People's Republic of
Korca in Octobcr 1%7 to the twenty-sccond session
of the Gcneral Assembly, which stated that since 1966
"therc has becn created the sharpest tcnsion ever seen
aftcr the Armisticc along the l\Iilitary Demarcation Line
in Korea. and a dangerous situation has remained
unabated for more than a year now which may ignitc
war at any moment". That conclusion had been
rcached by the Government of the Democratic People's
Republic ·of Korea on the basis of a large number of
facts reluting to acts of armed provocation by United
States and South Korean armed forces. The same
memorandum stated that, since the Korean Armistice,
from July 1953 to Scptember 1%7, United States and
South Korean troops had committed 52,000 violations
of various kinds along the Demarcation Line, thcre
had becn 568 cases of artillery firing into the territory
of thc Democratic People's Republic of Korea, over
thirty armed attacks and over 800 cases of intrusion
into the coastal waters of the Democratic People's
Republic of Korea by warships. In 1967 alone, United
States troops had fired five times as many shots at
targets in the territory of the Democratic People's
Republic of Korea as they had fired during the whole
of the preceding thirteen years since the Armistice.
The escalation of provocative actions against the De
mocratic People's Republic of Korea was accompanied
by wide-scale measures to strengthen the South Korean
army. To equip that army, the United States was
supplying to South Korea increasing numbers of Hawk,
Nike-Hercules and Nike-Ajax guided missiles, super
sonic military planes, including fighter-bombers. heavy
and medium tanks, long-range artillery, large war
ships and other weapons and military equipment. More
and more military airfields were being built on the
territory of South Korea and South Korean ports
were being fitted out as naval bases.

663. The representative of the USSR said that the
United States request to convene the Security Council
was an attempt to distort the facts and to conceal
the illegal and hostile acts and the aggression of the
United States against the Korean people, which had
continued for many years. In the United States in
recent days, a war psychosis had been building IIp.
Threats were being made against the Democratic



People's Republic of Korea and measures of mobilhm
tion were being taken. The continuing presence on
the territory of South Korea of aggressive forces of the
United States was the main source of tension in Korea.
He cited the memorandum submitted to the General
Assembly by the Democratic People's Republic of
Korea in October 1967 in connexion with the syste
matic incidents and troubles on the Demarcation Line,
to the eITect that from the conclusion of the Armistice
in July 1953 up until September 1%7 there were over
806 cases of intrusion of military vessels into the ter
ritorial waters of the Democratic People's Republic
of Korea. The real danger lay in the hope of some
people in South Korea that a new military aggression
could be committed against the Democratic People's
Republic of Korea. The intrusion of the P"cblo into
the territorial waters of the Democratic People's Re
public of Korea for the purpose of espionage activities
constituted another dangerous act of provocation by
the United States and was a violation of the elementary
pl'inciples of international law and the sovereignty of
the Democratic People's Republic of Korea. Only the
immediate withdrawal of foreign forces from South
Korea and the cessation of foreign interference in the
affairs of the Korean people would pave the way for
a peaceful settlement of the Korean problem.

664. With regard to the circumstances of the de
tention of the P"cblo in the territorial waters of the
Democratic People's Republic of Korea, the represen
tative of the USSR said that the United States
representative had given a false one-sided version of
the events connected with the detention of the vessel.
In that connexion, the representative of the USSR
referred to testimony given by Captain Bucher of the
PI/cbla, who had admitted that the vessel, on the in
structions of the United States Central Intelligence
Agency, had been engaged in espionage activities in
the territorial waters of the Democratic People's Re
public of Korea. The testimony given by the Captain
of the Pucblo left no doubt about the location of the
vessel at the time when it was detained in the ter
ritorial waters of the Democratic People's Republic of
Korea or about the hostile designs with which that
vessel had penetrated into the territorial waters of the
Democratic People's Republic of Korea, in violation
of its territorial integrity and sovereignty. According
to Bucher's testimony, the Pucblo had been studying
the network of radar installations, the characteristics
of various ports, the number of incoming and outgoing
vessels and the manccuvrability of the vessels of the
Korean People's Army. In addition, Bucher had stated
that they had spied on various military installations
and the position of armed forces along the eastern
coast and had reached a point 7.6 miles from Nede.
It was then, in the words of Captain Bucher, that a
patrol boat of the Korean People's Army had appeared.
The location of that point was 39°17'4" north latitude,
127°46'9" east longitude. The facts of the detention
of the P"cblo. based on actual data, were given in the
statement by the Government of the Democratic People's
Republic of Korea of 23 January 1968, which read:
"Today vessels of our People's Army siezed an armed
espionage vessel of the United States imperialist aggres
sors, which had intruded into the territorial waters of
the Republic and was engaged in hostile activities
there".

665. At the 1389th meeting, on 27 January, the
representative of the United Kingdom emphasized
the gravity of the matter and the crucial interest of

everybody to achieve early and effective action by the
Security Council. He said that in response to the gen
eral mid deep concern in the United Kingdom, the
British Foreign Secretary had spoken in the British
Parliament on the previous day and expressed the
sense of outrage felt in the United Kingdom at
the seizure on the high seas of a ship which was
peacefully carrying out a legitimate purpose. In addition
to the detailed and convincing report on the seizure
of the United States ship PI/cb/o on the high seas
which the Council had heard, the Council had also
heard confirmation of disquieting evidence of the in
crease in violations of the Korean Armistice Agree
ment. The Council must deplore all breaches of the
Armistice Agreement and reaffirm the need for respect
for the Agreement. The need was to clear the ground
in order to go forward with more satisfactory imple,.
mentation of the basic agreement. This could be done
by restoring the situation, by quickly reducing tension,
and b)' allowing the ship and her crew to go free.

666. The representative of Ethiopia said that, in
the view of his delegation, the Council found itself
at the great disadvantage of not having full and
verified information on what actually had happened and
needed to take some agreed action to initiate an
immediate investigation. He suggested that it would
,be appropriate and in the established tradition of the
Council to invite North Korea, as a party to the dispute,
to take its full part in the carrying out of the in
vestigation. to appear and to present its case before
the Council. That would enable the Council to possess
first-hand submissions from all sides and to gain fuller
and more balanced information on the matter as a
whole. He called upon the parties concerned to help
the Council in its efforts by exercising' maximum
restraint and by agreeing to make certain gestures of
conciliation and goodwill.

667. The representative of Hungary stated that it
was clear that the P11eblo had entered North Korean
coastal waters to gather intelligence data 01'1 radio
signals in preparation for an eventual attack on that
country. The issue before the Council was not the case
of the PI/cblo, but the policy of the United States-a
policy of hostility, of threats and aggression. The
United States had ignored the repeated warnings by
the Democratic People's Republic of Korea concern
ing the grave dangers of its hostile acts. In view of
the constant attacks against the Democratic People's
Republic of Korea, of the many border violations,
of the continued United States military occupation of
South Korea, and of the misrule of that unhappy land,
it was the Democratic People's Republic which should
expect the United Nations to put an end to United
States intervention in the affairs of the Korean people.
The United States was responsible for the present
tension; the Democratic People's Republic of Korea
wanted nothing more than peace and an end to the
hostile acts of the United States. The Council should
strive to put an end to the United States policy of
provocations and ask that Government to cease its
threats of armed intervention against the Democratic
People's Republic of Korea and to abide by the prin
ciples of the Charter; the foreign occupation of South
Korea must end, and its people be enabled to exercise
their right of self-determination.

668. The representative of Canada said that the
discussion of the item on the agenda revealed one im
portant point of common ground-the degree of serious
ness which was attached to the rising state of tension
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in the Korean area and that the Pllcblo incident had
been a serious source of e~acerbation of that tension.
He said that progress would best be achieved by urgent
consultations among the members of the Council.

669. Speaking in e~ercise of the right of reply, the
rellresentative of the United States charged Soviet
shIps with gathering in£ornlation in pro~imity to
the United States and in many other countries of the
world. He e~pressed the hope that the Council would
reaffirm that the Armistice Agrcement of 1953 should
be scrupulously adhered to in Korea and that its
machinery should be utilized in order to preserve
peace in the area.

670. Exercising the right of reply, the representative
of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics pointed out
that the intntsion of the P,,~blo into North Korean
territorial waters was a typical example of numerous

violations b)' the United Stutes of the Armistice Agree
ment. The Pllcblo had been detained since it had .been
indulging in illegal und hostile uctivities in the ter
l'itorial waters of the Democratic People's Republic
of I<orea. In this connexion the acts undertaken by
the Government of thc Democl'ntic People's Republic of
Korea wel'c measures of self-defence and by no means
a violation of international law.

671. The representative of Hungary, e~ercising his
right of reply, pointed out that the United States
policy of violation of the sovereignty of other countries
could lead only to further international tension and
that only by defending the sovereignty of an States
would it be possible to pursue a policy of peace.

672. The Council then adjourned after the President
had stated that there would be consltltations among
its members.

Chapter 6

QUESTION CONCERNING THE SITUATION IN SOUTJlERN RHODESIA: LETTERS DATED 2 AND
30 AUGUST 1963 ADDRESSED TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL ON
BEHALF OF THE REPRESENTATIVES OF TIIIRTY.TWO l\IEMBER STATES (S/5382 AND
S/5409)

LETTER DATED 12 MARCH 1968 ADDRESSED TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE SECURITY
COUNCIL BY THE REPRESENTATIVES OF ALGERIA, BOTSWANA~ BURUNDI, CAl\IE.
ROON, CENTRAL AFRICAN REPUBUC, CHAD, CONGO (BRAZZAVILLE), CONGO
(DEMOCRATIC REPUBUC OF), DAHOMEY, ETHIOPIA, GABON, GHANA, GUINEA,
IVORY COAST, KENYA, LESOTHO, UBERIA, UBYA, l\fADAGASCAR, l\fAU, l\fAURI.
TANlA, MOROCCO, NlGER, NIGERIA, RWANDA, SENEGAL,SIERRA LEONE, SOl\IALlA,
SUDAN, TOGO, TUNISIA, UGANDA, UNITED ARAB REPUBLIC, UNITED REPUBUC OF
TANZANIA, UPPER VOLTA AND ZAl\IBIA (S/8454)

673. On 27 July 1967 the Secretary-General sub- paragraph 17 of which drew the attention of the
mitted a third addendum (S/7781/Add.3) to his report Council to the necessity of applying the necessary
in pursuance of resolution 232 (1966) of 16 December measures under Chapter VII of the Charter in "iew
1966. The addendum contained the substantive parts of the deterioration of the grave situation in Southern
of additional replies received to the notes of the Rhodesia.
Secretary-General of 17 December 1966 and 13 January 676. A fourth addendum to the Secretary-General's
1967. The addendum stated that since the trade report (S/7781/Add.4 and Corr.!) was submitted to
statistics provided related only to the first few months the Security Council on 30 November 1967. In addition
of 1967 and since several of Southern Rhodesia's to the substantive parts of fur.ther replies to the notes
trading partners and, in particular, some of its im- of the Secretary-General, it contained an analysis of
mediate neighbours, had not responded to the Secretary- the statistical data furnished by States under the
General's request for information about their trade Council's resolution. Imports into the reporting. coun-
with Southern Rhodesia, it was still not possible to tries had amounted to $25 million in the first half of
make any definitive conclusions on the progress of the 1967, compared with $227 million in the year 1965.
implementation of the Council's resolution. It could The reporting countries had been, in 1965, the recipients
only be said that while there had been a significant of 53 per cent of Southern Rhodesia's exports, the
decline in the trade between Southern Rhodesia and remainder of which had gone almost entirely to Zambia,
many of its trading partners in most of the commodities Malawi and South Africa. In the absence of statistical
listed in the resolution, there had been continuing reports from those three countries for the period under
traffic in certain important commodities. review-the first half of 1967-it was not possible

674. On 22 September 1967 the Minister for Foreign at present to evaluate that part of the total trade.
Affairs of Portugal communicated (S/8166) a state- Exports of the reporting countries to Southern Rho-
ment of the losses suffered by the economy of the desia had amounted to $30 million in the first half
Province of Mozambique by reason of the continued of 1967, compared with $185 million in the year 1965.
application of a number of measures provided for The reporting countries had been, in 1965, suppliers
in the resolutions of the Security Council of 9 April of 64 per cent of the imports of Southern Rhodesia,
and 16 December 1966. He reiterated the desire of the remainder of which had come principally from
his Government for consultations with the Security South Africa, Zambia, Malawi and Mozambique, for
Council under Article 50 of the Charter to agree upon which statistical data were not yet available for review.
modatities of the payment of the indemnification to The analysis set forth data on the eleven commodity
which the Province of Mozambique had a right. groups specified in resolution 232 (1966), which had

675. On 10 November 1967, the Secretary-General amounted to $20 million in the first half of 1967,
transmitted (S/8241) to the Council the text of General compared with $207 million in the year 1965. (The
Assembly resolution 2262 (XXII) of 3 November, report also noted that the various figures contained in
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it covered trade which had taken place before adoption
of the resolution but which appeared only in the
statistics for the year 1961.)

677. The most important of the commodities was
tobnccot Southern Rhodesian exports of which had
amounted to $132 million in 1965. The available data
indicated that, in the first half of 1967, Rhodesian
tobacco hud virtually disappeared from the world
market. The recorded imports of the reporting countries
had been explained as having been, in most cases,
bonded stores of earlier date. An analysis of the sources
of supply of the main tobacco markets had revealed
that the former consumers of the Southern Rhodesian
crop Imdt in 1967, met their requiretnents mainly by
an expansion of imports from the United States. It was
estimated that, as a resuit of a fall in Southern Rho
desia's exports, more than 140,000 metric tons of
tobacco were still in Southern Rhodesian hands.
Southern Rhodesian exports of the next most im
portant commodity, asbestos, had amounted to $30
million in 1965. The recorded imports of the reporting
countries in the first half of 1967 had amounted to
$1.7 million, which compared with $22 million in 1965.
The report noted that imports of the reporting countries
from South Africa, an important producer of asbestos,
had been increasing, amounting to $26 million in the
first half of 1967, compared with $39 million in the year
1965. IVIost of the reporting countries appeared to have
ceased to import copper from Southern Rhodesia in
1967. It appeared from the material that imports of
copper into the Federal Republic of Germany, although
somewhat lower than in 1965, had continued in the
first half of 1967. The report also provided various
tigures on imports from Southern Rhodesia of chromite,
meat and meat products, sugar, hides, skins and leather,
iron ore and pig iron. Continued observation of the
trade in chromite would be necessary and it was not
possible, without fuller data, to review the trade in
the other commodities.

678. Exports of the reporting countries to Southern
Rhodesia ·of the four commodity groups specified in
resolution 232 (1966) had amounted to approximately
$1 million in the first half of 1967, as compared
with $35 million in the year 1965.

679. As to petroleum supplies to Southern Rhodesia,
no meaningful evaluation of the status was possible
from the data reported by the reporting countries
because the traditional suppliers had been countries in
the Middle East region, none of which had as yet
reported its data to the Secretary-General. Iran,
Bahrain, Saudi Arabia and Netherlands Antilles had
been normal, major suppliers of petroleum products,
not only to Southern Rhodesia but also to South Africa,
Mozambique and Angola. Since South Africa in recent
periods had not disclosed countries of origin for its
petroleum imports or countries of destination for
its petroleum exports, even approximate evaluation of
the Southern Rhodesia petroleum situation, in combina
tion with that of South Africa, was not possible
without direct statistical information from their prin
cipal suppliers.

680. On 14 December 1967, the representative of
the United Kingdom expressed (S/8297) to the Secre
tary-General the hope of his Government that the
~overnments which had not yet supplied trade statistics,
mc1uding those which had no trade with Southern
Rhodesia, would soon comply with the request of the
Secretary-General. The reporting countries so far re-

presented less than one third of the membership of
the Organization and did not include man)' countries
which must have a considerable trade in some of the
commodities in question. He suggested that the Secre
tary-General might wish to consider remindinl{ the
Governments which had not yet reported of the im
portance of their doing so, if it was to be possible
to build up a complete picture of how the sanctions
were operating.

681. In the course of March and April 1968, the
Security Council received a series of communications
S/8444, S/8447, S/8448, S/8457, S/846O, S/8465,
S/8480, S/8485, S/8503, S/8504, S/8513, S/8523 and
S/8529) condemning and expressing shock at the exe
cution, which in many instances was termed assassina
tion, of five Africans by the illegal regime in Southern
Rhodesia. In a letter (S/844~~) dated 7 March, the
Qlairman of the Special Committee on the Situation
with regard to the Implementation of the Declaration
on the Granting of Independence to Colonial Countries
and Peoples transmitted to the Council the text of a
resolution adopted that day by the Special Committee
which drew the urgent attention of the Council to the
grave situation in Southern Rhodesia "with a view to
taking effective action to deal with it". A further
letter (S/8474) from the Chairman, dated 19 March,
transmitted the text of his statement before the Special
Committee and drew attention to the summary records
of the Committee. On 7 March the Council also received
a letter (5/8443) transmitting the text of the con
sensus on the subject arrived at by the Commission on
Human Rights. On 20 March a letter (5/8481) was
received from Portugal on the subject of losses incurred
by Mozambique.

682. On 12 March the representatives of thirty-six
African countries requested an urgent meeting of the
Security Council to examine the situation in Southern
Rhodesia (Zimbabwe). The letter (S/8454) stated
that it was now obvious that the selective mandatory
sanctions adopted in resolution 232 (1966) of 16
December 1966 had failed, as had been dramatically
demonstrated by the recent tragic assassination of
political prisoners by the racist regime in Rhodesia.
More such assassinations were also planned and ex
pected. No effort had been made in the meantime by
the administering Power to enter into negotiations
with leaders of the African political parties with a view
to establishing a government meeting the legitimate
aspiration of the people of Zimbabwe. Having regard
to those facts and the recent deterioration of the situa
tion, it was urgently incumbent upon the Council to
examine the continuing grave situation which still
constituted a threat to international peace and security
and to envisage the. necessary measures and action
under Chapter VII of the Charter.

683. On 19 March the representatives of two of
the signatories of the above letter, Botswana (S/8476
and Corr.1) and Lesotho (S/8477), explained that
although their Governments supported the general
sentiment of that letter, they did not advocate the
use of force.

684. The question was included in the agenda of
the 1399th meeting of the Security Council, on 19
March 1968, when the representatives of Jamaica and
Zambia were invited to participate in the discussion
in accordance with their requests.

685. The representative of Algeria said that the
justified emotion that had swept world opinion and
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the anger aroused in all the African peoples by the faced. There had been delays, mistakes and misca1cula-
assassination perpetrated by the racist regime of Salis- of the economic and financial difficulties it had recently
bury, had sharpl)' reminded the world of the tragic fate faced. There had been delays, mistakes and miscalcula-
of the people of Zimbabwe. The failure of the policy of tions; there had also been evasions and failures. The
sanctions advocated br the United Kingdom was thc timc had come to examine what had been done and
result of attempts to Isolatc the problems of southern what more could bc donc.
Africa from each other. Some countries-primarily 688. The representativc of the United Kingdom
non-African regimes, neighbours of Rhodesia-eon- said that he hoped the Council would not abandon
tinued to trade with Rhodesia. If sanctions were to the course it had set and resort to sweeping demands
be effective, Rhodesia must be isolated economically that could not be met. There werc effective measures
from its immediate neighbours. But the United King- still to be taken. Thc Council had a duty not to decide
dom was diffident regarding any policy implying a that one of the main weapons of international enforce-
confrontation with the colonialist minority. No doubt ment had proved useless, and to explore and examine
the United Kingdom in 1965 had seized the Cuuncil {:very effective and practicable method to supplement
of the Rhodesian question and asked for the applica- and sustain the measures already taken. The Council
tion of selective sanctions because that initi<i.tive offered needed to convince everyone, including the illegal
it an opportunity to water down its responsibilities. regime in Rhodesia, that there would be no escape
He said that the Council must express its determination from the situation except by a return to the road of
to see the administering Power and the international legality, democratic advance and free government so
community act firmly to prevent Rhodesia from be- wantonly abandoned on 11 November 1965.
coming another Palestine. 689. The representative of Ethiopia said that colo-

686. The United Kingdom, the Algerian representa- nialismwas desperately trying to push back the frontiers
tive declared, was responsible for present events. It fell of independence in southern Africa and viciously re-
to that country, as a colonial Power, in accordance with pressing the indigenous peoples, for it saw their inde-
the Charter, to create conditions that would enable the pendence as a threat to it. In South Africa, a garrison
people of Rhodesia to become independent. Instead, State had been created; South West Africa had been
the United Kingdom had shown a preference for a usurped; a colonial war was being waged in the Por-
so-called dialogue with a European minority which at tuguese Territories; in Southern Rhodesia, the threat
the same time was called rebellious. The British posi- to international peace and security became more obvious
tion, even if mldertaken in good faith, was a grave every day. The problems of southern Africa could not
political blunder. The Security Council, he said, must be considered separately ; a concerted move against all
enjoin the United Kingdom and the community of of them was necessary. At the time of the unilateral
nations to treat those responsible for the Salisbury declaration of independence, the United Kingdom had
murders as international criminals and some means to failed to declare that the use of force to prevent the
establish the effectiveness of the sanctions should be rebellion should not be discounted. Since then, the policy
considered. The sanctions must be total. A last and of vacillation had continued and Smith had escalated
serious warning must be issued to South Africa and his defiance and embarked on a policy of a.partheid.
Portugal. All States must be asked to implement all 690. With the increased repression, the representa-
the measures provided for in Article 41 of the Charter, tive of Ethiopia continued, African resistance had
including the interruption of rail, sea, air, postal, inevitably increased. Deprived of anr legitimate means
telegraph and radio and other communications. Finally, of redress, the Africans had deCided to meet the
the international community should consider all neces- violence of the oppressors by effective resistance to
sary measures for the defence of Zambia, in order to the point that South African counter-insurgency forces
prevent an attack on it by the illegal regime on the had been brought in by the Smith regime. The resistance
pretext that it was serving as a sanctuary for the libera- would continue to grow and colonialism would in-
tion movement. evitably look upon the neighbouring independent African

687. The representative of the United Kingdom said States as a threat. Warning that aggression against
that he could not accept the charges that the United those countries was a distinct possibility, he said that
Kingdom had sought to minimize its responsibilities, the Council must prepare itself for that eventuality. The
to delay the search for a solution and had given threat to international peace and security was fast
assurances to the illegal regime. The position of his becoming an imminent one. The Council should address
Government from the beginning had been that all itself to evaluating the effects of the selective man-
the people of Rhodesia should have a voice in their datory sanctions and should consider new measures.
Government and that the illegal regime should be By selective sanctions the Smith regime had been
brought to an end. The first and overriding duty of provided with time to make the necessary adjustments
the Council, he said, was to make clear, in unmistakable in its economy. He stressed that resolution 232 (1966)
and unanimous terms, its condemnation of the illegal had been adopted under Chapter VII of the Charter,
executions and to demand that no more illegal hangings so that Article 25 clearly applied. Sanctions would
be carried out. When the Council had done its first not work unless South Africa and the Portuguese
duty to the prisoners, it should proceed at once to territories were included. General and comprehensive
consider the whole question of what further action sanctions must be undertaken. Moreover, sanctions with-
could be taken to restore the situation in Rhodesia, to out follow-up measures would not be effective. If the
end the rebellion and to prepare for the advance to free United Kingdom wished to bring the rebellion to an
democratic government. One of his Government's first end, it must assume its direct responsibility and play
acts had been to warn of the consequences of an illegal the major role in the process of implementation.
declaration of independence. It had throughout declared 691. At the 1400th meeting, on 20 March 1968, the
and maintained the principles on which it believed a representative of India said that the executions showed
just settlement should be based. It had set itself to the futility of attempting to solve the problem by half-
achieve its aims by peaceful means. His country had hearted measures. Unless strong, determined and early
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action was taken, the minority regime would persist
in its criminal policy. The selective sanctions, he stated,
had failed. Though the~' had had some effect on the
cconom)', they had not produced the promised politic.'\l
results. His delegation had always held that the Govern
ment of the United Kingdom, as the administering
Power, was fully entitled to launch a police action
in the colonv where ·law and order had completely
broken dowl1'. The murders committed by the Smith
regime and the repressive measures taken by it to deal
with the \Illrest among the people of Zimbabwe provided
more than the required justification for the administer
ing Power to intervene with force.

692. He said that the Council should call on the
United Kingdom to adopt effective measures, not ex
cluding the use of force, to fulfil its responsibilities.
There should also be comprehensive mandatory eco
nomic sanctions, coupled with a warning that all States
IVlembers of the Organization would be bound to
comply with them in terms of their obligations under
Article 25 of the Charter. That was necessary because
two Member States which were in close alliance with
Southern Rhodesia, in an effolt to perpetuate white
supremacy in southern Africa, had openly and un
ashamedly declared their intention to continue to help
I'he Smith regime.

693. The representative of Canada said that the
Council should condemn the exec\ltions and demand
that those responsible desist from further inhuman
acts and political persecutions. Canada had faithfully
applied the sanctions imposed by the Security Council.
Although they had not so far succeeded in achieving
the aim of a change of regime and a return to legality
in Rhodesia, his delegation did not speak of them as
having failed because they had clearly had some impact
on the economy and general situation in Rhodesia.
The impact· could have been greater if Council direc
tives had been carried out by all. He stated that the
use of force to bring down the illegal regime, which
some advocated, must be weighed carefully for it might
involve a full-scale invasion and war. The human and
material cost of such action inside and outside Rhodesia
could not be ignored. If the Council was to decide on
the use of force by the United Nations, the Members
which would have to carry the main burden of im
plementing the decision would have to be in agreement.
He did not believe that a basis existed for such agree
ment. Moreover,it was quite clear that the United
Kingdom was not prepared to embark on that approach
to a solution at the time.

694. The Council, he said, should carefulIy weigh
the advantages and disadvantages of abandoning the
Course on which it had embarked for the first time
in the history of the United Nations. In the light of
the experience with selective sanctions, it might be
too much to hope that comprehensive economic sanc
tions would quickly achieve the Council's purpose;
but they would no doubt have an effect on the Rho
desian regime and enhance the impact of the Council's
measures. His delegation was prepared to support
any appropriate moves by the Security Council to
impose more stringent sanctions and to enter into
consultations to that end.

695. The representative of France recalled his
Government's legal position on the question, namely,
that Rhodesia was a British colony and that it and
all its internal problems were the responsibility of the
United Kingdom. France had condemned the so-called
declaration of independence and neither recognized

nor maintained diplomatic relations with the de faciO
authority that had set itself up in Salisbury. Naturally,
it did not seem possible to France to regard the
Security Council as being legally empowered to rule
on a matter in which a dependent territory was op
posed to the metropolitan country. But that did not
mean that France WQuld not assist the responsible
authority to shoulder its responsibilities. His Govern
ment had prohibited all products included in the reso
lution of December 1966.

696. The French delegation deplored the fact that
the efforts of the administering Power had not suc
ceeded in preventing the five criminal executions and
had the greatest misgivings about the fate of the con
demned persons awaiting a decision on their fate; it
had been relieved to learn that the sentences of thirty
five of them had been commuted. France had associated
itself with the consensus by which the Commission on
Human Rights had called upon the United Kingdom
Government to restore human rights and fundamental
freedoms in its colony; it· trusted that the Government
of the United Kingdom would soon make known the
measures it intended to take to put an end to the Rho
desian crisis, which had lasted too long. The experience
of the recent past enabled the French delegation to
affirm that it was not impossible to find a means of
resolving such a crisis.

697. The representative of Jamaica said that the
judicial murder of five Africans symbolized a situation
characterized by repression, violation of human rights
and discrimination. The reported incursions of guerrilla
forces during the last few days showed the inevitability
of a violent response to repression. His delegation
saluted the efforts of the Zimbabwe nationalists. There
was no use in saying that sanctions had not been given
time to work or that they had failed because not all
States had co-operated; everyone had known before
hand who would not co-operate and why. He asked
whether the United Kingdom's references to practical
actiOll could refer to closing the border of Southern
Rhodesia to goods and equipment from South Africa
and economic sanctions against South Africa and Por
tugal. Quoting the text of a resolution adopted by the
Jamaican Parliament, he stated that his Government
supported the use of force to overthrow the illegal
regime. That was the only way it saw of overthrowing
the regime quickly and with a minimum of further
economic dislocation of Zambia, and Jamaica was ready
to contribute, within its capacity, to any force organized
directly under the authority of the United Nations.

698. Th~ representative of Denmark said that his
Government and people shared the anger and disgust
aroused by the executions and other illegal acts of the
Smith regime, which had embarked on a road that
might well lead towards disaster. He emphasized that
it was the unanimous wish of the Security Council
tlmt the rebellion be brought to an end. Denmark had
complied fully with the Security Council resolutions
on the question and, in fact, had gone considerably
farther than required by prohibiting all exports to, or
imports from, Southern Rhodesia. It would be prepared
to support extension and tightening up of the economic
sanctions. His delegation pledged full co-operation in
the consultations that should now take place so that
the Council could assess the possibilities for effective
action.

699. The representative of the United States, re
viewing the situation of condemned prisoners in South
ern Rhodesia and the illegal regime's legislation on



the subject,declared that his Government condemned
as an outrage the illegal hanging of the five condemned
men and shared the world-wide sense of alarm at the
prospect that more hangiugs might follow I pursuant
to legislation which violated the most elementary
standards of human justice. The regime had even
moved to embrace the odious racial policies of South
Africa. The banging of the gallows trnp in Salisbury
must end any lingering doubts abont the natur~ of the
regime, its intentions for the future and its contemp
tuous disregard for the rights of the overwhelminl~
majority of the population. Now more than ever the
United States looked upon the situation with shock
and grave concern. For while the United States had
made every effort to ensure full compliance with the
selective mandatory sanctions against Southern Rho
desia, it shared the recognition that these had not
achieved their desired goal. It earnestly hoped that the
Council would, quickly and unanimously, find ways
to achieve the common objective. The COlUlCil should
express its sympathy with regard to the difficulties
faced by countries such as Zambia, whose non-racial
policy contrasted so sharply with the deplorable policies
being followed in Southern Rhodesia.

700. The representative of the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics !laid that the crimes of the racists
in Southern Rhodesia were designed to stifle the grow
ing movement of the Zimbabwe peopli.~ to liberate them
selves from colonial oppression. The existence of th~
racist regime in Southern Rhodesia was undoubtedly
part of the designs of imperialism, which included
plans to create obstacles to the complete liberation of
Africa and to transform Southern Rhodesia, together
with South Afric:a and the Portuguese colonies ·in
Africa, into a strongpoint of colonialism and racism.
The United Kingdom could have prevented the con
solidation of the racist regime by merely lifting a
finger; instead, it had abetted the regime, engaged in
negotiations with it and taken it under its wing.

701. The Soviet Union, he stated, had pointed out
in December 1966 that the proposed measures would
only serve as a smoke-screen for the colonialists and
protect the interests of monopoly capital. Citing figures
concerning the supply of oil and the statements of the
General Assembly regarding the activities of foreign
financial and other interests, the USSR representative
said that it was obvious that, if the Western Powers
severed all economic relations with the Smith regime,
its economic foundations would be undermined. But
some were not likely to do so even in the political
and diplomatic field. United States official publications
showed that the United States had a consular office
in Salisbury, with six officials. The Smith regime was
receiving oil and other commodities and was increas
ing its mining production with the assistance and par
ticipation of Western monopolies. New foreign invest
ments were still being made in Southern Rhodesia, and
the level of imports during the first half of 1967
had been nearly 20 per cent higher than in the same
period in 1966. A special role in the wilful subversion
of the Council's decision was played by South Africa
and Portugal. The USSR representative said that the
military councils of the racist regimes of South Africa,
Southern Rhodesia and the Portuguese colonialists
were planning aggressive actions against independent
African States.

702. The representative of the Soviet Union said
that his Government was ready to continue its co
operation with the African countries and other peace-
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loving States to bring to bear full assistance to the
~eople of Zimbabwe in its lawful nnd just struggle.
rhe Council must ask all States to give full moral and
mnterial support to the people of Zimbabwe in its
lawful struggle for freedom and independence and take
measures against all States, including South Afdca
and Portugal, which continued to maintain economic
and other relations with the rucist regime of Southern
H.hodesia. The United Kingdom must take etfective
measures against the racist minority regime in Southern
Rhodesia. There must be llnconditional implementation
of the Declaration on the Granting of Independence to
Colonial Countries and Peoples tlll'ough general elec~

tions in Southern Rhodesia on the basis of "one man
one vote" and the immediate transfer of power to a
majority government (>.:~pressing the will of the people
of Zimbabwe. In conformity with the Charter, the
Council must decree exhaustive and effective sanctions
against the racist regime in Southern Rhodesia in ol'der
to eradicate that hotbed of racism and neo-colonialism
once and for all.

703. The representative of the United Kingdom,
in reply, expressed regret that the representative of the
Soviet Union, instead of moving tow~lfds co-operation
and agreement, had made grave accusations against
his country. No country had done more than the
United Kingdom to give effect to the purposes and
decisions of the Council. The evidence for the state
ment that the United Kingdom had abetted the illegal
regime came from those correctly described as South
ern Rhodesia racists and was wholly unreliable, as was
the information concerning oil supplies to Southern
Rhodesia.

704. The representative of the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics said that his facts and sources
had been verified.

70S. At the 1408th meeting, on 26 March 1968,
the representative of Hungary said that it was disturb
ing that the racist regimes of South Africa and South
ern Rhodesia both received support from certain West
ern Powers which, while strongly denouncing those
regimes, did not back their verbal condemnations with
action. Perhaps the most important factor was the
policy of the United Kingdom which, despite its verbal
condemnations of the regime, gave it de facto recogni
tion. In the past, the United Kingdom had used force
against other colonial authorities; but the Salisbury
rebels, because of their skin colour, were being treated
differently. The NATO allies of the United Kingdom
followed its attitude. The Federal Republic of Germany
had increased its trade with Southern Rhodesia, in
contrast with the attitude of the German Democratic
Republic. South Africa and Portugal played a decisive
role in protecting the Salisbury regime from the effects
of the sanctions, which were far too limited in scope.
It was significant that South Africa, Southern Rhodesia
and Portugal maintained strong ties with NATO. The
socialist countries had strictly applied the December
1966' resolution of the Council: his country had gone
beyond it even before the adoption of that resolution.
They were helping the Zimbabwe people and favoured
full sanctions. The Council should translate the uni
versal indignation into the most severe sanctions; in
sist that the aim was the overthrow of the illegal re
gime, not a modification of its policies ; and the United
Kingdom must take measures to help achieve the im
mediate independence of the people of Zimbabwe.

706. The representative of Zambia said that the
day was not far off, unless the United Kingdom took



appropriate action, when the situation would be com
pletely out of haud and the neighbouring Governments
would sooner or later be drawn into confrontation with
the rebel regime on n purely racial basis. The United
Kingdom had stated that it would use force only if
there was a. bl'eakdown of law and order. But Southern
Rhodesia had been declared independent unilaterally i
the Press had been muzzled and the courts had been
forced to give the Smith regime de facto recognition;
there had been hangings of Africans, despite the Queen's
reprieve; foreign troops had entered the Territory to
assist the regime in suppressing the indigenous people's
struggle for liberation. All this was evidence that law
and order had broken down. Was the United Kingdom
waiting until the throats of Europeans had actually
been slit, and did it intend to move in then to help the
Europeans fight back the enraged black insurgents?
All acts of violence in Southern Rhodesia were the
responsi,bility of the United Kingdom, which was the
competent authority in the Territory.

707. Thtl Rhodesian situation, he stated, was a
seriotH. threat to Zambia, which shared borders with
Southern Rhodesia. and with Mozambique, South "'est
Africa and Angola. Zambia was not responsible for in
cidents on its borders and the Security Council should
take effective measures to protect it from a sneak in
vasion in the form of reprisal by the trigger-happy
white settlers. Southern Rhodesia had managed to
evade the Security Council's economic sanctions, but
Zambia had suffered a great deal as a result of its
implementation of the sanctions programme. Portugal
and South Africa, despite their obligations as Member
States, were supplying the rebel territory with oil and
re-exporting its commodities. The acts of the trading
partl~ers of those two States, which were encouraging
them, should be condemned. Further sanctions, as
advocated by the United Kingdom, made no sense
without a commitment to the use of force to make
them effective. He called upon the United Kingdom,
whose responsibility it was to resolve the Rhodesian
problem, to send troops to the territory to restore law
and order there.

708. The representative of Brazil condemned the
action of the regime in Southern Rhodesia in hanging
five Africans, in callous disregard of reprieves granted
by the British Crown. The regime should reconsider
the course upon which it had embarked since November
1965, and which could only spell more sorrow and
suffering for a population which had been denied
every basic political and civil right. Brazil would con
tinue to apply strictly the economic sanctions voted by
the Council against Southern Rhodesia. All members
of the Council agreed on the need for taking positive
action to stop Southern Rhodesia from continuing
along the perilous path it had chosen. The problem
was as to method. He suggested that the Council should
strongly censure the de facto regime for the illegal
execution of the African nationalists and warn it
against the repetition of such crimes. Although South
ern Rhodesia's economic life seemed to have been hurt
by the sanctions, the Salisbury regime had· somehow
managed to survive and to ignore its condemnation by
the international community. The course of wisdom lay
in tightening to the breaking-point the economic pres
sure on Southern Rhodesia. The white minority should
be induced to withdraw support of the Smith regime
by a broadened trade embargo. As the Council was
well aware, economic sanctions were only one of many
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kinds of sanctions, short of the use of force, available
under Article 41 of the Charter.

709. The representative of Pakistan said that his
Government and people had expressed their horror at
the action of the usurper regime in putting to death
five freedom fighters of Zimbabwe. The United Kingdom
had given the assurance that in the event law and order
broke down in the Territory it would resort to the use
of force. He asked if the contemptuous defiance of the
authority and prerogative of the Crown and the re
course to a reign of terror were not indicative of a
collapse of law and order. Selective mandatory sanc
tions had failed, as it· had been warned they would.
:Illd South Africa and Portugal had fortified the illegal
regime in its defiance of the international community.
The United Kingdom should no longer rule out resolute
measures including, if necessary, the use of force. The
Security Council, acting under Chapter VII of the
Charter, should impose comprehensive mandatory sanc
tions and make clear to all Member States their obliga
tion under Article 25 of the Charter to accept and
carry out its decision. The Council should establish a
procedure for plugging loop-holes and to ensure the
implementation of these measures under its own super
vision and control.

710. The representative of China expressed his
country's shock at the executions and said that the
measures so far used against the regime in Southern
Rhodesia had been either too limited in scope or too
restricted in application. However, his delegation had
then felt, as it still did, that the use of force should be
left to the discretion of the United Kingdom, as the
administering Power. Force should not be lightly used;
but the legitimate use of force should not be precluded
as a last resort. His Government, for its part, had
faithfully implemented the Security Council's present
sanctions programme against Rhodesia, but many coun
tries, including some most vociferous about the im
position of sanctions, had continued to trade with
Southern Rhodesia. He supported comprehensive man
datory economic sanctions against the illegal regime.

71t. The representative of Paraguay said that his
country protested the executions by the illegal regime
and paid tribute to the martyrs. The inhuman acts of
the Smtih regime must be condemned, the lives of
other prisoners protected, the rebellion brought to an
end and power restored to the people of Zimbabwe.
His delegation would endeavour to bring about adop
tion of measures to achieve those objectives.

712. The President, speaking as representative of
Senegal, said that his country had repeatedly called for
radical action to put an end to the illegal regime and
free the Zimbabwe people from slavery. Knowing that
the United Kingdom had committed itself to not using
force against it, the rebel regime had become more
arrogant, even spurning the Queen's commutation of
the sentences of the African nationalists. His delegation
had always regarded the selective mandatory sanctions
as an illusion. The United Kingdom must apply more
energetic economic sanctions, and if necessary resort
to t1,e use of force. It was the duty of the Security
Council to impose comprehensive mandatory sanctions
against Southern Rhodesia and to take effective mea
sures to ensure implementation of its decision.

713. The representative of the United Kingdom
regretted that the Minister for Foreign Affairs of
Zambia had spoken so bitterly. However, he under
stood the reasons for the bitterness and admired Zam-



bia's stand in the face of strains and sacrifices. But the
only question was what practical action could now be
taken He had offered to consult with members of the
Coun~il to find common ground and that offer had been
taken up; he would welcome consultation .with the
Foreign Minister of ~ambia and had so offered.. He
believed that consultations would not be wasted S111ce,
in all the African and Asian statements he had seen.
whatever else was asked for, there was a demand that
the Council should examine what more could be done
to make sanctions more fully effective.

714. On 16 April 1968 the following draft resol.u
tion (S/8545 and Corr.l) was submitted by Algena,
Ethiopia, India, Pakistan and Senegal:

"The Security Council,
"Recalling aJld reaffirming its resolutions 216

(1965) of 12 November 1965, 217 (1965) of 20
November 1965, 221 (1966) of 9 April 1966, and
232 (1966) of 16 December 1966,

"Reaffirmillg in particular its resolution .232 (1966)
in which it determined that the situation 10 Southern
Rhodesia constitutes a threat to international peace
and security,

"Takillg lIote of resolution 2262 (XXII) adopted
by the General Assembly on 3 November 1967 a!ld
resolution A/AC.l09/287 adopted by the SpeCial
Committee on the Situation with regard to the Im
plementation of the Declaration on the Granting of
Independence to Colonial Countries and Peoples on
7 March 1966,

"Gravely cOllcerned that the measures so far taken
have failed to resolve the situation in Southern Rho
desia,

"Gravely concerned furthcr that the measures taken
by the Security Council have not been fully com
plied with by all States,

"Noting that the Governments of the Republic of
South Africa and Portugal, in particular, in con
travention of their obligation under Article 25 of the
Charter of the United Nations, have not only carried
on trade with the illegal racist minority regime of
Southern Rhodesia contrary to the terms of Security
Council resolution 232 (1966), but have in fact
given active assistance to that regime enabling it to
counter the effects of the measures decided upon by
the Security Council,

"Affirming the primary responsibility of the Gov
ernment of the United Kingdom to enable the people
of Southern Rhodesia to exercise their right of
self-determination and independence,

"Em.phasizing the responsibility of the Govern
ment of the United Kingdom for the situation that
prevails in Southern Rhodesia and the consequences
that have flowed therefrom,

«(Condemning the recent execution of political
prisoners in Southern Rhodesia by the illegal racist
minority regime as contrary to law and an aggraya
tion of the threat to international peace and security,

« Reaffir'ming its recognition of the legitimacy of
the struggle of the people of Southern Rhodesia for
freedom and independence,

"Acting under Chapter VII of the Charter ohhe
United Nations,

"1. Calls upon the Government of the United
Kingdom to take immediately all requisite measures
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to stop the execution of political prisonel's in Southern
Rhodesia;

"2. Calls upon all States to sever immediately all
economic and other relations with the illegal racist
minority regime in Southern Rhodesia;

"3. Calls upon aU States to carry out this deci
sion of the Security Council in accordance with their
obligations under the Charter of the United Nations;

"4. Censures the Governments of Portugal and
South Africa for their assistance to the illegal racist
minority regime in defiance of the resolution of the
Security Council;

"5. Decides to take resolute and effective action
in accordance with the relevant provisions of the
Charter against the Governments of ~ou~h Afr,ica
and Portugal in the event that they persist 10 defymg
the decisions of the Security Council;

"6. Urges all States to render moral and material
assistance to the national liberation movements of
Southern Rhodesia in order to enable them to achieve
their freedom and independence;

"7. Urges the United Kingdom as the administer
ing Power to take urgently all necessary measures
including the use of force to bring an end to the
rebellion in Southern Rhodesia and enable the people
to exercise their right to self-determination and in
dependence in accordance with General Assembly
resolution 1514 (XV);

"8. Calls upon Member States, and in particular
those with primary responsibility under the Charter
for the maintenance of international peace and se
curity, to assist effectively in the implementation of
the measures called for by the present resolution;

"9. Requests aU States to report to the Secretary
General on the measures taken to implement the
present resolution;

"10. Requests the Secretary-General to report to
the Security Council on the progress of the im·
plementation of this resolution;

"11 Decides to maintain the item on its agenda
and t~ meet within thirty days to review the im
plementation of the measures called for by the present
resolution."

715. At the 1413th meeting, on 18 April, the repre
sentative of Ethiopia, introducing the five-P~wer draft
resolution, said that the sponsors firmly beheved that
the main responsibility for enabling the people of
Southern Rhodesia to exercise their right to self
determination and independence fell on the United
KinO'dom as the administering Power. In so far as
the United Kingdom had not taken effective action to
bring the Rhodesian rebellion to an end, it must bear
the responsibility for its continuation and tragic con
sequences. The Council must urge the United Kingdom
to use all the means at its disposal, including the use
of force to end the rebellion. Selective sanctions had
proved 'inadequate and had failed, and the Council
must now agree on mandatory, comprehensive. sanc
tions and call on all States to sever all economic and
other relations with the illegal racist minority regime.
That was the only way the Salisbury regime could be
made. to feel the full impact of its isolation from the
rest of the world. Sanctions were not useful unless
counteractions by those bent on undermining the
Council's efforts were eliminated. The rebellion in
Southern Rhodesia could not have continued without
assistance from South Africa and Portugal. The Council



should not only condemn those two countries for their
defiance, but also forestaU the possibility of future
misbehaviour by deciding to take resolute and effective
action. The· Council should caU upon aU Member
States, and in particular the trading partners of South
Africa and Portugal, to co-operate in the implementa
tion of the comprehensive mandatory sanctions. More
needed to be done in the area of implementation and
fol1ow-up if the efforts of the Council were to be
effective. It should agree upon some effective mechanism
that would enable it to ensure fuU and effective com
pliance.

716. On 22 April the United Kingdom submitted
the fol1owing draft resolution (S/8554):

"The SeCl/rity Council,
"Recalling and reaffirming its resolutions 216

(1965) of 12 November 1965, 217 (1965) of 20
November 1965, 221 (1966) of 9 April 1966, and
232 (1966) of 16 December 1966,

"Noting with grea.t concern that the measures taken
so far have failed to bring the rebellion in Southern
Rhodesia to an end,

"Deploring the recent inhuman executions carried
out by the illegal regime in Southern Rhodesia which
have flagrantly nffronted the conscience of mankind
and have been universally condemned,

"Reaffirming that, to the extent not superseded in
this resolution, the measures provided for in resolu
tions 217 (1965) of 20 November 1965, and 232
(1966) of 16 December 1966, as wel1 as those ini
tiated by Member States in implementation of those
resolutions, shall continue in effect,

"Rca·ffirming its determination that the present
situation in Southern Rhodesia constitutes a threat
to international peace and security,

"Actlng in accordance with Articles 39 and 41
of the United Nations Charter,

"1. Decides that States Members of the United
Nations shall prevent:

" (a.) The import into their territories of all com
modities and products originating in Southern Rho
desia and exported therefrom after the date of this
resolution (whether or not the commodities or pro
ducts are for consumption or processing in their
territories, whether or not they are imported in bond
and whether or not any special legal status with
respect to the import of goods is enjoyed by the
port or other place where they are imported or
stored) ;

" (b) Any activities by their nationals or in their
territories which promote or are calculated to promote
the export of any commodities or products from
Southern Rhodesia; and any dealings by their na
tionals or in their territories in any commodities or
products originating in Southern Rhodesia and ex
ported therefrom after the date of this resolution, in
cluding in particular any transfer of funds to South
ern Rhodesia for the purposes of such activities or
dealings;

" (c) The shipment in vessels or aircraft of their
registration or under charter to their nationals or
the carriage (whether or not in bond) by land trans
port facilities across their· territories of any com
modities or products originating in Southern Rhodesia
and exported therefrom after the date of this
resolution;
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U (d) The sale or supply by their nationals or from
their territories of any commodities or products
(whether or not originating ill their territories but
not including medical supplies, educational equip
ment, documents, books, periodicals, newspapers,
cinematograph films containing 0111y news or other
informative or educational matter, television films
containing only such matter, other material for cine
matograph, television or radio purposes containing
only such matter or, in special humanitarian circUlll
stances, foodstuffs) to any person or body in South
ern Rhodesia or to any other person or ·body for the
purposes of any business carried on in or operated
from Southern Rhodesia; and any activities by their
nationals or in their territories which promote or
are calculated to promote such sale or supply;

"(e) The shipment in vessels or aircraft of their
registration or under charter to their nationals or the
carriage (whether or not in bond). by land transport
facilities across their territories of any such com
modities or products which are consigned to any
person or body in Southern Rhodesia or to any other
person or body for the purposes of any business
carried on in or operated from Southern Rhodesia;

"2. Decides that States Members of the United
Nations shal1 not make available to the illegal regime
in Southern Rhodesia or to any commercial, industrial
or public utility undertaking in Southern Rhodesia
any funds for investment or any other financial or
economic resources and shall prevent their nationals
and any persons within their territories from making
available to the regime or to any such undertaking
any such funds or resources and from remitting
any other funds to persons or bodies within Southern
Rhodesia except payments exclusively for pensions
or other humanitarian, educational or information
purposes;

"3. Decides that States Members of the United
Nations shal1:

"(a) Prevent the entry into their territories, save
on exceptional humanitarian grounds, of any person
travelling on a Southern Rhodesian passport, regard
less of its date .of issue, or on a purported passport
issued by or on behalf of the illegal regime in South
ern Rhodesia;

"(b) Take all possible measures. to prevent the
entry into their. territories of persons whom they
have reason to believe to be ordinarily resident in
Southern Rhodesia and whom they have reason to
believe to have furthered or encouraged or to be likely
to further or encourage the unlawful actions of the
illegal regime in Southern Rhodesia or any activities
which are calculated to evade any measures decided
upon in this resolution or in resolution 232 (1966)
of 16 December 1966;

"4. Decides that States Members of the United
Nations shall prevent airline companies constituted
in their territories and aircraft of their registration
or under charter to their nationals from operating
to or from Southern Rhodesia and from linking
up with any airline company constituted or aircraft
registered in Southern Rhodesia;

"5. CaUs u.pon States Members of the United
Nations to take all practicable measures to discourage
their nationals from emigrating to Southern Rho
desia;

"6. Decides that all States Members of the United
Nations shall give effect to the decisions set out in



op~rative paragraphs 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 (If this resolu
tion notwithstanding any contract entered into or
licence granted before the date of this resolution save
that landlocked States of southern Africa shall be
obliged to carry out those decisions only in so far
as their position permits;

"7. Calls uPO'Il all States Members of the United
Nations to carry out these decisions of the Security
Council in accordance with Article 25 of the United
Nations Charter, and reminds them that failure or
refusal by any of them to do so would constitute a
violation of that Article;

"8. Urges, having regard to the principles stated
in Article 2 of the United Nations Charter, States
not Members of the United Nations to act in accord
ance with the provisions of paragraphs 1 to 6 of this
resolution;

"9. Calls UPOIl States Members of the United
Nations or of the specialized agencies to report to
the Secretary-General by 1 June 1968 the measures
each has taken in accordance with the provisions of
paragraphs 1 to 6 of this resolution;

"10. Requests the Secretary-General to supervise
and report at regular intervals to the Council on
the progress of the implementation of resolution 232
(1966) of 16 December 1966, and of this resolution,
the first report to be submitted not later than 1 July
1968;

"11. Calls upon each State Member of the United
Nations or of the specialized agencies to report to
the Secretary-General at such intervals and in such
form as may be indicated by the Secretary-General
the quantity and value of its trade in such conunodi
ties or products as may be so indicated;

"12. Requests the Secretary-General to seek from
any State Member of the United Nations or of the
specialized agencies such further information regard
ing the trade of that State, or regarding any activities
that may constitute an evasion of the measures decided
upon in this resolution, as he may consider neces
sary for the proper discharge of his duty to report
to the Council in pursuance of this resolution;

"13. Calls upon all States Members of the United
Nations or of the specialized agencies to supply such
further information as may be sought by the Secre
tary-General in pursuance of this resolution;

"14. Decides to establish a committee composed
of all members of the Security Council which shall,
for the purpose of enabling the Council to secure full
implementation of resolution 232 (1966) and of this
resolution:

"(a) Consider the reports made to the Council
by the Secretary-General in pursuan-:- ~ of those
resolutions;

"(b) In consultation as appropriate with the
Secn :ary-General, evaluate the information contained
in the Secretary-General's reports (including reports
of cases where States have failed to supply informa
tion requested by the Secretary-General) and assess
its significance for th~ implementation of those
resolutions;

"(c) In the light of its consideration of the
Secretary-General's reports, advise the Secretary
General with respect to the further exercise of his
functions under those resolutions;

"(d) Report from time to time to the Council
on the discharge of its functions under this paragraph;
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"1.5.. D!1ddcs to keep this item on its ag~nda for
f\tfther action as appropriate in the light of develop
ments.:;
717, At the 1415th meeting, on 23 April, the repre

sentntiVt~ of the United Kingdom, introducing the draft
resoluti(l!l submitted hy his delegation, said that it was
the resu1l. of a joint and intensive examination of every
aspect of the complicated problems before the Council.
Some membe.'s would wish the United Kingdom to go
further, but the present proposal WHS the widest area
on whk:) ngreement could be reached. Two tests were
applicable: that the measures were capable of effective
implementation and that they had the effect of showing
to the illegal regime and everyone else that the illegal
course on which the regime had embarked could not
succeed and could lead only to political isolation and
economic stagnation.

718. His Government had carefully weighed every
word of the. draft resolution, which was an instrument
forged with the greatest care to give effect to com
prehensive mandatory economic sanctions. Its main
effect and purpose was to impose a total ban on all im
ports from Rhodesia~ closing gaps and, subject to cer
tain stat d ,-~'Cceptions mainly on humanitarian and educa
tional gr'.)tmcls, to impose equally a total ban on all
e..'Cpor.t-~ to Southern Rhodesia. Special care had been
given 111 the consultations to the vital question of super
vision and implementation.

719. The problem was so menacing, the United
Kingdom representative said, that the Council must
assess what it could do, and act within its clear capacity.
Progress would be made not by declarations, generaliza
tions and empty threats, but only by effective, practical
and persistent action. Some said force was the only
way, but he was sure that there were effective mea
sures still to be taken. In spite of the difficulties and
limitations, it was the Council's duty not to decide that
sanctions-one of the main weapons of international
enforcement-had proved useless, but to explore and
examine every effective and practicable method to sup
plement and sustain the measures already taken. The
Council must convince everyone, especially the illegal
regime, that it meant to go on. Its obligation was to
all the people of Rhodesia, especially the more than
4 million Africans denied freedom to participate in
the Government of their own country. The Council
owed it to them not to raise hopes it had no power
to satisfy, but to take effective action, and to act in
unity.

720. On 28 May, following consultations among
members of the Council, the following draft resolution
was submitted (S/8601):

"The Security C01tnCi!,
"Reca.lling and reaffirming its resolutions 216

(1965) of 12 November 1965, 217 (1965) of 20
November 1965, 221 (1966) of 9 April 1966, and
232 -(1966) of 16 December 1966,

"Taking note of resolution 2262 (XXII) adopted
by the General Assembly 011 3 November 1967,

(iNoting with great concern that the measures taken
so far have failed to bring the rebellion in Southern
Rhodesia to an end,

((Reaffirming that, to the extent not superseded ill
this resolution, the measures provided for in resQlu
tions 217 (1965) of 20 November 1965, and 232
(1966) of 16 December 1966, as well as those ini-



tiated by Member States in implementation of those
resolutions, shall continue in effect,

ftGravcly cot/ccn/cd that the measures taken by
the Security Council have not heen complied with by
all States and that some States, contrary to resolu
tion 232 (1966) of the Security Council and to their
obligations under Article 25 of the Charter, have
failed to prevent trade with the illegal regime in
Southern Rhodesia,

((Col/dell/nil/g the recent' inhuman executions car
ried out by the illegal regime in Southern Rhodesia
which have flagrantly affronted the conscience of
mankind and have been universally condemned,

uAffirmi"g the primary responsibility of the Gov
ermnent ut the United Kingdom to enable the people
of Southern Rhodesia to achieve self-determination
and independence, and in particular their responsi
bility for dealing with the prevailing situation,

"Recogm'sing the legitimacy of the struggle of the
people of Southern Rhodesia to secure th~ {~njoyment

of their rights as set forth in the Chartt.r of the
United Nations and in conformity with the objectives
of General Assembly resolution 1514 (XV),

"Reaffir:m'"g its determination that the present
situation in Southern Rhodesia constitutes a threat
to international peace and security,

"Acti"g under Chapter VII of the United Nations
Chart.er,

"1. Co"dellUls all measures of political repression,
including arrests, detentions, trials and executions
which violate fundamental freedoms and rights of
the people of Southern Rhodesia, and calls upon the
Government of the Unitt';d Kingdom to take all pos
sible measures to put an end to such actions;

"2. Calls lIP01I the United Kingdom as the ad
ministering Power in the discharge of its responsi
bility to take urgently all effective measures to bring
to an end the rebellion in Southern Rhodesia, and
enable the people to secure tht~ enjoyment of their
rights as set forth in the Charter of the United
Nations and in conformity with the objectives of
General Assembly resolutioil 1514 (XV);

"3. Decides that, in furtherance of the objective
of ending the rebellion, all States Members of the
United Nations shall prevent:

"(a) The import into their territories of all com
modities and products originating in Southern Rho
desia and exported therefrom after the date of this
resolution (whether or not the commodities or pro
ducts are for consumption or processing in their
territories, whether or not they are imported in bond
and whether or not any special legal status with re
spect to the import of goods is enjoyed by the port
or other place where they are imported or stored) ;

" (b) Any activities by their nationals or in their
territories which would promote or are calculated to
promote the export of any commodities or products
from Southern Rhodesia; and any dealings by their
nationals or in their territories in any commodities or
products originating in Southern Rhodesia and ex
ported therefrom after the date of tllis resolution,
including in particular any transfer of fi111ds to South
ern Rhodesia for the purposes of such activities or
dealings; ,

" (c) The shipment in vessels or aircraft of their
registration or. under charter to their nationals, or
the carriage (whether or not in bond) by land
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transport facilities across their territories of any
commodities or products originating in Southern
Rhodesia and c."ported therefrom after the date of
this resolution;

cc (d) The sale or supply by their nationals or from
their territories of any commodities or products
(whether or not originating in their territories, but
not including supplies intended strictly for medical
purposes, educational equipment and material for
use in schools and other educational institutions,
publications, news material and, in special humani
tarian circumstances, foodstuffs) to any person or
body in Southern Rhodesia or to any other person
or body for the purposes of any business carried on
in or operated from Southern Rhodesia, and any
activities by their nationals or in their territories
which promote or are calculated to promote such
sale or supply;

cc ( e) The shipment in vessels or aircraft of their
registration, or under charter to their nationals, or
the carriage (whether or not in bond) by land trans
port facilities across their territories of any such
commodities or products which are consigned to any
person or body in Southern Rhodesia, or to any
other person or body for the purposes of any business
carried on in or operated from Southern Rhodesia;

"4. Decides that all States Members of the United
Nations shaH not make available to the illegal regime
in Southern Rhodesia or to any commercial, industrial
or pubiic utility undertaking, including tourist enter
prises, in Southern Rhodesia any funds for invest
ment or any other financial or economic resources
and shall prevent their nationals and any persons
within their territories from making available to the
regime or to any such undertaking any such funds
or resources and from remitting any other funds
to persons or bodies within Southern Rhodesia ex
cept payments exclusively for pensions or for strictly
medical, humanitarian or educational purposes or
for the provision of news material and, in special
humanitarian circumstances, foodstuffs;

"5. Decides that all States Members of the United
Nations shall:

" (a) Prevent the entry into their territories, save
on exceptional humanitarian grounds, of any person
travelling on a Southern Rhodesian passport, re
gardless of its .date of issue, or on a purported pass
port issued by or on behalf of the illegal regime
in Southern Rhodesia; and

"(b) Take all possible measures to prevent the
entry into their territories of persons whom they
have reason to believe to be ordinat";!y resident in
Southern Rhodesia and whom they have reason to
believe to have furthered or encouraged, or to be
likely to further or encourage, the unlawful actions
of the illegal regime in Southern Rhodesia or any
8.ctivities which are calculated to evade any measure
decided upon in this resolution or resolution 232
(1966) of 16 December 1966;

"6, Decides that all States Members of the United
Nations shall prevent airline companies constituted in
their territories. and aircraft of their' registration or
under charter to their nationals from operating to or
from Southern Rhodesia and from linking up with
any airline company constituted or aircraft registered
in Southern Rhodesia;

"7. Decides that all States Members of the United
Nations shall give effect to the decisions set out in



operative pnragraphs 3, 4, Sand 6 of this resolution
notwithstanding any contract entered into or licence
granted .·before the date of this resolution i

"8. Calls 1'1'011 all States Members of the United
Nations or of the specialized agencies to take all
possible measures to prevent activities by their na
tionals and persons in their territories promoting, as
sistin~ or encouraging emigration to Southern Rho
desia, with a view to stopping such emigration i

"9. Requests all States :Members of the United
Nations or of the specialized agencies to take all
possible further action under Article 41 of the Charter
to deal with the situation in Southern Rhodesia, not
excluding any of the measures provided in that Ar
ticle i

"10. Emplrash:es the need for the withdrawal of
all consular and trade representation in Southern
Rhodesia, in addition to the provisions of operative
paragraph 6 of resolution 217 (1965) i

"11. Calls upon all States Members of the United
Nations to carry out these decisions of the Security
Council in accordance with Article 25 of the United
Nations Charter and reminds them that failure or
refusal by anyone of them to do so would constitute
a violation of that Article i

"12. Deplores the attitude of States that have not
complied with their obligations under Article 25
of the Charter, and censures in particular those
States which have persisted in trading with the illegal
regime in defiance of the resolutions of the Security
Council, and which have given active assistance to
the regime i

"13. Urges all States Members of the United
Nations to render moral and material assistance to
the people of Southern Rhodesia in their struggle
to achieve their freedom and independence i

"14. Urges, hc.ving regard to the principles stated
in Article 2 of the United Nations Charter, States
not Members of the United Nations to act in ac
cordance with the provisions of the present resolu
tion;

"15. Requests States Members of the United
Nations, the United Nations Organization, the spe
cialized agencies, and other international organiza
tions in the United Nations system to extend assist
ance to Zambia as a matter of priority with a view
to helping her solve such special economic problems
as she may be confronted with arising from the car
rying out of these decisions of the Security Council;

"16. Calls UP01l all States Members of the United
Nations, and in particular those with primary re
sponsibility under the Charter for the. maintenance
of international peace and security, to assist ef
fectively in the implementation of the measures called
for by the present resolution;

"17. Considers that the United Kingdom as the
administering Power should ensure that no settlement
is reached without taking into account the views of
the people of Southern Rhodesia, and in particular
the political parties favouring majority rule, and that
it is acceptable to the people of Southern Rhodesia
as a whole;

"18. Calls 1/.pon all States Members of the United
Nations or of the specialized agencies to report to the
Secretary-General by 1 August 1968 on measures
taken to im~lement the present resolution;
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"19. Requests the Secretary-General to report
to the Security Council on the progress of the im
plementation of this resolution, the first report to be
made not later than 1 September 1968;

"20. Decides to establish, in accordance with rule
28 of the provisional rules of procedure of the
Security Council, a committee of the Securi:y Council
to undertake the following tasks and to report to it
with its observations:

" (a.) To examine such reports on the implementa
tion of the present resolution as are submitted by the
Secretary-General;

"(b) To seek from any State l\'Iember of the
United Nations or of the specialized agencies such
further information regarding the trade of that State
(including information regarding the commodities
and products exempted from the prohibition con
tainedin operative paragraph 3 (d) above) or re
garding any activities by any nationals of that State
or in its territories that may constitute an evasion of
the measures decided upon in this resolution as it
may consider necessary for the proper discharge of
its duty to report to the Security Council;

"21. Requests the United Kingdom, as the ad
ministering Power, to give maximum assistance to
the committee, and to provide the committee with
any information which it may receive in order that
the measures envisaged in this resolution and resolu
tion 232 (1966) may be rendered fully effective;

"22. Calls UP01l all States Members of the United
Nations, or of the specialized agencies, as well as the
specialized agencies themselves, to supply such further
information as may be sought by the Committee in
pursuance of this resolution;

"23. Decides to maintain this item on its agenda
for further action as appropriate in the light of de
velopments."
721. At the 142Sth meeting, on 29 May, the Presi

dent (United Kingdom) informed the Council that
he had decided, in accordance with rule 20 of the provi
sional rules of procedure, not to preside over the
Council during the present discussion of the question
of Southern Rhodesia. At his invitation, the repre
sentative of the United States accordingly took the
Chair.

722. The representative of the Union of Soviet So
cialist Republics said that the principal reason for the
ineffectiveness of the decisions of the Council was
the active and comprehensive .support of the racist
regime in Southern Rhodesia by powerful capitalistic
monopolies of such countries as Great Britain, the
United States, the Federal Republic of Germany and
Japan. No references to the so-called uncontrolled
character of the activities of private capital made by the
representatives of those countries whose monopolies
continued to remain allies of the regime of the white
racists could remove from the Governments of those
countries the responsibility for undermining and sub
verting the decisions of the Security Council on eco
nomic sanctions. While the new draft resolution con
tained positive elements and constituted a certain step
forward in comparison with the Council's previous
decisions, the measures it contained were still not
sufficiently comprehensive. Thus, the draft did not
provide for the complete cessation of relations of all
kinds at the State level, did not require the breaking
off of all communications, contained insufficiently clear
formulations with regard to the banning 6f immigration



to Southern Rhodesia and provided a number of un- in southern Africa could be brushed aside was un-
justifiable exceptions in the matter of breaking off trade justified and defeatist. It was what the illegal regime
relations. Although it contained some censure of them, wished to hear. His Government had no intention of
the draft did not name any of the major accomplices abandoning the fundamental principles of democratic
of the Salisbury regime, nor did it provide for a ban government, majority rule, self-determination and racial
on negotiations with that regime. The provisions of the equality. Nor did it have any intention of betraying the
draft were the very minimum of those measures which Charter principle that the interests of the inhabitants
the Council must take if it was to put an end to the should be paramount.
situation in Southern Rhodesia. The draft did not state 725. The representative of Pakistan regretted that
everything consistently and with sufficient clearness. the United Kingdom had not found the African-Asian
There was therefore no guarantee or assurance that a draft resolution acceptable as a basis for negotiations
Council decision on the basis of the draft would prove with a view to its unanimous adoption. The African
adequate for a solution of the problem of Southern and Asian members of the Council had been faced with
Rhodesia in the interests of the people of Zimbabwe, of a choice of proceeding to formulate a revised text with
the other peoples of Africa, or of international peace. the co-operation and assistance of their Latin American
In view of the position of the African and Asian coun- colleagues which, though commanding a majority of
tries, the Soviet Union would not object to the adop- votes, would not be implemented by the administering
tion of the draft despite its shortcomings. However, Power, or to work out a compromise text acceptable to
a certain oversimplification and inaccurate generaliza- to the United Kingdom which would be adopted un-
tion of the substance of the problem of Southern Rho- animously. They had taken the latter course in the firm
desia as a whole had crept into paragraph 15. conviction that the administering Power must continue

723. He submitted the following amendment (Sj to bear the primary responsibility for taking the
8603) : measures decided upon by the Council, to end the white

"15. Decides that the material losses that may be rebellion in Southern Rhodesia and to enable its peo-
inflicted on Zambia in connexion with the implemen- pIe to achieve independence. The resolution fell short
tation of this decision of the Security Council shall be of what in their belief and judgement was required;
compensated by those States which, having failed to the United Kingdom had not only the right, but the duty
take the necessary measures to put an end to the ille- to use force against the illegal regime and its sup-
gal racist regime in Southern Rhodesia and, in par- porters and indeed to bring them to trial and punish-
ticular, the measures provided for in the above- ment. Nevertheless, the resolution reflected a con-
mentioned resolutions of the Security Council and of siderable advance in enlarging the scope of mandatory
the General Assembly, bear political responsibility for sanctions against the usurper regime and in tightening
the continued existence of this regime in Southern the measures of implementation. The illegal regime had
Rhodesia." pitted itself against the entire world and the Council
Decisions: At the 1428th meeting, on 29 May 1968, had given its answer to that challenge.

ihe USSR amendment (Sj8603) to paragra,ph 15 of the 726. The representative of France said that his
draft "osollltion (Sj8601) "eceived 7 votes in fa,vour delegation shared in large measure the feelings that
(Algeria., Ethiopia. Hungary, India, Pakistan, Senegal, guided the sponsors of the African-Asian draft resolu-
USSR), 1Ione against and 8 abstentions, and was thus tion. Like them, it hoped that an end would be put as
,·ejected. The COllncil then took a sepamte vote on quickly as possible to a state of affairs whose prolonga-
operative paragraph 15 of tlle draft, 'which was adopted tion justified the most serious concern. The French
by 13 votcs in favollr, none against and 2 abstentions Government remained convinced that primary re-
(Hungary, USSR.) sponsibility for the solution of the Rhodesian conflict

TIle draft "csolution as a 'whole was adopted 1/non£- lay with the United Kingdom. However, it felt that
1IIollsl:)' (resollltion 253 (1968)). the magnitude of the reaction which that crisis had

724. The representative of the United Kingdom ex- aroused in the world should be fully taken into ac-
pressed gratitude for the constructive and candid co- count. Accordingly, in the face of so serious a situation,
operation of the members of the Council in the intensive it had, while abiding entirely by its legal position, de-
consultations that had permitted arriving at the deci- cided to express its feeling in the clearest possible terms
sion taken by the Council despite the last-minute and to vote for the resolution. The text, the result of
intervention of the Soviet Union. Each member no lengthy and painstaking negotiations marked by a spirit
doubt had reservations on some of the provisions in- of compromise, could not be completely devoid of im-
cluded in the resolution, but common ground had been perfections. In particular, the provisions included in
achieved. The United Kingdom would faithfully and paragraph 5 (b), which would lead Member States
fully carry out the mandatory requirements of that to prohibit the entry into their territory of their nation-
text and called on everyone else to do the same. 'Where als residing in Southern Rhodesia, hardly seemed
the resolution included non-mandatory requests, it compatible with the legislation of many countries, es-
would carefully consider what action it could take on pecially that of France.
the basis of the test of effectiveness and the test of the 727. The representative of Ethiopia said that his
effect upon the illegal regime. The special responsibility delegation continued to believe that the United King-
of the United. Kingdom as administering authority- dom, as administering Power, should take urgently
recognized and emphasized in the resolution-must be all necessary measures, including the use of force, to
borne in mind. It had been accepted in the consulta- bring the rebellion'to an end and enable the people of
tions that it would retain its Mission and communica- Southern Rhodesia to exercise their right of self-
tions with Rhodesia. The principle that any settlement determinaton and independence. His delegation did not
must be acceptable to the people of Rhodesia as a . regard the resolution as a substitute for all effective ac-
whole had throughout been declared and maintained by tion which the United Kingdom was required to take,
his Government. Impatient talk to the effect that force but as measures to strengthen and supplement the
should be used and that dangers of starting a conflict steps required of the administering Power. The Coun-
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cil should condemu Governments like those of South
Africa and Portugal for their co-operation and as
sistance to the illegal minority regime. If they persisted
in their defiance, the Council should take resolute mul
effective action ugainst them in uccordance with the
Charter.

728. The representative of Senegal said that his
Government was not completely satisfied with the reso
lution, for it had hoped for a more complete list of
sanctions i but matters being as they werc, it hud been
necessary to choose the possible.

729. The representative of India said that the reso
lution, by its very nature, was a compromise between
the positions of those who believed that no measures
available under the Charter should he excluded and
those who believed in graduated measures. India con
tinued to believe that the most effective and certain
method of dealing with the rebellion would be resolute
action by the administering Power, including the use
of force. Even a clear unequivocal declaration that it
did not rule out the use of force wou1<1 be sufficient
to bring down the regime. However, the comprehensive
mandatory sanctions contained in the new resolution
were a step forward. It was likely that the same Powers
instrumental in the failure of selective sanctions would
continue to counter the effects of the comprehensive
sanctions. The administering Power, in particular,
should think constructively about what the next logical
step might be if the present efforts did not succeed.
It was· the resp'onsibility of the international com
munity to render all possiblp. assistance to Zambia to
enable it to overcome at least part of the hardships
to which it would doubtless be subjected.

730. The representative of Canada said that his
Government had repeatedly stated that Southern Rho
desia must not be granted independence before majority
rule, and had supported Security Council action di
rected towards change in the regime and return to
legality. Canada had voted for the resolution because
it was right to move from selective measures to a more
severe programme based on a comprehensive trade
embargo, with tighter implementation. It was an ac
commodation of various points of view about the most
effective Council action to promote the objective of
ending the situation in Rhodesia; and it strengthened
past procedures for implementation and verification of
measures taken against the regime. Canada intended
to observe the provisions of the resolution, some para
graphs of which might require new laws and regu
lations.

731. The representative of Hungary said he had
voted for the resolution in the expectation that effec
tive measures would be applied to bring an end to the
illegal rule of the white minority regitl;le. in .Southern
Rhodesia. Paragraph 15 of the resolutlOn dId not do
full justice to countries that had definitely and un
reservedly complied with the resolutions of the Se
curity Council and the General Assembly. It concealed
the fact that a great number of countries had con
sistently violated and ignored those resolutions and,
therefore, bore primary resp0!1sibility for averting any
negative consequences that might ensue as a result .of
sanctions for countries bordering on Southern RhodeSIa.
It also ignored the fact that the existence of the Smith
regime depended on the assistance of such Western
Powers as the United Kingdom, the United States and
the Federal Republic of Germany, and of other States
such as South Africa and Portugal. His Government,
for its part, maintained close relations with Zambia· and
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would continuc to render economic assistancc to thc
peoplc of that country.

732. The rcpresentative of Denmark believed that
the unanimous adoption of the resolution constituted
a significant step towards independence for Southern
Rhodesia under constitutional government and ma
jority rule. The cnvisagcd political solution would call
for patiencc mId pcrsevcrancc. Regarding operative
paragraph 5 (b), his Government was not in a position
to prevent Danish citizcns from returning to Denmark.
As to paragraph 9, the problem apeared to be interna
tional in nature and should therefore be approached
on a lllultilaterul basis.

733. The President, speaking as representative of
the United States, said that his Government's policy
remaincd to seek a peaceful solution of the Rhodesian
problem that would ensure political justice and equal
opportunity for all Rhodesians, regardless of race. It
would continue to support United Nations and United
Kingdom efforts towards that end und would apply
the mandatory provisions contained in the resolution
adopted with the same vigour it had applied those of
resolution 232 (1966). Hc noted thut paragraph 5 of
the resolution recognized that many Stutes did not
have the legal possibility to bar entry to their terri
tories of their own nationals. The United States would
carefully consider paragraphs 9 and 10, the language
of which was not mandatory, being an expression of
need and a request, and take into account its profound
belief in a free flow of information and commlmication
throughout the world, which it felt should apply to
Rhodesia us welt. The United States had no trade
representation there. His Government deeply regretted
and deplored that the regime in Salisbury had intensi
fied its efforts to maintain its illegal control over the
Rhodesian people, leaving no alternative but to make
the sanctions programme as effective as possible.

734. In a fifth addendum (S/7781/Add.5), issued
on 13 June 1%8, to his report in pursuance of reso
lution 232 (1966), the Secretary-General reproduced
the text of a further note sent to States Members of
the United Nations or of the specialized agencies on
11 March, reminding them of his earlier requests for
reports on action taken and for statistical data on im
ports and exports of commodities listed in paragraph 2
of resolution 232 (1966). The addendum also contained
a statistical analysis covering the year 1967, as well
as statistical tables setting forth the material received
from reporting Governments.

735. In the analysis it was noted that the statistics
in some instances covered shipments and trade under
taken in 1966 before the adoption of the Security
Council's resolution. The countries accounting for the
greater part of the imports of $40 mi.tli.on were .th~
Federal Republic of Germany ($16 mIlhon), Ul11teCl
States ($6.5 million), Switzerland ($3.9 million), Por
tugal ($5.3, million), Nethe~l~nds ($2.4 million), B~l
gium-Luxembourg ($2.0 l~11~llOn), France ($1.1 !ml
lion) and Japan ($1.3 n11lhon); where explanatlO~s
of those imports were available they were shown m
notes to the statistical tables.

736. The reporting countries had been, in 1965, the
recipients of 79 per cent of Southern Rhodesia's ex
ports, the remainder of w~ich had gone almost entir~ly

to Malawi and South Af1'lca. In the absence of statis
tical reports from these two countries for .the period
under review, it was not possible at pre.sent to evaluate
that part of the total trade.



737. Exports of the reporting countries to Southern
Rhodesia had Ulnounted to about $54 million in 1967
which compared with $187 million in the year 1965.
The countries accounting for the greater part of these
exports were Japan ($13.6 million), Federal Republic of
Germany ($12.3 million), Netherlands ($4.7 million),
France ($4.0 million), United States ($3.8 million),
United Kingdom ($2.9 million), Belgium-Luxembourg
($1.9 million), Switzerland ($1.9 million), Portugal
($1.8 million), Australia ($1.4 million), Italy ($1.3
million) and A\lstria ($1.3 million); as in the case
of imports, this trade involved considerations of the
timing of export contracts and the recording of ship
ments. The reporting countries had been, in 1965, sup
pliers of 68 per cent of thc imports of Southern Rho
desia, the reminder of which had comc principally from
South Africa, Malawi, Mozambiquc and Iran for which
countries statistical data were not yet available for
review.

738. In an analysis of trade in statistical commodity
groups, it was stated that imports from Southern
Rhodesia into thc reporting countrics of the eleven
commodity ~roups specified in paragraph 2 (a) of
resolution 232 (1966) had amounted to $35 million
in 1967, which compared with $230 million in the year
1965. The most important of these commodities was
tobacco, Southern Rhodesian exports of which had
amounted to $132 million in 1965. Normally, Southern
Rhodesian exports of tobacco accounted for approxi
mately 13 per cent of world exports of all raw tobacco
and over 25 per cent of flue-cured tobacco.

739. The conclusion which the analysis indicated
was that the markets formerly supplied by Southern
Rhodesia had met their requirements to the extent of
77 million pounds by increased imports from the United
States, by reducing stocks ·by 85 million pounds and
by increased imports from four Asian countries of
44 million pounds. There was a gap of approximately
60 million pounds (value about $30 million) which
remained to be investigated in relation to stock changes
in countries for which stock data were not yet available.

740. The next most important commodity was
asbestos, Southern Rhodesian exports of which had
amounted to $30 million in 1965. In 1967, the recorded
imports of the reporting countries amounted to £3.3
million which compared with $23 million in the year
1965. It was noted that imports of the reporting cOlm
tries from South Africa, an important producer of
asbestos, had increased to an amount of $55 million
in 1967, which compared with $40 million in the year
1965. Prior to 1966 South Africa had been exporting
asbestos at a steady level (e.g., during 1960-1963 at
a level of about $35 million and during 1964-1965 of
about $39 million). Data for recent periods on imports
into South Africa from Southern Rhodesia were not
available. Southern Rhodesia's copper exports in 1965

had U1nounted to $18.3 million. Most of the reporting
countries appeared to have ceased to import copper
from Southern Rhodesia in 1967. Howevcr, the pos
sibility existed that certain imports of copper into the
Federal Republic of Germany amounting to $10 million
in 1967 had been. of Southern Rhodesian origin.

741. The chief importer of Southern Rhodesia's
chromite had becn traditionally the United States, to
which Southern Rhodesia had sent $5 million worth
out of total exports of $10.7 million in 1965. In 1967,
the United States had imported $3.4 million worth of
clm>mitc which had ·been explained as shipped from
Southern Rhodesia before 16 December 1966. In 1965,
Southern Rhodesia ha.d exported chromite to South
Africa amounting to $3.7 million. Data for recent
periods on imports into South Africa from Southern
Rhodesia wcre not available.

742. It'nports of other commodities mentioned in
paragraph 2 (a.) of resolution 232 (1966) into the
reporting countries from Southern Rhodesia in 1967
had amounted to $8.5 million, which compared with
$47 million in the year 1965. Because of the small mag
nitude of the trade involved, no meaningful analysis
was possible for these commodities at present.

743. Exports of the reporting countries to Southern
H.hodesia of the four commodity groups in paragraph 2
(d) - (f) of resolution 232 (1966) had amounted to
approximately $1.1 million in 1967 compared with
$35 million in the year 1965. :Motor vehicles and parts
had accounted for $1.01 million of that amount, which
compared with the figure of $33 million in the year
1965.

744. No meaningful evaluation of the status as re
gards petroleum supplies to Southern Rhodesia was
possible from the data reported by the reporting coun
tries. The reason for that was that the traditional sup
pliers had been countries in the Middle East region,
none of which had as yet reported its data to the
Secretary-General. It was known, however, that, follow
ing the closure of the only Southern Rhodesian refinery
in January 1966, no imports of crude petroleum were
required. Iran, Bahrain and Saudi Arabia had been
normal major suppliers of petroleum products, not
only to Southern Rhodesia but also to South Africa,
Mozambique and Angola. Since South Africa in recent
periods han not disclosed countries of origin for its
petroleum imports (nor countries of destination for
its petroluem exports), even an approximate evaluation
of the Southern Rhodesia petroleum situation in com
bination with that of South Africa was not possible
without direct statistical informatIon from their prin
cipal suppliers. The reported exports of petroleum
products to South Africa, which amounted to approxi
mately $29 million in 1967 (compared with $23 million
in the year 1965) were mainly lubricating oils, greases,
jelly and waxes.

Cl,apter 7

LETTER DATED 21 l\IAY 1968 FROM THE PERMANENT REPRESENTATIVE AD INTERIM OF
HAITI ADDRESSED TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL

A. Request for a meeting of the Security Council
745. In a letter dated 20 May 1968 (S/8592), the

Permanent Representative a.i. of Haiti informed the
Secretary-General that on that day a pirate aircraft
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had bombed Port-au-Prince, directing one of its bombs
at the private apartments of the Head of State and
his family. On the afternoon of the same day~ un
identified aircraft had bombed Cap-Haitien, killing



innocent civilians. According to information received,
adventurers in the pay of ex-President Paul E. Ma
gloire, Luc FouchC and Father Jean-Baptiste Georges,
all in the United States, had planned to acquire aircraft
to bomb Haiti. That act of international brigandage,
the latter said, could only have been committed as a
result of the tolerance of certain Member States of
the United Nations, and it constituted a flagrant
violation of international law and of the United Nations
Charter. In all probability, the territories most likely
to have been used for those criminal purposes were
the United States, Cuba, Jamaica, the Dominican
Republic or the Bahamas. It was essential that an
immediate end be put to those acts which infringed
on the sovereignty of Haiti.

746. In a letter dated 21 May 1968 (S/8593)
addressed to the President of the Security Council, the
Permanent Representative a.i. of Haiti said that, in
view of the danger which the armed aggression re
presented to international peace and security, his
Government had requested the Secretary-General, in
accordance with Article 99 of the Charter, to draw the
Council's attention to that threat to peace, a situation
covered by Article 39.

747. The letter said that it should be noted that
at the time when the National Palace was being
bombed, two jets flew over the island of Gonave.
General mobilization had been ordered in the Dominican
Republic and there had been a concentration of
Dominican armed forces on the Haitian-Dominican
border because the Dominic.\D authorities seemed to
have jumped to the conclusion that the aggression
against Haiti was ultimately aimed at their country,
where they believed General Caamafio wanted to estab
lish a Castroite regime. It was even reported that
some United States military units in the Caribbean
had been placed on the alert, ready for any eventuality.
Some United States newspapers had earlier predicted
an act of aggression which would threaten the life of
the Haitian President i and an NBC television pro
gramme had stated that chaos was imminent in Haiti
because of the forthcoming disappearance of the Presi
dent, aciding that in such an event the United States,
which had occupied Haiti from 1916 to 1934, was
ready to intervene. Furthermore, for over three
years, a radio station operated in New York by a
group of Haitian exiles, "La Voix de l'Union", had
been propagating insults against the President and
senior government officials and inciting the people of
Haiti to revolt against the Government. The pro
grammes had continued despite protest notes from the
Haitian Government to the Government of the United
States.

748. The letter requested that the Security Council
be convened so that the facts might be established, and
appropriate measures taken in accordance with Article
39 of the Charter to redut:e the state of tension which
threatened international peace and security.

B. Consideration at the 1427th meeting
(27 May 1968)

749. At its 1427th meeting, on 27 May 1%8, the
Security Council decided to include the item in its
agenda and invited the representative of Haiti to par
ticipate without tqe right to vote in discuss~}ns on
the matter.

750. The representative of Haiti said that the re
peated acts of aggression against his country, which

were carried out from other territories, could endanger
international peace and security. Those acts assumed
different forms, sometimes vicious press campaigns,
pernicious propaganda on radio, cinema and television
ridiculing and fostering hatred of the Negro peasants
of Haiti and their Government; sometimes economic
strangulation designed to block international and private
avenues of co-operation for solving the economic, social
and humanitarian problems confronting Haiti. In
exhaustible financial sources had backed eight armed
invasions attempting to overthrow the Government and
stop the national revolution. These acts of aggression
had reached a climax on 20 May in the attack against
the territorial integrity and political independence of
a Member country, the right of self-determination of
its Negro masses, and the persons of its Chief of State
and his family. He said his Government accused no
one, no people, no Government, no country, but it
did invoke clear and distinct texts which provided
solutions for situations such as that in Haiti.

751. Quoting passages from an article in Fa'reign
Affairs, October 1965, by John N. Plank of the
Brookings Institute, in support of his statement, the
representative of Haiti said that the history of the in
tervention of the United States in the Dominican Re
public could be repeated. In Mr. Plank's view the
situation in Haiti corresponded most closely to that
found by President Johnson in the Dominican Republic.
Preventive intervention in Haiti, therefore, might be
considered appropriate and necessary.

752. Every time the head of the Haitian Govern
ment undertook some major work of infra-structure
to put the world's first Negro republic firmly on the
road to progress and civilization, he was confronted by
a vast international conspiracy. When after the second
Punta del Este Conference in 1962, the Haitian Govern
ment undertook the construction of the Franc;ois Du
valier international airport, the grave events of 1963
had occurred. Now, four days after the Government
concluded a contract for a major hydro-electric project,
Port-au-Prince and Cap-Haitien had been bombed. In
1958 a group of political refugees living in the United
States and some Americans had invaded Haiti at a
cost of fifty lives. Haiti had denounced those subversive
acts to the United States and had urged it to forbid
the refugees to abuse American hospitality by transform
ing American territory into a centre of subversion
against the Haitian Government. Then in 1963 had
come the Dominican-Haitian conflict. A rebel invasion
had been planned by a va!>~ international conspiracy
supported by the so-called Haitian Government in
exile, formed in Puerto Rico. The Dominican Republic
had invaded Haiti several times; constantly violated
Haitian airspace i mobilized its army; massed troops
on the Haitian-Dominican frontier; and broadcast and
published propaganda advocating the overthrow of the
Haitian Government. Those expeditions, though doomed
to failure, had created a general state of insecurity
and upset internal public order, undermining the con
tribution that tourism could make to the economy.

753. He said that his Government would not be
satisfied with mere recommendations or simple ex
pressions of regret. The Security Council should make
recommendations to forbid any State to traffic in arms
and war materials, supply food, except for the use of
Governments, equip, arm or use any vessel or aircraft
for warlike purposes, or tolerate enterprises engaging
in pernicious propaganda that could threaten the prestige
of Governments or upset internal public order.
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754. The representative of Haiti went 011 to describe
the frustrated invasion and the bombing of Port-au
Princc and Cap-Haiticn, which hc said had bcen planncd
by exiles residing in the United States and executed by
American pilots living in the Bahamas. The invasion
could not have been carried out without the tolerance
of United Nations Members. Haitian exiles living in
the United States and mercenaries had planned in
New York, Miami and Melbourne, Florida, to assas
sinate the President of Haiti and his family, Govern
ment officials and members of the population and
destroy Port-au-Prince and Cap-Haitien. United States
Dolice should have known of these plans. Those per
petual threats by the powerful forced Haiti to stay
on a wm·-time footing in self-defence. However, those
acts of aggression, the purpose of which was to cause
the Government and people of Haiti to take desperate
solutions, had failed. Those acts of .international
brigandage, coupled with the serious political crisis
prevailing in the area of the Caribbean, constituted a
threat to the peace of the hemisphere and the world.

755. He said that his Govermnent requested the
immediate cessation of activities infringing upon Haiti's
territorial integrity and national sovereignty; punish
ment as an example to all who, contrary to inter
national agreements and the Charters of the Organiza
tion of American States and the United Nations, used
the territory of certain countries, prindpally the United
States and some islands of the Caribbean, for their
criminal actions; that the Council take the necessary
measures to prevent repetition of acts infringing upon
the fundamental rights of the Republic of Haiti, its
Government and its people and impeding the develop
ment and progress of Haiti in the community of
nations; and that the guilty parties be compelled to
pay the Government of Haiti and its people equitable
reparat'ion for the loss of life and destruction of
property.

756. The representative of the United States said
that his Government was always ready to investigate
all information indicating activities on its soil that
violated its laws, but it could proceed only on the
basis of established facts. His Government had imme
diately requested Haiti to supply the maximum in
formation available. However, from information re
ceived and from statements made by the Government
of Haiti, it was his Government's understanding that
the situation was under control. Therefore, the most
appropriate course would be for Haiti to pursue the
matter with any Government it deemed necessary.
The United States remained prepared to co-operate
in such an effort.

757. The representative of Brazil said that the situa
tion prevailing in Haiti was still far from clear and
that the information ava'ilable in the Council was too
vague and fragmentary and did not provide a sound
basis on which the Council could proceed to a full
debate on the complaint, much less to any decision
on the matter. As the source of the alleged aggression
had not been established, the Council could not de
termine whether the incident in question was an
instance of outside aggression or internal conflict. If it
were the latter, Article 2 (7) of the Charter should
be borne in mind. He said that his delegation was
of the view that the Council should refrain from taking
any action on the matter until at least one method
for the pacific settlement of disputes had been tried,
especially any of those which were provided by the
Charter of Bogota.

758. The representative of the USSR said that his
delegation would study the statement of the repre
sentative of Haiti who had set forth very serious
charges against foreign States.

759. Speaking as the representative of the United
Kingdom, the President of the Council said that, after
careful investigation, the Governor of Bahamas had
reported that there was no positive evidence of flights
to Haiti at the time in question.

At the elld of the 1427th meetillg, the President of
the Coullcil stf!ted that the meetitlg was adjourned and
that he would annotmce the time of the ne.d meeting
of the Council 011 this subject after consulting members.

C. Communications received by the Security
Council

760. In a letter dated 24 May 1968 (S/8598) ad
dressed to the Secretary-General, the Permanent Repre
sentative of Jamaica stated that Jamaica had not been
associated in any respect with aircraft that attacked the
Republic of Haiti and that his Government had already
informed the Haitian Consul in Kingston that Jamaica
was not a base from which any aircraft had operated to
bomb Haiti.

761. In a letter dated 27 May 1968 (S/8599), the
Permanent Representative of the Dominican Republic
informed the Secretary-General that his Government
reiterated its position of complete neutrality and of
non-intervention in affairs concerning other States and
that any internal measures it had adopted were solely
designed to preserve that neutrality.

Chapter 8

LETTER DATED 12 JUNE 1968 FRO1\! THE PERMANENT REPRESENTATIVES OF THE UNION
OF SOVIET SOCIALIST REPUBLICS, THE UNITED KINGDOM OF GREAT BRITAIN AND
NORTHERN IRELAND AND THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA ADDRESSED TO THE
PRESIDENT OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL

762. In a letter dated 12 June 1968 aqdressed to
the President of the Security Council (5/8630), the
representatives of the Union of Soviet Socialist Re
publics, the United Kingdom and the rnited States
requested an early meeting of the Council to consider
a draft resolution (S/8631) they had submitted on
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the same date in response, the letter said, to the desire
of many Members that appropriate measures be taken to
safeguard their security in conjunction with their
adherence to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of
NucJear Weapons. The text of the draft resolution
read as follows:



Weapons, appropr'iate measures be undertaken to
safeguard their security. Any aggressionaccom
panied by the use of nuclear weapons would endanger
the peace and security of all States.

"Bearing these considerations in mind, the [Soviet
Union, United Kingdom, United States] declares
the following:

"Aggression with nuclear weapons, or the threat
of such aggression, against a non-nuc1ear-weapon
State would create a qualitatively new situation in
which the nuclear-weapon States which are per
manent members of the United Nations Security
Council would have to act immediately through the
Security Council to take the measures necessary to
counter such aggression or to remove the threat of
aggression in accordance with the United Nations
Charter, which calls for taking 'effective collective
measures for the prevention and removal of threats
to the peace, and for the suppression of acts of
aggression or other breaches of the peace'. Therefore,
an). State which commits aggression accompanied
by the use of nuclear weapons or which threatens
such aggression must be aware that its actions are
to be countered effectively by measures to be taken
in accordance with the United Nations Charter to
suppress the aggression or remove the threat of
aggression.

"The [Soviet Union, United Kingdom, United
States] affirms its intention, as a permanent member
of the United Nations Security Council, to seek
immediate Security Council action to provide assist
ance, in accordance with the Charter, to any non
nuclear-weapon State, party to the Treaty on the
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear 'Weapons, that is a
victim of an act of aggression or an object of a threat
of aggression in which nuclear weapons are used.

"The [Soviet Union, United Kingdom, United
States] reaffirms in particular the inherent right,
recognized under Article 51 of the Charter, of in
dividual and collective self-defence if an armed
attack, including a. nuclear attack, occurs against a
Member of the United Nations, until the Security
Council has taken measures necessary to maintain
international peace and security.

"The [Soviet Union, United Kingdom, United
States] vote for the resolution before us and this
statement of the way in which the [Soviet Union,
United Kingdom, United States] intends to acts in
accordance with the Charter of the United Nations
are based upon the fact that the resolution is sup
ported by other permanent members of the Security
Council who are nuclear-weapon States and are also
proposing- to sign the Treaty on the Non-Prolifera
tion of Nuclear Weapons, and that these States have
made similar statements as to the way in which they
intend to act in accordance with the Charter".
765. In his statement, the representative of the

Union of Soviet Socialist Republics pointed out that
the three-Power draft resolution resulted from the
generally recognized fact that any act of aggression
accompanied by the use of nuclear weapons would
endanger the peace and security of all States. The
key provision of the draft resolution was contained in
paragraph 1 which provided the solution to the question
of strengthening the security of the non-nuclear coun
tries within the framework of the Security Council,
upon which the United Nations Charter placed the
primary responsibility for the maintenance of inter-
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"Tile Security Council,
"Noti'lg with appreciation the desire of a large

number of States to subscribe to the Treaty on the
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, and thereby
to undertake not to receive the transfer from any
transferor whatsoever of nuclear weapons or other
nuclear explosive devices or of control over such
weapons or explosive devices directly, or indirectly;
not to manufacture or otherwise acquire nuclear
weapons or·other nuclear explosive devices; and not
to seek or receive any assistance in the manufacture
of nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive
devices,

"Takblg i'lto ccmsideratic)JJ the concern of certain
of these States that, in conjunction with their
adherence to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of
Nuclear Weapons, appropriate measures be under
taken to safeguard their security,

"Beari"g in milld that any aggression accompanied
by the use of nuclear weapons would endanger the
peace and security of all States,

"1. Recogm~ses that aggression with nuclear
weapons or the threat of such aggression against
a non-nuclear-weapon State would create a situation
in which the Security Council, and. above all its
nuclear weapon State permanent members, would
have to act immediately in accordance with their
obligations under the United Nations Charter;

"2. Welconies the intention expressed· by certain
States that they will provide or support immediate
assistance, in accordance with the Charter, to any
non-nuclear-weapon State party to the Treaty on the
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons that is a
victim of an act or an object of a threat of aggression
in which nuclear weapons are used;

"3. Reaffirms in particular the inherent right,
recognized under Article 51 of the Charter, of in
dividual and collective self-defence if an armed attack
occurs against a Member of the United Nations,
until the Security Council has taken measures neces
sary to maintain international peace and security."
763. At the 1430th meeting, on 17 June, the Council

included the item in its agenda without objection.
764. At the same meeting the representatives of

the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the United
Kingdom and the United States made separate state
ments, during the course of which each representative
read the text of the following declaration:

"The Government of the [Soviet Union, United
States, United Kingdom] notes with appreciation
the desire expressed by a large number of States to
subscribe to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of
Nuclear Weapons.

"We welcome the willingness of these States to
undertake not to receive the transfer from any
transferor whatsoever of nuclear weapons or other
nuclear explosive devices or of control over such
weapons or explosive devices directly, or indirectly;
not to manufacture or otherwise acquire nuclear
weapons or other nuclear explosive devices; and not
to seek or receive any assistance in the manufacture
of nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive
devices.

"The [SovIet Union, United Kingdom, United
States1 also notes the concern of certain of
these States that, in conjunction with their adherence
to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear



United Nations Charter and seemed to be the best
answer at present to thi.s difficult and comple.~ ques
tion. His delegation hoped that the other two nuclear
Powers would follow suit in due course. The draft
resolution and the solemn declarations of three
major nuclear Powers were of the highest political
importance. The resolution reaffirmed Article 51 of
the Charter concerning the right of States to indi-
vidual and collective self-defence until the Council
took action. This was an important assertion that a
non-nuclear-weapon State party to the Non-Prolifera
tion Treaty threatened with or subjected to nuclear
attack could reasonably expect assistance from one or
more of the nuclear Powers supporting the resolution,
pending Council action.

770. The representative of Denmark stated that his
Government had welcomed the adoption of General
Assembly resolution 2373 (XXII) and now welcomed
the agreement of the Soviet Union, the United King
dom and the United States embodied in the draft
resolution before the Council and in their statements.
That agreement was seen as a token that these countries
considered it in their own vital interest that no non
nuclear-weapon State should be subject to nuclear
aggression or the threat of such aggression. The politi
cal significance of that agreement, therefore, went far
beyond the text of the guarantee formula embodied in
it. His delegation was satisfied that the solution pro
posed provided such global security as might be ob
tained in the prevailing international situation. At any
rate, it provided a greater measure of security than was
now at hand.

771. The representative of Paraguay stated that
although the Non-Proliferation Treaty did not entirely
meet the wishes of the Latin American States, the
advantages of the Treaty had led his Government to
support it. Paraguay had thus pledged to undertake
all the obligations of the Treaty and was therefore
entitled to special guarantees from the nuclear Powers.
Although no guarantee could provide absolute security,
guarantees were preferable to none at all. It was
therefore in his Government's interest to accept them.

772. The representative of Hungary observed that
the draft resolution constituted .an important step in
applying the United Nations Charter to the realm of
nuclear weapons-a contingency not envisaged when
the Charter was drafted. It would provide meaning
ful implementation of the Charter provisions for the
maintenance of international peace and security. The
three identical declarations and the draft resolution
provided for the widest possible adherence to the Treaty
and strengthened the collective security system under
the Charter. They were also a powerful deterrent to
nuclear aggression. The non-nuclear countries could
hardly expect stronger assurances.

773. The representative of Senegal said that the
fact that East and West had achieved an agreement
was an historic event. The draft resolution and the
declaration were obviously made in good faith and
were aimed at protecting the security of non-nuclear
States. In any case, it was necessary to evaluate
objectively what would happen in case of nuclear
aggression in the absence of any security assurances.

774. At the 1433rd meeting, on 19 June, the re
presentative of Algeria stated that the draft resolution
gave the treaty the nature of a collective security
covenant from which only the signatories would
benefit. It was unprecedented for the Council to act
as a guarantor for any covenant. Moreover, while the
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national peace and security. The draft resolution ex
pressed a positive attitude toward the intention of
certain States to provide or 'mpport immediate assist
ance, in accordance with the Charter, to any non
nuclear-weapon State that was a party to the Treaty
and which became a victim of an act or the object of
a threat of aggression in which nuclear weapons were
used. The Soviet Union stood among those countries
which intended to provide or support, if necessary,
immediate assistance to the countries concerned.

766. The representative of the United Kingdom
stressed four points which his delegation regarded as
being of primary importance in connexion with the
security assurances embodied in the draft resolution
and the declaration: First, the assurances were given
as a result of representations made by non-nuclear
weapon States, to which his Government and others
had readily responded. Second, the assurances had
deliberately been made without any limitation in time
and to meet world-wide diversity of security interests.
For that reason, they were, and must be, in general
terms. Third, the three co-sponsors considered it right
that the assurances be given in the Security Council
and within the framework of the Charter. To do other
wise could have derogated from the authority of the
United Nations and from their obligations as Members
of the United Nations. Fourth, it should be clear that
any country contemplating nuclear aggression, or the
threat of it, against a non-nuclear signatory of the Treaty
would be deterred by the assurances given in common
by the most powerful nuclear States in the world. No
one. could doubt that the determination of East and
'West to prevent any act or threat of nuclear aggres
sion was a development of the utmost importance in
world affairs.

767. The President, speaking as the representative
of the United States, said that the three-Power draft
resolution and the declaration made in conjunction
with it would lay a firm political, moral and legal
basis for ensuring the security of non-nuclear-weapon
Parties to the Charter. Those assurances combined
with t"e Non-Proliferation Treaty would give each
State, i. not perfect security, more security than it
would .·therwise enjoy. In that context, the adoption
of the Jraft resolution would be a major contribution
to international peace and security.

768. The representative of France declared that his
delegation's position on the draft resolution was in
line with that taken in the General Assembly, when
France abstained on the resolution on the Non-Proli
feration Treaty. Although the adoption of the draft
resolution would in no way alter the provisions of
Chapter VII of the Charter, his Government could
not join the sponsors of the draft or the declaration
because it believed that the only solution to the nuclear
menace lay in the cessation of the production and
the destruction of the stockpiles of nuclear arms. The
nations of the world would not be secure until
the nuclear Powers agreed upon and achieved nuclear
disarmament. France, which had equipped itself with
nuclear weapons solely for defensive purposes, would
b~ receptive to any initiative which the other Powers
mIght be· prepared to accept with it in that field.

769. At the 1431st meeting, on 18 June, the re
presentative of Canada said his Government had sup
ported the right of non-nuclear-weapon States to expect
security assurances in return for renouncing nuclear
weapons. The proposal now made by the three nuclear
Powers fell squarely within the framework of the



United Nations. Charter placed the responsibility. for
safeguarding and maintaining peace on the five per
manent members of the Security Council, the draft
resolution required the agreement of only three per
manent members, thus calling into question a balance
worked out when the Council was created. That was
a biased approach and implied an indirect alteration
of the Charter. The draft resolution seemed to be
directed against the People's Republic of China. The
restoration of its rights in the United Nations' would
be the decisive test of the effectiveness of the resolution.
China had repeatedly declared that it would under no
circumstances be the first to use nuclear weapons and
France did not envisage offensive use of its nuclear
arsenal. However, those two nuclear Powers were not
ready to enter into commitments similar to those as
sumed by the. other three nuclear Powers. Consequently,
the assurances were either inadequate or unnecessary.

775. The representative of Brazil said that the
United Nations Charter set up a universal security
machinery which included all Members of the Organiza
tion without exception. However, the guarantees re
ferred to in the draft resolution· were offered by only
three of the five nuclear Powers anEl would apply
only to parties to the Treaty on Non-Proliferation.
Moreover, while the Charter established juridical
obligations, the draft resolution and the unilateral
declarations of the three great Powers were only
statements of intention. The draft resolution, therefore,
fell short of assuring the guarantees against all kinds
of aggression already contemplated in the Charter.
The proposed assurantes also failed to meet the ob
jective of establishing an acceptable balance of obliga
tions and responsibilities between nuclear and non
nuclear States.

776. The representative of Ethiopia observed that
the question of security assurances was one of re
adapting the collective security system established
under the Charter to meet the exigencies of the atomic
age and not of establishing yet another competing
collective security system on the sole behalf of those
States accepting the Non-Proliferation Treaty. Under
the United Nations Charter, all Member States, includ
ing all permanent members of the Security Council,
assume the obligation to come to the assistance of
So victim of aggression. The fact that aggression is
committed by means of atomic weapons or that the
use of atomic weapons is threatened could not change
the character of that obligation. The collective security
guarantee inherent in the United Nations Charter must
be applicable to all Member States witheut discrimina
tion. At the same time, his delegation appealed to all
Member States to adhere to the Non-Proliferation
Treaty. The best means to ensure the security of all
nations was to sign a convention prohibiting the use
of nuclear and thermo-nuclear weapons and, pending
signature of such a convention, a clear undertaking
by the nuclear Powers not to use nuclear weapons
against non-nuclear States. It was regrettable that such
a pledge was not forthcoming as was also the failure
to refer to the General Assembly resolution calling
on the nuclear Powers not to use these weapons.

777. The representative of China said that neither
the draft resolution nor the declarations had added
anything to the provisions of the Charter. Aggression
was aggression, whatever the weapons used. In that
light, one might question whether the draft resolution
was necessary. The record of the Security Council with
regard to the prevention and removal of threats to
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the peace and the suppression of acts of aggression
was unfortunately not such as to lend credibility to the
proposed security assurances. There also remained
the problem of arriving at a consensus on what consti
tuted aggression, nuclear or otherwise. But no system
of security guarantees could be absolute and watertight.
The guarantees embodied in the draft resolution, though
far from perfect, were better than none and gave the
non-nuclear States more protection than they would
have otherwise. His delegation attached great impor
tance to the fact that both the draft resolution and
the declarations reaffirmed the inherent right of in
dividual and collective self-defence. This was vital to
all who relied on regional arrangements or other
multilateral or bilateral arrangements for their :national
security.

778. The representative of Pakistan stated that the
question of security assurances required the most
careful consideration and his delegation had hoped
that the vote would be deferred until after the con
ference of non-nuclear States. In view of the absence
of an agreed definition.of aggression, the draft ,resolution
should rather have dealt with the use or the threat
of use of nuclear weapons. The existence of the veto
made the assurances uncertain and the declarations were
only declarations of intent. It seemed only just that if
non-nuclear States forswore nuclear weapons for de
fence, the nuclear Powers should in return renounce
the use of such weapons against them. The draft re
solution, by making a State's adherence to the Non
Proliferation Treaty a condition for receiving protec
tion against nuclear aggression or the threat thereof
gave preferential treatment to States adhering to the
Treaty. The draft resolution and the declarations re
affirmed the inherent right, recognized in the Charter,
to individual and collective self-defence. That. right
existed independently of the Charter and could not
limit a State's option in obtaining assistance to prevent
or counter a nuclear attack. The draft resolution opened
the possibility of the three nuclear Powers acting to
deter or suppress a nuclear attack before the Council
could act or when it was unable to act. At the same time
few of the non-nuclear-weapon States could realistic
ally expect that possibility to become an actuality.

779. The element of deterrence to a would-be ag
gressor and the assurance of protection to its victim
would have been strengthened if it had been made
clear in the declarations that effective assistance would
be forthcoming regardless of whether or not that State
was aligned in a military alliance. The provisions of
Article 51 of the Charter were no longer adequate to
the requirements of the right of self-defence in an age
of nuclear weapons. Such a right could hardly be re
stricted to the actual occurrence of a nuclear armed
attack Few non-nuclear-weapon States would be able
to survive a nuclear strike to exercise the right of
self-defence. Only a few States could derive from the
draft resolution real assurance of security against the
use or 'threat of use of nuclear weapons, apart from
the non-nuclear-weapon States belonging to the NATO
or War,saw Pacts or protected by unilateral guarantees
outside the United Nations. To inspire general con
fidence, security guarantees had to be based on full rec
ognition of the imperatives of the qualitatively new
situation that had arisen from the perils of the nuclear
age. These guarantees had to meet, not only the exigen
cies of present political .and power relations in the
world, but also the foreseeable developments in the
future. .



r. 780. The representative of India said that the real
... hope of security fornon-nuclear-weapon States lay
,.' ·111 IInclenr disnrmnmen•• However, it wns ob,-ions 'hn'

action in that fUd would take time and. would have to
~ be sought by stnges. Until then, and purely as an in·
~ teri.m l~leasure, the mtclear-weapon States had a definite
i obhgatIon to assure non-nuclear-weapon States that
~ their security would not be endangered in any wny
; by the use or threat of use of such weapons, and thnt
; those weapons would not be used as instruments of

pressure, intimidation or blackmail. Any sccurity as
surances,that nuclear-weapon States might offer should
not be regarded as a quid pro quo for signing a non
proliferation treaty. Any linking of security assurances
to the signature of a non-proliferation treaty would
be contrary to Charter provisions since the Charter
did not discriminate between those who might adhere
to a particular treaty and those who might not. The
Charter was clear that the assistance of the Security
Council should bc available in equal measure to all
States and not merely to the signatories of a particular
treaty. It would be inappropriate, therefore, for the
Council to welcome the partial assurances mentioned
in paragraph 3. It was to the interest of the international
community that non-nuclear-wcapon States be encour
aged to rcmain in that catcgory. That could be done
only by ensuring the security of all non-nuclear-weapon
States in conformity with the Charter, regardless of
whether or not they signed the Non-Proliferation
Treaty. The draft resolution did not fully accord with
the basic principles which should govern the problem
of the security of non-nuclear-weapon States.

Decision: At tlla 1433rd 11Iaeti1l9, 011 19 ItlllC 1968,
tlle tllree-Po'wer draft resolufl'otl (S/8631) was adopted
bjl 10 votes ill favour, IIOIIC agaillst alld 5 abstetlliollS
(Algeria.. Brazil, France, bldia alld PakistQtI) (resolu
tio/l 255 (1968)).

781. Aftcr the vote, the representative of the Union
of Sovict Socialist Republics stated that by the adoption
of thc draft resolution the United Nations had suc
ccssfully completed an import:mt stage ·by preparing
the road for the signing of the Non-Proliferation Treaty
and its ratification. Thc Treaty would be an important
step towards thc creation of favourable conditions for
the ccssation of the nuclcar arms race and towards
nuclear disarmamcnt and gcncral and completc disarma
mcnt under cffcctivc international control.

782. The President, speaking as the rcpresentative
of the United States, said the resolution would be a
major contribution to international peace and security
and would lay a firm basis for ensuring the security
of non-nuclear-wcapon parties to the Treaty on Non
Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, and reaffirmed his
Government's pledge to move as speedly as possible to
sign the Treaty and seek its ratification. The Treaty
was a giant step towards nuclear disarmament, and
his Government in discharging its commitment to enter
into negotiations on further nuclear disarmament mea
sures, would not wait for the Treaty to enter into force.
His Government had instructed its negotiators to com
mence such negotiations immediately.

105



Part 11

OTHER MATTERS CONSIDERED BY THE COUNCIL

Chapter 9

ADMISSION OF NEW IUEMBERS

A. Application of the People's Republic of
Southern Yemen

783. In a telegram dated 30 November 1967 (S/
8284), the President of the People's Republic of South
ern Yemen submitted the application of the People's
Republic for admission to membership in the United
Nations, together with a declaration, signed by the
President, accepting the obligations contained in the
Charter of the United Nations. The telegram was con
firmed by a letter of the same date.

784. The Security Council considered the applica
tion of the People's Republic of Southern Yemen at
its 1384th meeting, on 12 December 1967. The follow
ing draft resolution was submitted by Ethiopia, India,
Japan, !\'Iali, Nigeria and the United Kingdom (S/
8292) :

"The Security COlmcil,

"Havifl9 c.mmincd the application of the People's
Republic of Southern Yemen for admission to the
United Nations (S/8284),

"Rccommc1lds to the General Assembly that the
People's Republic of Southern Yemen be admitted
to membership in the United Nations."

Decision: At thc 1384th 1IIcctillg, on 12 Dcccmber
1967, thc draft resolution (S/8292) 'was adopted
fltlallimously (rcsolllt·ion 243 (1967)).

B. Application of Mauritius

785. In a letter dated 12 March 1968 (S/8466),
the Prime Minister of Mauritius submitted the applica
tion of Mauritius for admission to membership in the
United Nations, in which he declared that his Govern
ment accepted the obligations contained in the Charter
of the United Nations.

786. The Security Council considered the applica
tion of Mauritius at its 1414th meeting, on 18 April
1968. The following draft resolution was submitted
by Algeria, Canada, Ethiopia, India, Pakistan, Senegal
and the United Kingdom (S/8547/Rev.l and Add.1) :

"Thc Sccurity Council,

uHa.vin9 e:mmincd the application of Mauritus
for admission to the United Nations (S/8466),

"Recom.mcllds to the General Assembly that Mau
ritius be admitted to membership in the United
Nations."

Decision: At the 1414t1l IIIcCUlIg, on 18 April 1968,
thc dra./t "esoluti01l (S/8547/Rcv.1 Q·'ld Add.1) 'was
adopted 1I1lam'wously (rcsolution 249 (1968)).

c. Other communications concerning the ad
mission of new Members

787. In a letter addressed to the President of the
Security Council on 13 December 1967 (S/8296), the
representative of the United States said that his Gov
ernment had given careful attention to the considera
tions expressed by the Secretary-General in the in
troduction to his annual report to the General As
sembly's twenty-second session (A/6701/Add.1) with
respect to those States which had been referred to as
"micro-States"-entities espedally small in area, popu
lation and human and economic resources which were
currently emerging as independent States. The Secre
tary-General, referring to Article 4 of the Charter,
had suggested that it might be opportune for the com
petent organs to undertake a comprehensive study of
the criteria for membership with a view to laying down
the necessary limitations on full membership while also
defining other forms of association which would benefit
both the "micro-States" and the United Nations. It
was the. belief of the United States that examination
of the considerations pres!ented by the Secretary-General
was most likely to be fruitful if it were made in terms
of general principles and procedures, and at a time
when no membership applications were pending in the
Security Council. The United States further believed
that the Security Council could usefully and appro
priately seek the assistance and advice of its standing
Committee on the Admission of New Members in
examining the issues outlined by the Secretary-General
with a view to providing the members and the Council
with appropriate information. Accordingly, the United
States requested the President to consult the members
of the Council about the possibility of reconvening the
Committee for such a purpose.

788. On 29 December the President of the Council
for tht': month of December 1967 addressed a reply
(S/8316) to the representative of the United States
indicating that the Council's preoccupation with another
question early in the month, and the subsequent Christ
mas and New Year holidays, had precluded the pos
sibility of dealing with the matter. He had therefore
asked the Secretariat to bring it to the notice of his
successor in office.

789. The President of the Council for January 1968,
in a letter to the representative of the United States
dated 31 January (S/8376), stated that he had engaged
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in consultations with the members of the Council con
cerning the Uni~ed States suggestions, but that during
that process the Council had been urgently seized of
another request by the United States. He had not been
able, therefore, to conclude his consultations for the
reconvening of the Committee on the Admission of
New Members and was, accordingly, requesting his
successor to proceed further in the matter.

790. In a letter dated 29 February 1968 (S/8437),
the President of the Council for February 1968 in
formed the representative of the United States that
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as it had not been opportune to reconvene the above
mentioned Committee during the month, he would re
9.uest the President for March to continue consulta
tions on the matter.

791. On 20 March 1968 the President of the Council
for March addressed a letter (S/8520) to the repre
sentative of the United States in which he stated that as
the urgency of the numerous questions which the
Council had to consider during March had prevented
him from doing so himself, he would request his suc
cessor to resume the consultations on the matter.



Part III

THE MILITARY STAFF COMMITTEE

Chapter 10

WORK OF THE l\IILITARY STAFF COMMITTEE

792. The :Military Staff Committee has been functioning continuously under
the draft rules of procedure during .the period under review and has held a total
of twenty-six meetings without considering matters of substance.
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Part IV

MA1TERS BROUGHT TO THE ATTENTION OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL BUT NOT
DISCUSSED IN THE COUNCIL DUWNG THE PERIOD COVERED

Chapter 11

COMl\IUNICATIONS CONCERNING COMPLAINTS BY GREECE AGAINST TURKEY
AND BY TURKEY AGAINST GREECE

793. During the period under review, the Secretary
General received communications from the representa
tives of Greece and Turkey.

794. Communications from the representative of
Greece included the following:

Letters dated 18 July (S/8091), 4, 8, 10, 15, 24, 25,
27 and 28 November (S/8224, S/8225, S/8230,
S/8239, S/8246, S/8267, S/8273, S/8274, 8/8276)
and 2 and 23 December (8/8285, S/8317) com
plaining of the violation of Greek air space by
Turkish military aircraft; and letters dated 18 Oc
tober (S/8201), 17 November (S/8250) and 18 De-

cember (S/8302) rejecting complaints made in
letters from the representative of Turkey.
795. Communications from the representative of

Turkey included:
A letter dated 13 September (S/8156) complaining

of the violation of Turkish air space by Greek military
aircraft; a letter dated 22 November (S/8256) com
plaining of buzzing Turkish war ships navigating in
international waters by Greek military aircraft; and
letters dated 31 August (S/8142), 13 and 14 No
vember (S/824O, S/8244) and 1 December (S/
8282) rejecting complaints made in letters from the
representative of Greece.

Chapter 12

COMMUNICATIONS RELATING TO COMPLAINTS CONCERNING ACTS OF AGGRESSION AGAINST
THE TERRITORY AND CIVIUAN POPULATION OF CAMBODIA

796. During the period under review, the repre
sentative of Cambodia addressed over fifty communica
tions to the President of the Security Council. Most
of these communications contained charges of violations
of Cambodian territory, air space or territorial waters
by the armed forces of the United States and the Re
public of Viet-Nam and concluded by stating that the
Government of Cambodia had protested most strongly
against these acts of aggression and provocation and
demanded that the Governments of the United States
and the Republic of Viet-Nam immediately cease such
acts.

797. Included in the Cambodian communications
were details of many alleged incidents and charges that
elements ilf United States-South Viet-Namese forces
had with various weapons fired across the frontiers at
villages and guard posts or penetrated into Cambodian
territory attacking similar targets and planting mines,
and that they had with airplanes and helicopters violated
Cambodian air space, machine-gunning and firing
rockets at villages, guard posts and Khmer villagers
working in ;their fields, and occasionally dropping mines
and poisonous booby-traps. The communications
charged that these numerous incidents had resulted in
deaths and injuries inflicted on Khmer civilians and
members of the Cambodian armed forces, as well as
damage to dwellings, livestock and other property.

798. Charges were also made that armed vessels of
the United States and the Republic of Viet-Nam pene
trated into Khmer territorial waters, sometimes firing
at Khmer fishermen, seizing fishing boats and Khmer
fishermen.

799. The Cambodian representative also charged a
number of large-scale penetrations by United States
South Viet-Namese forces, ranging from 100 to 300
soldiers, transpor,ted by helicopters and supported by
aircraft and artillery fire, which attacked villages and
guard posts with consequent casualties, sometimes burn
ing or temporarily occupying Cambodian villages.

800. Some communications claimed that the mem
bers of the International Commission for Supervision
and Control, the military and press attaches of diplo
matic missions in Phnom-Penh, as well as national
and international press correspondents, upon the in
vitation of the Royal Government, had visited and
seen for themselves the scene of the attacks and violence
reported.

801. With reference to previous complaints of the
Cambodian representative, the Permanent Observer of
the Republic of Viet-Nam, in a letter dated 25 July
1967 (S/81OO), informed the Security Council that his
Government had not thought it necessary to deny each
time the charges submitted by the Cambodian repre-
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sentative, which were often of a minor nature and at
tributable either to the imprecise character of the com
mon frontiers or to deliberate acts of provocation by
the Viet-Cong. After the investigation of the charges,
his Government had recognized as valid complaints con
cerning five incidents occurring between June 1964 and
:March 1967 and had agreed to pay damages to the
victims, but had found baseless the other complaints
lodged by the Cambodian Government, which had dis
regarded repeated protests against the use of Cambodian
territory by the Viet-Cong and the North Viet-Namese
as a base for aggression into the territory of the Re
public of Viet-Nam.

802. By a letter of 11 September. (S/8150), the
Combodian representative stated that on 15 July 1967
Cambodian defence forces, while pursuing a group of
foreigners on Khmer territory, had captured a South
Viet-Namese soldier disguised as a Viet-Cong. Under
interrogation that captive had revealed that the task
of his company was to disguise its men as Viet-Cong
and to smuggle them into Khmer territory in order to
identify strategic points and seek evidence of the
presence of Viet-Cong. The letter concluded that the
sole aim of those acts in Cambodian territory was to
find pretexts for extending the war into Cambodia.

803. In a letter dated 15 November (S/8245), the
representative of Cambodia complained that since 16
October 1967 the Government of the Republic of Viet
Nam had again taken arbitrary action against merchant
ships by preventing them from entering and leaving
Cambodia via the Mekong river. He stressed that those
acts were in violation of the international obligations
of the Government of the Republic of Viet-Nam under
the Paris Convention of 29 December 1954 and de
manded an immediate cessation of such acts. In reply
to this charge the Permanent Observer of the Republic
of Viet-Nam by a letter dated 20 November 1967 (S/
8255) informed the Security Council that the move
ment of merchant ships on the Mekong river had been
temporarily halted for minesweeping- and military
operations and that normal conditions had resumed
on 2 November 1967.

804. In communications dated 11 September (S/
8149) and 27 and 30 November 1967 (S/8272 and
S/8280), the representative of Cambodia transmitted
for the information of the Security Council statements
of the Royal Government .on the intensification of a
systematic campaign in the American press which
charged that Khmer territory was being used as a
channel for supplying arms, ammunition and food to,
and as the "inviolable sanctuary" for, the armed forces
of the National Liberation Front and the Democratic
Republic of Viet-Nam, and as a base for launching at
tacks upon the American expeditionary invasion force.
The Government of Cambodia qualified those accusa
tions as totally unfounded and pointed out that they
were obviously intended to prepare international public
opinion for an extension of United States aggression
against neutral Cambodia. It also claimed that the
International Control Commission, military attaches ac
credited to Cambodia, correspondents and representa
tives of other organizations had carried out exhaustive
investigations in all frontier regions in which, accord
ing to the American propaganda, Viet-Namese military
bases existed, and in all cases recognized the worthless
and unfounded nature of the accusations. Stressing that
it was absolutely impossible for Viet-Namese armed
units of any size to pass through Khmer territory as
the Royal Khmer Armed Forces would not permit it,
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the Government of Cambodia recognized that it could
not prevent altogether the infiltration of small groups
of a few persons across its frontier and considered that
the chief responsibility rested on the United States
which, with more than a million men at its disposal,
was unable to control the Viet-Namese-Khmer Frontier.
The Government of Cambodia, pointing out that it
had always respected the Geneva Agreements of 1954,
appealed to the United Nations and asked all countries
to demand that the American Government forthwith
cease its provocations, its infiltration of armed elements
and its attacks against frontier villages and air viola
tions, which were intolerable infringements of Cam
bodian sovereignty.

805. By a letter of 27 December 1967 (S/8312),
the representative of Cambodia transmitted a statement
of his Government expressing its concern over press
reports of plans to give the Commander of the United
States armed forces in South Viet-Nam complete au
thority for the "hot pursuit" of troops of the National
Liberation Front and the Democratic Republic of Viet
Nmn claimed to be seeking refuge on Cambodian ter
ritory. Emphasizing once again its claim that the Inter
national Control Commission had already clearly ex
pressed its disagreement with the accusations about
the presence of Viet-Namese forces in Cambodia, the
Royal Government warned the United States Govern
ment of the consequences of the entry of American
forces into Khmer territory and stated that the Khmer
people were determined to oppose aggression against
Cambodia and to appeal for direct aid to all peace
loving countries.

806. By a letter dated 10 June 1968 (S/8628), the
representative of Cambodia stated that on 20 May 1968
the Royal Khmer Navy had intercepted a Philippine
tugboat in Cambodian river waters 1.5 kilometers from
the frontier with eight Philippine and two United States
nationals. It was reported that on 25 May the Aus
tralian Embassy in Phnom Penh, representing United
States interests in Cambodia, had submitted a request
by the United States Government for the release of the
two American nationals on the grounds that the waters
had been violated because of an error of navigation. The
Government of Cambodia had rejected the United
States claim that there had been an error of navigation
and protested against this deliberate violation of Cam
bodian territorial waters by a vessel used by the United
States Armed Forces. On 11 June 1968 (S/8629) the
representative of Cambodia reported to the Council
that on 10 June the Government of Cambodia had re
leased the two Americans mentioned above, without
conditions, as a tribute to the memory of Senator
Robert Kennedy.

807. Listed below and briefly summarized are letters
other than those already mentioned from the repre
sentative of Cambodia to the President of the Security
Council for the information of the Council.
Letter .dated 17 July 1967 (S/8072), charging that

spotter aircraft of the United States-South Viet
Namese armed forces had several times violated Cam
bodian air space in June 1967 and that on 14 June
two helicopters had violated Cambodian air space
and machine-gunned the Khmer inhabitants, wound
ing two of them.

Letter dated 19 July 1967 (S/8083) charging elements
of the United States-South Viet-Namese armed
forces with several penetrations into ~hmer territory
'tnd firing on Khmer inhabitants and border guards.



Letter dated 21 August 1967 (S/8131), charging that
a skirmish between a patrol of the Khmer National
Defence forces and a combat unit of the United
States-South Viet-Namese armed forces inside
Khmer territory had resulted in the killing of two
South Viet-Namcse soldiers in uniforms with in
signia of parachutists.

Letter dated 21 August 1967 (S/8132), charging that
helicopters, reconnaissance aircraft and jet aircraft
of the United States-South Viet-Namese armed
forces in the period of March-June 1967 had eleven
times violated Cambodian air space and in several
cases machine-gunned and fired rockets on Khmer
outposts and villages.

Letter dated 11 September 1967 (S/8152), charging
that from 30 July to 24 August 1967 observation
planes and helicopters of the United States-South
Viet-Namese armed forces .several times violated
Cambodian air space and fired rockets at border
posts inside Cambodian territory, and that their naval
vessels had disembarked troops which had penetrated
into Khmer territory and attacked the advanced posi
tions of Khmer defence forces killing and seriously
wounding Cambodian soldiers and civilians.

Letter dated 19 September 1967 (S/8161), charging
the troops of the United States-South Viet-Namese
armed forces with numerous cases of penetration into
Cambodian territory and artillery and mortar firing
at the Cambodian villages, posts and Cambodian
defence forces and inhabitants.

Letter dated 25 September 1%7 (S/8167), charging
troops of the United States-South Viet-Namese
armed forces with penetration into Cambodian ter
ritory in the night of 2/3 September 1967 and
attack on the post of the Khmer provincial guard,
resulting in casualties on the Cambodian side.

Letter dated 25 September 1967 (S/8168), charging
that aircraft of the United States-South Viet-Namese
armed forces had scattered poisoned and deadly
booby-traps over the Cambodian province of Rattan
kiri in order to spread terror among the Khmer
civilian population.

Letter dated 2 October 1967 (S/8177), charging that
in numerous cases the troops of the United States
South Viet-Namese armed forces had shelled Cam
bodian villages and posts and penetrated inside the
demarcation line and into Cambodian territory.

Letter dated 6 October 1%7 (S/8185), charging that
from 10 August to 5 September 1967 aircraft and
helicopters of the United States-South Viet-Namese
armed forces had fifteen times violated Cambodian air
space and barbarously attacked peaceful Khmer in
habitants.

Letter dated 18 October 1967 (S/8199), charging that
on 7 October an armed river craft of the United
States-South Viet-Namese armed forces which had
penetrated into Cambodian territorial waters had
,been, at its request, escorted to the Cambodian shore
by the Khmer Royal Navy.

Letter dated 2 November 1967 (S/8220), charging
that on 21 October 1967 an L-19 type aircraft of the
United States-South Viet-Namese armed forces had
violated Cambodian air space and fired rockets kill
ing two and wounding four Khmer farmers.

Letter dated 8 December 1967 (S/8288), chargin~ a
warship of the United States-South Viet-Namese

111

Navy with violation of Cambodian territorial waters
on 16 October and firing grenades at Khmer fisher
men.

Letter dated 10 January 1968 (S/8336), charging that
on 11 December 1967 a spotter aircraft of the United
States-South Viet-Namese armed forces had violated
Cambodian air space and fired at Khmer inhabitants
cngaged in fishing.

Letter dated 1 February 1968 (S/8377), charging pene
tration of ten armed soldiers of South Viet-nam into
Khmer territory.

Letter dated 7 February 1967 (S/8389), charging
several violations of Cambodian air space and ter
ritory by the United States-South Viet-Namesc
armed forces.

Letter dated 8 February 1968 (S/839O), charging
that on 18 January 1968 detachments of the United
States-South Viet-Namese armed forces had pene
trated into Khmer territory and opened fire at
Khmer defence forces.

Letter dated 14 February 1968 (S/8406), charging a
violation of Cambodian air space by an aircraft of
the United States-South Viet-Namese armed forces
and shelling of Khmer villagers.

Letter dated 21 February 1968 (5/8426), charging
soldiers of the United States-Sonth Viet-Namese
forces with the shelling of Khmer villages in the
border area.

Letter dated 28 February 1968 (S/8430), charging
that on 9 December 1967 three launches of the United
States-South Viet-Namese navy had violated Cam
bodian territorial water:> and carried off two Cam
bodian fishing vessels with their owners and fishing
tackle.

Letter dated 28 February 1968 (S/8431), charging
penetration by United States-South Viet-Namese
soldiers into Cambodian territory and their firing
on inhabitants.

Letter dated 6 March (S/8440), charging the United
States-South Viet-Namese armed forces with con
struction of an advance post eighty metres inside
Cambodian territory.

Letter dated 6 March (S/8441), charging shelling by
the. United States-South Viet-Namese armed forces
of Cambodian territory.

Letter dated 14 March (S/8462), charging the United
States-South Viet-Namese armed forces with plant
ing booby-traps on Cambodian territory.

Letter dated 14 March 1968 (S/8463), charging pene
tration by six South Viet-Namese soldiers into
Khmer territory.

Letter dated 20 March 1968 (S/8492) charging that
helicopters of the United States-South Viet-Namese
amled forces had landed soldiers in Cambodian
territory.

Letter dated 28 March 1968 (S/8508), charging that
in the night of 24/25 February 1968 some thirty
heavily armed South Viet-Namese soldiers, disguised
as civilians, had penetrated into Cambodian territory.

Letter dated 28 March 1968 (S/8509), charging cases
. of violation of Cambodian territory by the United

States-South Viet-Namese armed personnel.



Letter dated 8 April 1968 (S/8537), charging the
bombing of Cambodian territory by an aircraft of
the United States-South Viet-Namese armed forces.

Letter dated 29 April 1968 (S/8569), charging viola
tions of Cambodian air space and territory and acts
of aggression against inhabitants by the United
States-South Viet-Namese armed forces.

Letter dated 3 May 1968 (S/8572), charging the
United States-South Viet-Namese armed forces with
incursions into Khmer territory and premeditated
acts of aggression against Khmer peasants and the
Cambodian defence forces.

Letter dated 3 May 1968 (S/8574), protesting against
the reported project of NASA of orbiting a mirror
satellite for military purposes.

Letter dated 6 May 1968 (S/8576), charging the
United. States-South Viet-Namese air force with
repeated violations of Cambodian air space which in
some cases had been followe<l. by acts of aggression
against the peaceful population.

Letter dated 6 May 1968 (S/8577), charging that
United States-South Viet-Namese air force helicop
ters had violated Khmer air space on 26 April 1968.

Letter dated 14 l\'Iay 1968 (S/8587), charging the
United States-South Viet-Namese armed forces with
deliberate penetration of an estimated three com
panies of troops into Khmer territory and of six
armed hydro-foil craft into Cambodian territorial
waters.

Letter dated 29 May 1968 (S/8604), charging the
United States-South Viet-Namese air force with
twelve violations of Cambodian air space in April
1968, in some cases followed by attacks against the
Khmer civilian population.

Letter dated 29 May 1968 (S/8605), charging the
United States-South Viet-Namese armed forces with
criminal acts committed inside Cambodian territory
in April 1968.

Letter dated 29 May 1968 (S/8606), charging the
United States-South Viet-Namese armed forces with
deliberate acts of aggression in the night of 28/29
April 1968, followed by the kidnapping of elements
of the Khmer defence forces.

Letter dated 3 June 1968 (S/8611), charging that on
4 May the Cambodian provincial guard, national
police and customs post at the commune of Bavet
in Svay Rieng Province had been heavily damaged
by the artillery, machine-gun and rocket fire of the
troops and helicopters of the United States-South
Viet-Namese armed forces, with the result that
several persons had been killed and wounded. Cam
bodia had demanded that damage caused should be
made good by the Governments of the United States
and the Republic of Viet-Nam.

Letter dated 6 June 1968 (S/8621), transmitting the
text of the statement of 5 June 1968 by the Royal
Government of Cambodia charging aircraft of the
United States-South Viet-Namese armed forces with
acts of aggression against Khmer territory in the
night of 30 to 31 May 1968.

Letter dated 6 June 1968 (S/8623), charging United
States-South Viet-Namese forces with violations of
Cambodian territory on7 and 9 April and 16 ~I..ay.

Letter dated 6 June 1968 (S/8624), charging that a
group of about twenty soldiers of the United States
South Viet-Namese forces in the night of 20/21 May
had penetrated into Cambodian territory and fired
at a Khmer military post, killing two persons and
wounding four.

Letter dated 12 June 1968 (S/8632), charging that
the United States-South Viet-Namese armed forces
had deliberately committed new acts of aggression
and violation of Cambodian territory and air space
in April-May 1968.

Letter dated 18 June 1968 (S/8645), forwarding addi
tional details to the information reported in the
letter of 6 June 1968 (S/8621).

Letter dated 19 June 1968 (S/8646), charging the
United States-South Viet-Namese armed forces with
further violations of Cambodian territory and air
space followed in certain cases by deliberate acts of
aggression.

Letter dated 19 June 1968 (S/8647), charging that
on 2 June 1968 three helicopters of the United States
South Viet-Namese armed forces had violated Cam
bodian air space and machine-gunned defence instal
lations of the Khmer armed forces wounding two
soldiers.

Letter dated 25 June 1968 (S/8655), charging that
reconnaissance aircraft of the United States-South
Viet-Namese armed forces had violated Cambodian
air space on 1 and 2 June 1968 and deliberately
at~acked Khmer villages killing and wounding several
inhabitants.

Letter dated 2 July 1968 (S/8669), charging the
United States-South Viet-Namese armed forces with
repeated violations of Cambodian air space from
18 May to 1 June 196&,

Letter dated 5 July 1968 (S/8671), forwarding to the
Council a statement of the Cambodian Government
of 2 July charging an attack by two helicopters of
the United States armed forces on 29 June on a
group of Cambodian villagers which resulted in four
teen persons killed and four seriously wounded.

Letter dated 8 July.1968 (S/8675), charging that on
20 May 1968 about 300 soldiers of the United States
South Viet-Namese armed forces had penetrated
Khmer territory under the cover of four helicopters
and a reconnaissance aircraft.

Chapter 13

COMMUNICATIONS CONCERNING RELATIONS BETWEEN THE DEMOCRATIC REPUBUC OF
THE CONGO, BELGIUM AND PORTUGAL

808. On 20 July 1967 a letter from the Minister
of Foreign Affairs of the Democratic Republic of the
Congo (S/8081/Rev.l) was transmitted to the Secre
tary-General, charging that aircraft coming from Angola
and from Rhodesia had often violated the Congolese
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air space, bombing frontier villages and landin~ mer
cenaries and persons involved in saobotage in the Congo.
Mercenaries who had stolen Congolese aircraft had
also entered Angola and Rhodesia with impunity. The
letter requested the Secretary-General, within the



framework of the powers granted him by the Security
Council, to ask the Governments of Portugal and the
United Kingdom to inform the Congolese Government
what steps they had taken to apply the Security Council
resolutions and, if possible, to intervene personally to
ensure that those countries hand over for trial all mer
cenaries guilty of acts of violence in the Congo and
to ensure the return of stolen aircraft.

809. On 28 July another letter from the Minister
of Foreign Affairs of the Democratic Republic of the
Congo (S/8102), addressed to the Secretary-General,
said that mercenaries were then being recruited in
Belgium and that twenty mercenaries had left Belgium
for Luanda. The obvious aim of those activities, he
said, was to stir up further trouble in the Congo.

810. On 4 August a letter from the Minister of
Foreign Affairs of Belgium (S/8113) was transmitted
to the Secretary-General, stating that the Belgian Gov
ernment had declared on several occasions that it
was maintaining its policy of non-intervention in the
domestic affairs of the Congo. l\·foreover, his Govern
ment had decided to request Parliament to approve a
law drastically reinforcing existing measures to prevent
the recruitment of mercenaries. The Belgian Govern
ment had immediately communicated to the Congolese
authorities the information in its possession on the
recent departure for Africa of persons who appeared
to have been recruited as mercenaries.

811. On 10 August another communication from
the Minister of Foreign Affairs of the Democratic
Republic of the Congo (S/8118) to the President of
the Security Council said that the presence at Luanda
of mercenaries and two aircraft, one known to have
belonged to Mr. Tshombe, and radio communications
intercepted between mercenaries in the Congo and two
bases in Angola were in flagrant contradiction with
the Security Council resolutions 226 (1966) and 239
(1967). In order to combat the activities of merce
naries in the Congo and to avoid a possible extension
of the conflict, the Congolese Government invited mem
bers of the Security Council and countries friendly to
the Congo to supply logistic support or assistance of
any other kind for maintaining order in the region
and to provide aid to the populations which had
suffered so much.

812. In a letter dated 19 August (S/8129) addressed
to the President of the Security Council, the Charge
d'Affaires of Portugal rejected the charges contained
in the letters of 28 July and 10 August from the Congo
lese Minister of Foreign Affairs. However, he added,
an aircraft of the "super-constellation" type belonging
to "Air Transafrique" did land in Luanda when in
need of repairs. Its documentation was in order and
it had already left the Territory. The individuals
mentioned in the Congolese note of 10 August had
entered and left the Territory weeks back while in
transit. Their documentation was in order and they
had not indulged in any political activities contrary to
Portuguese laws. The accusations made by the Con
golese Government represented merely an expedient
to explain or justify its internal difficulties. He recalled
the Portuguese proposal of 3 October 1966, for an in
vestigation regarding bases for mercenaries in. Angola
on the condition that the Congo also authorize a
prior investigation regarding military bases existing in
its territory directed against Angola, bases whose exis
tence the Congo had officially admitted in the letter
of 23 February 1967 (document A/AC.109/227 of
7 March 1967).

813. On 29 September the Charge d'Affaires of the
Democratic Republic of the Congo addressed a letter
(S/8174) to the President of the Security Council in
which he said that Portugal was acting as a broker
in the matter of mercenaries, receiving individuals and
material in its territory and in Angola. Portugal ad
mitted, in its letter of 19 August, that mercenaries
had stayed in Angola and that a Super-Constellation
landed in Luanda. Therefore, it was inconceivable that
Portugal should describe the Congolese statement of
the facts as an expedient to justify Congolese "internal
difficulties".

814. It was true that the Congo was giving moral
and material support to the people of Angola in order
to help them to reclaim their rights. In doing so, the
Congo was not only aiding a fraternal African people
to recapture its dignity, but acting in accordance with
United Nations resolutions, in particular General As
sembly resolutions 2107 (XX) of 26 January 1966
and 2184 (XXI) of 14 December 1966.

Chapter 14

COMMUNICATIONS CONCERNING RELATIONS BETWEEN CAMBODIA AND THAILAND

815. During the period under review the representa
tives of Cambodia and Thailand forwarded to the
President of the Security Council, for the information
of the Council, thirty communications containing mutual
charges and countercharges of frontier violations, shoot
ing at border posts and villages, violations of territorial
waters and air space, mine planting, etc.

816. Included in twenty-four communications to the
Security Council received from the representative of
Cambodia were many charges that on numerous oc
casions armed elements from Thailand had deliberately
penetrated into Cambodian territory, sometimes in
groups of up to fifty men, clashed with detachments of
the Cambodian armed forces and planted mines and
boo~y-traps on Khmer territory. Numerous casualties to

both Khmer villagers and military personnel, as well as
damage to property, were stated to have resulted from
such violations. Such cases were mentioned in letters
of the representative of Cambodia dated 21 August
1967 (S/8130), 11 September 1967 (S/8154), 19
September (S/8162), 2 October 1967 (S/8176), 12
October (S/8191), 2 November 1967 (S/8219), 24
November (S/8271), 22 December 1967 (S/831O),
21 February 1968 (S/8425), 28 February (S/8432),
14 March 1968 (8/8461), 8 April 1968 (S/8538), 3
May 1968 (S/8573), 6 June 1968 (S/8625), 12 June
(S/8633), 19 June (S/8648) and 2 July 1968
(S/8668). A serious incident was reported to the
Security Council by the representative of Cambodia
in his letter of 29 May 1968 (S/8608), to the effect

113



that on 10 May a group of Thai soldiers estimated
at about 300 men was encountered by n patrol of the
Khmer royal forces six kilometres inside Cambodian
territory. As a result of exchange of fire, scveral Cnm
bodian soldicrs were woundcd, including two woundcd
fatally.

817. A number of the Cambodian \~omplaints to the
Security Council also charged violations of air space
by Thai aircraft and dcliberate penetration by Thai
warships and fishin~ boats into terr:torial waters of
Cambodia. In a letter dated 19 July 1967 (S/808-1-)
the representative of Cambodia charged, that on 15 and
16 June Thai warships violated Cambodian territorial
waters and fired cannon shots Clt Cambodian posts and
that on 17 June forty-two Thai fishing boats escorted
by three military ships came to fish in Cambodian
territorial \vaters.

818. In a letter dated 25 July 1967 (S/8098), the
representative of Cambodia stated that during the night
of 12/13 July the explosion of a mine planted by arm~d

elements from Thailand had caused damage to a raIl
way. A similar charge was also mentioned in a letter
of the Cambodian representative dated 10 January
1968 (S/8335).

819. In a letter dated 2 July 1968 (S/8668) the
representative of Cambodia charged that on 28 May a
Thai aircraft had violated Cambodian air space over
Battambang province and scattered yellow powder over
the area.

820. Most of the communications of the representa
tive of CambQdia concluded bv statements that the
Government of Cambodia had strongly protested against
such acts of aggression and demanded that the Royal
Government of Thailand put an end without delay to
criminal acts of armed provocation on Khmer territory.

821. In turn, in letters dated 11 October 1967
(S/8189), 5 January 1968 (S/8332), 5 April 1968
(S/8540) the representative of Thailand registered his
Government's protests against aggressive acts com
mitted against Thai authorities and civilians in the
border areas. He charged Cambodian armed elements
with crossing the border into Thai territory, sometimes
in groups of up to fifty men, planting mines there, firing
at Thai villages and border police stations, intrusion
of Cambodian patrol boats into Thai territorial waters
and their firing at Thai fishing boats within territorial
waters of Thailand. Such actions allegedly caused oc
casional casualties and also property damage. He also
stated that, in a number of cases, Cambodian patrol
boats had violated Thai territorial waters, seized and
towed away Thai fishing boats and fishermen.

822. In his communication of 11 October 1967
(S/819O), the representative of Thailand stated that
his Government had been subjected to a series of false
charges and provocations fr0111 Cambodia, as illustrated
by letters from the representative of Cambodia dated
22 May, 25 July, 19 and 21 August, 11 and 19 Sep
tember 1967.

823. In response to the letter of the representative
of Thailand of 11 October 1967 (S/8189), the repre
sentative of Cambodia stated on 18 October (S/8200)
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that careful inquiries of the Cambodian authoritics had
shown that no Cambodian soldiers or elements had
entered Thai territory on dates and at the times in
(Heated in the letter of Thailand to lay mines or to
direct mortar or mnchine-gnn the at Thai nuthorities
and inhnbitants.

824. In a lettcr of 8 August 1967 (S/8116), the
represcntativc of Cambodia, referring to information
supplicd during intcrrogation bya Khmer-Krom,
stressed that it confirmcd once again that it was in fact
the Americans and Thais togcther who had crcated
and were maintaining the Klllner-Scrci movcment for
the obvious purpose of undermining- the policy of
peace and .neutrality adopted by the Royal Government
of Cambodia in order to protect its international inde
pendcnce and territorial integrity. He chargcd the
United States of America and Thailand with intcrfer
ence in the affairs of Cambodia in direct violation of
the principles of thc United Nations Charter. Thcse
charges wcre catcgorically denied by the representative
of Thailand in his letter to the Security Council dated
11 October 1967 (S/819O), which statccl that they were
dcsigncd. to covcr up Cambodia's complieity with the
commUlllst aggrcssors.

825. In connexion with the letter of the representa
tive of Thailand (S/8190), the representative of Cam
bodia again claimed in a letter dated 27 October 1967
(S/8216) that in atI their statements the members of
the Khmer-Screi movement who had given thcmselves
up to the Cambodian authorities had demonstrated
unmistakably that it was the Americans, the Thais and
the Saigon regime. who had set up and subsidized the
mercenary Khmer-Serei movement in order to create
insecurity in Cambodia's frontier areas and sabotage
Cambodia's policy of national independence, peace and
neutrality. It was also stressed in thc letter that neutral
and peaceful Cambodia was a member of no block and
no military or ideological organization, and that it
neither threatened nor provoked any country. Thc
representative of Cambodia concluded by charging that
the militarist and dictatorial Government at Bangkok
stubbornly pursued its criminal and senseless policy
by almost daily committing acts of aggression and
provocation against neutral and peaceful Cambodia.

826. In a letter dated 15 September 1967 (S/8157),
the Secretary-General notified thc President of the
Security CGlt1l1cil that the Governments of Cambodia
and Thailand had significd their desire that thc assign
ment of Special Representative Ambassador de Ribbing,
who had been appointed hy the Sccretary-General in
August 1966, be extended for a further period to
16 Febmary 1968.

827. On 15 Fcbruary 1968 (S/8420) the Secretary
General informed the Council that. after consultation
with the two Governments concerned, he had concluded
that there was no continued agreement on a further
extension and therefore notified both Governments of
the termination of his Special Representative's mission.
The Secretary-General concluded by stating that he was
hopeful that thcre would be no aggravation of the
situation between Cambodia and Thailand and that
the two Governments would continue to act with the
necessary restraint in a region beset by grave tensions.



Chapter 15

COMMUNICATIONS CONCERNING RELATIONS BETWEEN SENEGAL AND PORTUGAL

828. In a letter dated 19 July 1967 (S/8080) ad
dressed to the President of the Security Council, the
Permanent Representative of Senegal said that on
12 July 1967, Portuguese soldiers from {iuinea-Bissao
had penetrated Senegalese territory as far as the vil
lage of Boussolomm in the Niaguis arrolldissClIumt.
After having fired on Senegalese citizens, killing a
young man, the Portuguese had kidnapped a Sene
galese couple. Portugal was responsible for the serious
violation of Senegal's territorial integrity.

829. In n further letter dated 11 September 1967
(S/8151), the Permanent Representative of Senegal
charged that on 5 August 1967 Portuguese soldiers
from Guinea-Bissao, supported by heavy weapons and
machine-guns, had infiltrated the area of Santiaba
Manjack and had remained for several hours on Sene
galese territory, engaging in destruction, thefts and
pillage. Seven houses were burnt, plantations and rice
barns were looted and much property was destroyed
or stolen.

830. On 22 September 1967 (S/8164) the Charge
d'Affaires of Portugal addressed a letter to the President
of the Security Council replying to the letter of Sene
gal of 12 September and stating that, on the night of
5/6 August, several terrorist elements coming from
Senegalese territory had crossed the frontier of Guinea
and attacked the hamlet of Cossolol Catetia, utilizing
machine-guns and sub-machine-guns and causing two
dead and six wounded. The population had reacted ill
self-defence, having repulsed and pursued the invaders
beyond the frontier. The Portuguese armed forces had
not proceeded beyond the limits of the national ter
ritory. There had been no violation of Senegalese
territory; consequently the accusation made to this ef-

feet was devoid of foundation. Portugal could not
refrain from underlining that the episode referred to
would not have taken place if Senegal had not authorized
terrorist elements to utilize its territory as a base of
aggression. So long as Senegal persisted in disrepect
ing its international obligations for peace and good
neighbourliness, the entire responsibility for such epi
sodes and their consequences belonged to it.

831. In a letter dated 9 October 1967 (S/8186) ad
dressed to the President of the Security Council, the
Chairman ad 1"ltcrim of the delegation of Senegal to
the twenty-second session of the General Assembly,
charged that on 1 September, Portuguese elements
opened fire on Senegalese territory with automatic
weapons and mortars; that on 16 September, Portu
gUt';se elements infiltrated into Senegalese territory in
the area of Santhiaba-Manjacque, where they set fire
to seven houses and engaged in looting; and that on
23 September, Portuguese elements infiltrated into
Senegal and killed one refugee.

832. In a further letter dated 29 November 1967
(S/8277), the Permanent Representative of Senegal
charged further violations of its territory committed
by Portugal: on 7 October Portuguese aircraft had
flown over the M'Pack ar1'olldisscmc1It, thus violating
Senegalese air space; during the night of 5/6 Novem
ber Portuguese elements had crossed the Senegalese
border and thrown two grenades, wounding several
people; on 5 November Portuguese elements had
crossed the border, carried off a refugee, struck a
woman and stolen some money. Portugal, it was stated,
was responsible for these violations of Senegal's ter
ritorial integrity.

Chapter 16

COMMUNICATIONS CONCERNING RELATIONS BETWEEN GUINEA AND THE IVORY COAST

833. On 14 August 1967 the Secretary-General
submitted to the Security Council a report (S/8120
and Add.!) concerning the situation which had arisen
between the Republic of Guinea and the Ivory Coast
as the result of the detention by the Ivory Coast
authorities of prominent members of the Guinean dele
gation to the fifth special emergency session and other
Guinea nationals on 26 June 1967 in Abidjan during'
an unscheduled landing of their aircraft, a KLM
flight. The report outlined the efforts of the Secretary
General to obtain the release of the Guinean diplomats
as well as the exercise of his good offices to obtain
the release of nationals and residents of the Ivory
Coast detained by the Guinea authorities.

834. In a telegram dated 30 June, the Government
of Guinea had protested against the Ivory Coast's action
and drawn the attention of the Secretary-General to the
special responsibility of the United Nations in that
matter. Following the request made by a number of
Memher States, the Secretary-General on 30 June in
an aide-meinoire had appealed to the Ivory Coast
Government to release the Guinean personalities. On

115

3 July the Foreign Minister of the Ivory Coast had
replied in an aide-memoire that the detention of the
Guinean personalities was a. consequence of the prior
arbitrary arrest of several nationals and residents of the
Ivory Coast by the authorities of Guinea. For two years,
an Ivory Coast official, Mr..F. Kamano, had been de
tained by the Guinean authorities and had been tor
tured so as to implicate himself in a plot which the
Ivory Coast was alleged to have contrived against
Guinea with the aim of overthrowing President Sekou
Toure. Reference was also made to the seizure, in
February 1967, of a fishing boat flying the Ivory Coast
flag and the detention of its crew of twenty-two per
sons. In both cases, the aide-memoire added, the
Government of Guinea had rejected approaches made
in order to obtain the release of the persons detained
and the return of the trawler. The Ivory Coast re
gretted that it was obliged to detain the Guinean
nationals until the release of the Ivory Coast nationals
and the trawler and its crew.

835. The Secretary-General's report continued that
in a series of conversations with the Foreign Minister



of the Ivory Coast, the Secretary-General had reiterated
his appeal stating that he could not link the detention
of the Guinea personalities, which was in contravention
of international agreements, with the cases of Mr. Ka
mano and ·the trawler, although willing to exercise
his good offices in those cases. On 10 July, following
requests by the Ivory Coast and Guinea, the Secretary
General had designated as his Personal Representative
Mr. Jose Rolz-Bennett to discuss with the two Gov
ernments a solution to the difficulties that had arisen.
:Mr. Rolz-Bennett, Under-Secretary for Special
Political Affairs, had been joined later by ~\'rr. Djer
makoye, Under-Secretary for the Department of
Trusteeship and Non-Self-Governing Territories.

836. In letters to the Secretary-General on 6 July
and 13 July 1%7, the President of Guinea had outlined
the position of his Government. He stated that the
trawler and its crew, which had been seized in Guinean
territorial waters and :Mr. Kamano had acted in viola
tion of Guinean laws. Their cases could in no circum
stances be linked or equated with the detention of the
Guinean personalities, which constituted a flagrant
violation of international agreements concluded under
the auspices of the United Nations, which was responsi
ble for their immediate release of the detainees. There
fore, any procedure which envisaged a simultaneous
or near simultaneous release by both sides was unac
ceptable to Guinea. Nevertheless, the President stated
that, while maintaining his position of principle, he
would, after the release of the Guinean nationals, place
himself at the disposal of the Secretary-General regard
ing the Ivory Coast nationals detained in Guinea.

837. The report indicated that at subsequent meet
ings with the Secretary-General's Personal Representa
tive, the President and Foreign Minister of the Ivory
Coast had amplified the previously stated position of
their Government and proposed as an equitable solution
the simultaneous release of the Guinean personalities,
and Mr. Kamano and .the crew of the trawler. In a
letter to the President of the Ivory Coast on 20 July,
the Secretary-General had stated that he did not feel
that the President's proposals were conducive to the
objective sought, and he had submitted certain sug
gestions designed to solve the differences between the
two countries. The Government of the Ivor.y Coast had
then made counter-proposals. After further discussions
with representatives of both countries in Conakry and
Paris, it had appeared that no procedure acceptable to
both parties could be reached.

838. In a letter dated 28 July addressed to the
Minister of Foreign Affars of the Ivory Coast, the
Secretary-General had formally requested the im
mediate release of the Guinean nationals. The letter
pointed out that the Guinean diplomats were covered
by immunities provided for in article IV, section 11
of the Convention on the Privileges and Immunities
of the United Nations of 13 February 1946. As for
Mr. Montlouis, a UPU official and his family, they
were covered during their journey by immunities pro
vided for in the Convention on Privileges and Im-
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munities of the Specialized Agencies of 21 November
1947. The Government of the Ivory Coast was party
to both conventions. Moreover, the letter added, the
action of the Ivory Coast appeared to contravene the
general. principles of international law embodied in
article 40 of the Vienna Convention on Diplomatic
Relations with regard to the inviolability .of diplomatic
agents when travelling abroad in exercise of their
official duties. The Secretary-General concluded the
letter by expressing his confidence that the release
of the nationals and residents of the Ivory Coast
detained in Guinea would soon follow the release of the
Guinean citizens in Abidjan.

839. The Government of the Ivory Coast had re
plied in a letter dated 10 August that the legal argu
ments adduced by the Secretary-General did not seem
relevant as a gross violation of Ivory Coast laws on
transit had been committed by the Guinean diplomats
who had left the transit waiting room and had en
tered the territory of the Ivory Coast without a transit
visa.

840. In a telegram dated 11 August 1967, and
reproduced in an addendum to his report, the Secre
tary-General informed the President of Guinea of the
latest developments in his efforts to obtain the release
of the Guinean officials detained in Abidjan, and of his
intention to present to the States Members of the
United Nations a detailed report on the issue. The
Secretary-General further stated that he would con
sider other measures he might take in order to remedy
a state of affairs which constituted in his opinion a
clear infringement of international agreements. The
telegram also expressed the Secretary-General's ap
preciation of the understanding and restraint that the
President of Guinea had shown. In a telegram dated
14 August 1967, also reproduced in the addendum,
the President of Guinea requested the· Secretary
General to inscribe the matter on the agenda of the
General Assembly and the Security Council. The ad
dendum also contained copies of letters dated 14 and
16 August 1967 from the Charge d'Affaires a.i. of
Guinea, informing the Secretary-General that his Gov
ernment, convinced that the United Nations must dis
charge its responsibilities regarding the illegal deten
tion of the Guinean delegation, had decided to suspend,
wit~out .prejudi~e to its membership status, all partici
pation m meetmgs and conferences of the United
Nations specialized agencies until the release of the
members of its delegation.

841. On 27 September, in an explanatory memo
randum attached to a note (A/6832/Rev.l) concern
ing a request for the inclusion of an additional item
in the agenda of the twenty-second session of the Gen
eral Assembly, the Secretary-General stated, inter alia,
that he had received on 25 September an official com
munication from the Ivory Coast Government to the
effect that it was on that day releasing the Guinean
nationa's detained in Abidjan. On 26 September
Guinea officially informed the Secretary-General of the
release on 22 September of the Ivory Coast residents
and nationals.



Chapter 17

COl\IMUNICATIONS FROM THE ORGANIZATION OF AMERICAN STATES CONCERNING FOREIGN
MINISTERS MEETING ON CUBA

842. By a letter dated 26 September 1967 (S/8170)
addressed to the Secretary~General) the Secretary~

General of the Organization of American States trans~

mitted, for the information of the Security Council)
the text of the Final Act of the Twelfth Meeting of
Consultation of Ministers of Foreign Affairs of the
American Republics, which had been held in Wash~

ington, D.C., from 19 June to 24 September 1967, the
final three-day sessions at Ministerial level) together
with copies of the reports of Committees I and II of
the said Meeting of Consultation.

843. The Final Act contained, inter alia, resolution
Ill, by the operative part of which the Meeting of
Consultation, illter alia, condemned the present Gov
ernment of Cuba for its repeated acts of aggression
and intervention against Venezuela and for its per
sistent policy of intervention in the internal affairs of
Bolivia and other American States, through incitement
and active support of armed bands and other subver
sive activities directed against the Governments of
those States. The resolution requested that States, which
were not members of the Organization of American
States (OAS), that shared the principles of the inter
American system to restrict their trade and financial
operations as well as sea and air transport with Cuba,
particularly when conducted through State agencies,
until such .time as the Cuban regime c~ased its policy of
intervention and aggression. It requested the Govern
ments that supported the establishment of the so-called
Afro-Asian-Latin-American People's Solidarity Organi~

zation (AALAPSO) to withdraw their support from
that organization and from the. projected "Second Tri
Continental Conference". It expressed to States which
were not members of the OAS and which supported
the Cuban Government the concern of the members
of the OAS inasmuch as that support tended to stimu
late the interventionist and aggressive activities of the
Cuban regime against the countries of the Western
Hemisphere. The resolution recommended to OAS
members, among other things, that, in accordance with
earlier OAS recommendations, they prevent the move
ment of propaganda funds, men and arms from Cuha
to other American countries; that they adopt or in
tensify measures of vigilance and control on their
coasts and borders to prevent the entry into or exit
from their territory of men, arms and equipment coming
from Cuba for purposes of subversion; that they main
tain strict vigilance over the activities of the so-called

Latin American Solidarity Organization (LASO) and
its national committees; and that these measures be
co-ordinated among neighbouring countries. Further,
the resolution recommended the OAS members to de
cline shipment of any governmental or government~

financed cargo in) or allow refuelling in their ports of,
any vessel that had engaged in the shipment of cargo
to or from Cuba. Finally, the resolution reaffirmed the
exclusive responsibility of the Government of each
member State in the maintenance of order and of in
ternal and external security, without prejudice to its
adherence to the principles of collective and mutual
security for the preservation of peace.

844. The Final Act also contained resolution IV
by which the Meeting recommended to the member
States of the Organization of American States that
they bring to the attention of the competent organ of
the United Nations the acts of the present Government
of Cuba that ran counter to resolution 2131 (XX) of
the General Assembly.

845. In connexion with the Twelfth Meeting of
Consultation of Ministers for Foreign Affairs, the
Permanent Representative of the Union of Soviet So
cialist Republics had transmitted to the Secretary
General, for circulation to the Security Council, the
text of a TASS statement dated 18 September 1967.
The statement charged that the United States and a
number of Latin American countries had stepped up
their anti-Cuban campaign and, under the cloak of the
Organization of American States, were preparing new
acts of provocation against Cuba. Plans were being
made, the statement said, for a sea and air blockade
of Cuba and clumsy attempts were being made by
United States spokesmen to create the impression that
the United States had. virtually the right to carry out
a military invasion of Cuba. Furthermore, persistent
pressure was being put on the Latin American countries
to agree to the creation of "inter-American armed
forces", the function of which would he to serve as an
instrument of armed repression against any Latin
American country whose policy deviated from the
course dictated in Washington. In the face of that
new campaign against Cuba, the statement concluded,
the Soviet Union would, as it had in the past, give
Cuba every support and assistance in its struggle for
independence and for the right to follow the road
chosen by the Cuban people.

Chapter 18

REPORTS O~ THE STRATEGIC TRUST TERRITORY OF THE PACIFIC ISLANDS

846. On 8 August 1967 the Secretary-General
transmitted to the Security Council the report (S/8020)
of the Trusteeship Council on the Trust Territory of
the Pacific Islands, covering the period from 27 July
1966 to 30 June 1967.

847. On 6 June 1968 the Secretary-General trans
mitted to the members of the Council the report
(S/8620) of the United States Government on the
administration of the Trust Territory of the Pacific
Islands for the period from 1 July 1966 to 30 June
1967.
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Chap'er 19

QUESTION OF RACE CONFLICT IN SOUTH AFRICA RESULTING FROl\1 THE POLICIES OF
APARTHEID OF THE GOVERNl\IENT OF THE REPUBLIC OF SOUTlI AFRICA

Resolution 2307 (XXII) adopted by the Gen
eral Assembly on 13 December 1967

C.

a minimum sentence of five years' imprisonment; the
Suppression of Communism Amendment Act; and the
General L'\w Amendment Act, which extended for
another year the provision for detention of persons
after they had completed their sentences under certain
security laws.

853. The Committee warned of the grave danger of
violent conflict resulting from the racial policies of the
South African Government, which was being aggra
vated by the expansion of the military and police forces
of that Government in co-operation with other major
States, notably the United Kingdom. Violent clashes
had already occurred in South West Africa and South
African forces had admittedly entered Southern Rho
desia to thwart, alongside Southern Rhodesian forces,
the efforts of Zimbabwe nationalist fighters.

854. The Special Committee, while reaffirming its
full endorsement of past proposals for an international
campaign against apartheid under the auspices of the
United Nations, emphasized the need for urgent action
by the United Nations Security Council, urging it to
reaffirm its past resolutions on the question and to
adopt firm measures to ensure the full effectiveness of
the arms embargo against South Africa.

855. The Committee reiterated its conviction that
it was only through the imposition of mandatory and
universally applied economic sanctions that the problem
of apartheid in South Africa could be peacefully re
solved. It also expressed the hope that the main trading
partners of South Africa would support such action.
The Committee recommended that the General Assem
bly should reiterate its recognition of the legitimacy
of the struggle of the people of South Africa for their
rights under the United Nations Charter and the Uni
versal Declaration of Human Rights, and urged all
States and organizations to provide those people with
moral, political and material assistance. It also recom
mended that the General Assembly should warn the
South African Government that the international com
munity would not tolerate any action taken against
other States for their support of the legitimate struggle
against apartheid, and that the General Assembly should
request all States to deny assistance and co-operation
to the South African Government in its efforts to
suppress that legitimate struggle.

856. The Committee recommended that the situation
in South Africa should be considered in the context
of the explosive situation in the whole of southern
Africa and expressed the hope that the General As
sembly would give serious consideration to the recom
mendations of the International Seminar held at Kitwe.

Report. of 18 and 30 October 1967 from the
Special Committee. on the Policies of Apar'.
heid of the Government of the Republic of
South Africa

B.

A. Note by the Seeretary-General

848. The Secretary-General, in accordance with
paragraph 2 of the General Assembly resolution 2144 B
(XXI) of 26 October 1966, transmitted to the Se
curity Council on 28 September 1967 (S/8172) a list
of all the resolutions adopted so far by the General
Assembly on the question of a.parthcid, together with
all the reports available on this subject. In his note,
the Secretary-General listed a total of twenty-nine
resolutions adopted between 8 December 1946 and
16 December 1966, and twenty-seven reports issued
during the same period, of which fourteen were trans
mitted by the Secretary-General and four by the Special
Committee on the Policies of Apartheid of the Govern
ment of the Republic of South Africa.

849. On 18 and 30 October 1%7, the Special Com
mittee on the Policies of Apartheid of the Government
of the Republic of South Africa submitted to the Se
curity Council and the General Assembly two reports
(S/8196 and Add.l) in which it reviewed its work
and the new developments in the Republic of South
Africa since its report of 21 October 1966. It also made
a number of recommendations.

850. Reviewing its work during the period under
consideration, the Special Committee stated that it had
been represented at the European Conference against
Apartheid convened in Paris on 6 and 7 May 1967 by
the French Liaison Committee against Apartheid. It
also referred, among other things, to its active par
ticipation in the commemoration, on 21 March, of the
International Day for the Elimination of Racial Dis
crimination and to its part in organizing the Interna
tional Seminar on Apartheid, Racial Discrimination
and Colonialism in southern Africa, held at Kitwe,
Zambia, from 25 July to 4 August 1967.

851. The Special Committee reported that a Unit on
Apartheid had been established within the Section for
African Questions of the Department of Political and
Security Council Affairs in pursuance of paragraph 13
of the General Assembly resolution 2144 A (XXI)
of 26 October 1966. The Unit had co-operated with
the Office of Public Information in the dissemination
of information on the work of the United Nations
organs with regard to the policies of a.partheid.

852. Of the new developments in the Republic of
South Africa, the Special Committee reported that the
Government of the Republic of South Africa had per
sisted in its defiance of United Nations decisions on
South West Africa and Southern Rhodesia and had
intensified its hostility and contempt towards the United
Nations. The Government of the Republic of South 857. By a letter dated 19 December 1967 (S/8304),
Africa had continued to implement measures of racial the Secretary-General transmitted to the Security Coun-
separation and discrimination and had introduced new cil the text of resolution 2307 (XXII) adopted by
repressive legislation including: the Terrorism Act, the General Assembly on 13 December 1967 with
which provides for a maximum sentence of death and regard to the policies of apartheid of the Government
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of the Republic of South Africa. In paragraph 4 of
the resolution the General Assembly "Once again
draws the attention of the Sccurity Council to the
grave situation in South Africa and in southern Africa
as a whole and requests it to resume consideration of

the question of apartheid with a view to ensuring the
full implementation of its resolutions and the adoption
of more effective measures to secure an end to the
policies of apartheid of the Government of the Republic
of South Africa".

Chapter 20

COl\IMUNICATlONS CONCERNING RElATIONS BETWEEN GUINEA
AND PORTUGAL

858. In a letter of 13 October 1967 (5/8193) addressed to the President
of the Security Council, the representative of Guinea complained of a number
of warlike acts perpetrated against Guinea by Portugal from the cC~t)pied territory
of Guinea-Bissao. On 4 October three Portuguese aircraft had: attacked and
bombed the Guinean village of Kankodi forty kilometres inside Guinean territory,
causing the death of eleven nationals of Guinea including women, children and
aged persons. This provocation, it was stated, followed a long series of armed
attacks launched in 1965 and 1966 against Guinean villages. The Republic of
Guinea protested most vigorously against the adventurist policy of the Lisbon
Government and warned the Portuguese authorities and their allies of the serious
consequences which might result from them.

Chapter 21

COl\IMUNICATIONS CONCERNING THE SITUATION IN TERRITORIES
UNDER PORTUGUESE ADMINISTRATION

859. By a letter dated 30 November 1967 (S/8281), the Sccretary-General
transmitted to the President of the Security Council the text of resolutions 2270
(XXII) on the question of Territories under Portuguese administration, adopted
by the General Assembly on 17 November 1967, by which the Assembly drew
the urgent attention of the Council to the continued deterioration of the situation
in those Territories as well as to the consequences of the violations by Portugal
of the sovereignty 0f the neighbouring independent African States and recom
mended to the Security Council the adoption of measures to make mandatory the
provisions of its resolutions concerning that question, in particular resolution 218
(1965) and those of the General Assembly resolutions 2107 (XX) and 2184
(XXI).

860. In a letter dated 26 June 1968 (S/8658), the Chairman of the Special
Committee on the Situation with regard to the Implementation of the Declaration
on .the Granting of Independence to .Colonial Countries and Peoples transmitted
to the President of the Security Council the text of a resolution adopted by the
Special Committee at its 614th meeting, on 26 June 1968. The letter drew the
attention of the Security Council to paragraphs 11, 12 and 19 of that resolution
(document A/AC.l09/292).

Chapter 22

COMMUNICATIONS CONCERNING RELATIONS BETWEEN THE UNITED
KINGDOM AND YEMEN

861. In a letter dated 17 November 1967 (S/8249) addressed to the Secre
tary-General, the representative of the Arab Republic of Yemen charged that on
three occasions between 7 and 9 November 1967, British aircraft had violated
Yemen's air space and had strafed by rocket and machine-gun fire the whole area
between Shoraijah and Karesh. He added that such acts of provocation and open
aggression against the sovereignty of the Arab Republic of Yemen were a mani
festation of British policy aimed at thwarting the progress of the revolution in
South Yemen.

862. In a letter dated 22 November 1967 (S/8527) addressed to the Secre
tary-General, ,the representative of the United Kingdom stated that his Government
had thoroughly investigated the complaints of the Arab Republic of Yemen and
found them to be untrue.
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Chapter 23

COl\IMUNICATIONS, CONCERNING THE INDIA-PAKISTAN QUESTION

863. In a letter dated 28 December 1967 (S/8315/
Rev.1) addressed to the President of the Security
Council, the representative of Pakistan drew attention
to the recent adoption by the Indian Parliament of a
bill known as "The Prevention of Unlawful Activities
Bill (1967)" which, Pakistan said, was designed to
suppress the demand in Jammu and Kashmir for exer
cising the right of self-determination in accordance with
United Nations resolutions. "These resolutions were
accepted by both India and Pakistan and constitute
an international agreement in regard to the disposition
of the State of Jammu and Kashmir. In so far as that
bill was sought to be extended to the occupied terri
tory of Jammu and Kashmir, .it represented yet another
act by the Government of India to make a peaceful
settlement of the Jammu and Kashmir dispute more
difficult. The people of the occupied territory had been
subjected to a renewed campaign of oppression and
threats. Moreover, the refusal by the Indian Govern
ment to allow the return of tens of thousands of Jammu
and Kashmir nationals who had been forced to
seek refuge in Azad Kashmir, or in Pakistan during
the war of 1965 and its aftermath lent an ominous
significance to. such threats. The Government of
Pakistan regretted that by intensifying the suppression
of the people of Jammu and Kashmir, the Indian Gov
ernment was preventing the promotion of a propitious
climate for negotiations between the two countries
towards the settlement of the Jammu and Kashmir
dispute.

864. In a letter dated 10 January. 1968 (S/8333)
addressed to the President of the Security Council, the
representative of India referring to the Pakistan letters
of 27 April and 28 December 1967 (S/7862 and S/
8315/Rev.l), stated that they followed the usual pat
tern of propagandist communications to the Security
Council and had made false and unwarranted allega
tions which amounted to gross interference in India's
internal affairs. Matters pertaining to the domestic
jurisdiction of India were no concern or Pakistan
and the Government of India were not prepared to en
gage in any discussion or exchanges thereon. The
Government of India, the letter added, was prepared
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to start talks towards resolving the outstanding issues
between the two countries by peaceful means and in a
spirit of good-neighbourliness.

865. In a letter dated 7 February 1968 (S/8388),
the representative of Pakistan regretted that the repre
sentative of India instead of replying to the points
raised in his letters had chosen to describe them as
"propagandist" and had resorted to the. plea of
domestic jurisdiction. The facts stated in his letters
were based on the unimpeachable evidence of impartial
observers and were reported not only in the world
press but also in Indian newspapers. While the Gov
ernment of Pakistan noted the Indian Government's
offer to start talks on outstanding disputes, it could not
understand India's refusal to engage in discussions and
exchanges on the dispute concerning Janullu and Kash
mir. If the offer for negotiations made by the Govern
ment of India was to be treated as genuine, it was
imperative that India abandon the claim of domestic
jurisdiction in respect of acts which were designed to
preclude a just and honourable settlement and which
had served only to exacerbate tension and prevent
negotiations.

866. In reply, the representative of India in a letter
of 12 March (S/8456 and Corr.1), said that Pakistan
had not only misrepresented India's stand on Indo
Pakistan talks, but insisted that India abandon its
jurisdiction in one of its constituent States as a pre
condition to the talks. As the Foreign Minister of
India had stated in the General Assembly on 29 Septem
ber 1966, the fact that India was prepared to discuss
all differences with Pakistan in accordance with the
letter and spirit of the Tashkent Declaration and to
settle those differences by peaceful means did not, and
could not mean that India must give up its stand in
regard to'the sta.tus of the Indian State of Jammu and
Kashmir. Were each side to insist on preconditions,
India would be entitled to ask Pakistan to vacate two
fifths of Indian territory in Jammu and Kashmir that
it illegally held. India, the letter concluded, waspre
pared to start-talks, without preconditions, and hoped
that Pakistan would adopt a similar co-operative and
realistic approach.



APPENDICES

I. Representatives and deputy, alternate and acting representatives accredited to the Security Council

The following representatives and deputy, alternate and acting representatives were ac
credited to the Security Conncil during the period covered by the present report:

Algerian
Mr. Tewfik BOl1attol1rn
Mr. Hadj Bcnabdclkader Azzol1t

Argentinab

Dr. Jose Maria Rl1da
Mr. Hugo Juan. Gobbi
Mr. Santos Nestor Martinez

Bra&i1
Mr. Jose Sette Camara
Mr. M. Geraldo de Carvalho Silos
Mr. M. Celso Antonio de Souza e Silva
Mr. Quintino S. Deseta

Bulgariab

Mr. Milko Tarabanov

Canada
Mr. George Ignatieff
Mr. Paul Andre Beaulieu
Mr. Gordon E. Cox
Mr. ~'ydney Allan Freifeld

China
Mr. Liu Chieh
Mr. Yu Chi Hsueh
Dr. Chun-Ming Chang

Denmark

Mr. Hans R. Tabor
Mr. OUo R. Borch
Mr. Skjold G. Mellbin
Mr. Torben G. Dithmer

Ethiopia

Lij Endalkachew Makonnen
Mr. Kifle Wodajo

France
Mr. Roger Seydoux
Mr. Armand Berard
Mr. Jacques Tine
Mr. Qaude Chayet
Mr. Fernand Rouillon

HlIngary"

Mr. Karoly Csatorday
Mr. ]6zsef Tardos
Mr. Endre Zador

India

Mr. Gopalaswami Parthasarathi
Mr. B. C. Mishra
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Japanb

Mr. Akira Matsui
Mr. Senjin Tsuruoka
Mr. Isao Abe
Mr. Tokichiro Domoto

Malib

Mr. Moussa Leo Keita
Mr. Mamadou Boubacar Kante

Nigeriab

Chief S. O. Adebo
Mr. J. T. F. Iyalla
Mr. B. A. Clark

Pakistana

Mr. Agha Shahi
Mr. S. A. Pasha
Mr. Mohammad Yunus

Paraglla:,,1l

Mr. Miguel Solano L6pez
Dr. Victor Manuel Jara Recalde
Dr. Manuel Avila

Selll:gala

Mr. Ousmane Soce Diop
Mr. Ibrahima Boye
Mr. Abdou Ciss

Union of Soviet Socialist Republics
Mr. Nikolai Trofimovich Fedorenko
Mr. Yakov Aleksandrovich Malik
Mr. Platon Dmitrievich Morozov
Mr. Nikolai Panteleimonovich Kulebiakin
Mr. Lev Isaakovich Mendelevich
Mr. Aleksei Vasilyevich Zakharov
Dr. Viktor Levonovich Issraelyan
Mr. Nikolai Konstantinovich Tarassov

United Kingdom of Great Britain alld NortlleYlt Irclalld

Lord Caradon
Sir Leslie Glass
Mr. C. p. Hope
Mr. David H. T. Hildyard
Mr. Edward Youde
Mr. Henry Darwin

United States of America
Mr. Arthur ]. Goldberg
Mr. George W. Ball
Mr. William B. Buffum
Mr. Richard F. Pedersen

a Term of office began on 1 January 1968.
b Term of office ended on 31 December 1967.



11. Presidents of the Soourity Council

The following representatives held office of President of the Security Council during
the· period covered by the present report:

Etlu'opia
Lij Endalkachew Makonnen (16 to 31 July 1967)

Frallcc
Mr. Roger Seydoux: (Ito 31 A\lgust 1967)

IlIdia

Mr. Gopalaswami Pllrthasarathi (1 to 30 September 1967)

Japan
Mr. Senjin Tsuruoka (1 to 31 October 1967)

Mali
Mr. Mamadou Boubacar Kante (1 to 30 November 1967)

Nigeria
Chief S. O. Adebo (1 to 31 December 1967)

Pak"s/llll-
Mr. Agha Shahi (l to 31 January 1968)

Paraguay
Mr. Miguel Solano Lopez (l to 29 February 19(8)

S':;legal
Mr. Ousmane SoceDiop (1 to 31 March 1968)

UniolJ of SO'l:iel Socialist Republics
Mr. Yakov Aleksandrovich Malik (l to 30 April 19(8)

United Kingdom of Great BritailJ alld Northem Ireland
Lord Caradon (1 to 31 May 1968)

U"ited States of America
l\'Ir. Arthur J. Goldberg (1 to 30 June 1968)

AIgcn"(J

Mr. Tewfik Bouattoura (1 to 15 July 19(8)

m. Meeting8 of the Security Council during the period from 16 July 1967 to 15 July 1968

Meeti/lll

1368th
(private)

1369th

1370th

1371st
1372nd

1373rd

Subject

Consideration of the re
port of the Security
Council to the General
Assembly

The situation in the Mid
dle East:

(a) Letter dated 24 Octo
ber 1967 from the
Permanent Represen
tative of the United
Arab Republic ad
dressed to the Presi
dent of the Security
Council (S/8207)

(b) Letter dated 24 Octo
ber 1967 from the
Permanent Represen
tative of Israel ad
dressed to the Presi
dent of the Security
Council (S/8208)

Ditto

Ditto
Complaints by the Demo

cratic Republic of the
Congo:

Letter dated 3 November
1967 from the Per
manent Representative
of the Democratic Re
public of the Congo
addressed to the Presi
dent of the Security
Council (5/8218)

The situation in the :Mid
dIe East:

Letter dated 7 November
1967 from the Per
manent Representative

Date

27 September 1967

24 October 1967

25 October 1967

25 October 1967

8 November 1967

9-10 November 1967
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Meeti/lg

1374th

1375th

I376th

1377th

Subject

of the United Arab Re
public addressed to the
President of the Secu
rity Council (S/8226)

Complaints by the Demo
cratic Republic of the
Congo:

Letter dated 3 November
1967 from the Per
manent Representative
of the Democratic Re
public of the Congo
addressed to the Presi.;.
dent of the Security
Council (S/8218)

The situation in the Mid
dle East:

Letter dated 7 November
1967 from the Per
manent Representative
of the United Arab Re
public addressed to the
President of the Secu
rity Council (S/8226)

Complaints by the Demo
cratic Republic of the
Congo:

Letter dated 3 November
1967 from the Per
manent Representative
of the Democratic Re
public of the Congo
addressed to the Presi
dent of the Security
Council (S/8218)

The situation in the Mid
dle East:

Letter dated 7 November
1967 from the Per
manent Representative
of the United Arab

Date

10 November 1967

13 November 1967

14 November 1967

15 November 1967



.'leeting

1378th

1379th

1380th
1381st
1382nd
1383rd

1384th

1385th

1386th
1387th

\\ ..

Sul,jed

Republic addressed to
the President of the
Security Council (S/
8226) .

Complaints by the Demo
cratic Republic of the
Congo:

Letter dated 3 November
1967 from the :Per
manent Representative
of the Democratic Re
public of the Congo
addressed to the Presi
dent of the Security
Council (S/8218)

The situation in the Mid
dle East:

Letter dated 7 November
1967 from the Per
manent Representative
of the United Arab Re
public addressed to the
President of the Secu
rity Council (S/8226)

Ditto
Ditto
Ditto
Letter dated 26 Decem

ber 1963 from the Per
manent Representative
of Cyprus addressed to
the President of the
Security Council (S/
5488)

Letter dated 24 Novem
ber 1967 from the Per
manent Representative
of Cyprus addressed to
the President of the
Security Council (S/
8262)

Admission of new Mem
bers:

Letter dated 30 Novem
ber 1967 from the Peo
ple's Republic of South
ern Yemen addressed to
the Secretary-General
(S/8284)

Letter dated 26 December
1963 from the Per
manent Representative
of Cyprus addressed to
the President of the Se
curity Council (S/5488)

Report by the Secretary
General on the United
Nations Operation in
Cyprus (S/8286)

Ditto
The question of South

West Africa:
Letter dated 24 January

1968 addressed to the
President of the Secu
rity Council by the rep
resentatives of Afghan
istan, Algeria, Burundi,
Cambodia, Cameroon,
Central African Re
public, Chad, Congo
(Brazzaville), Congo
(Democratic Republic

'0£), Dahomey, Ethio
pia. Ghana. Guinea,

Date

15 November 1967

16 November 1967

17 November 1967
20 November 1967
22 November 1967
24-25 November 1967

12 December 1967

20 December 1967

22 December 1967
25 January 1968
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Meeting

1388th

1389th
13901h

Sl:!'i/'d

India, Indonesia, Iran,
Iraq, Ivory Coast, Jor
dan, Kenya, Liberia,
Libya, Madagascar,
Malaysia, Mali, Mauri
tania, Morocco, Nepal,
Niger, Nigeria, Paki
stan, Philippines, Saudi
Arabia, Senegal, Sierra
Leone, Singapore, So
malia, Sudan, Syria.
Thailand, Togo, Tur
key, Uganda, United
Arab Republic, United
Republic of Tanzania,
Upper Volta, Yemen,
Yugoslavia and Zambia
(S/8355)

Letter dated 23 January
1968 addressed to the
President of the Secu
rity Council by the
President of the United
Nations Council for
South West Africa
(S/8353)

Letter dated 25 January
1968 from the Per
manent Representative
of the United States of
America addressed to
the President of the Se
curity Council (S/8360)

Ditto
The question of Souih

West Africa:
Letter dated 12 February

1968 addressed to the
President of the Secu
rity Council by the rep
resentatives of Chile,
Colombia, Guyana, In
dia, Indonesia, Nige
ria, Pakistan, Turkey,
United Arab Republic,
Yugoslavia and Zambia
(S/8397)

Letter dated 12 February
1968 addressed to the
President of the Se
curity Council by the
representatives of Af
ghanistan, Algeria,
Cambodia, Cameroon,
Central African Repub
lic, Ceylon, Chad,
Congo (Brazzaville),
Congo (Democratic
Republic o£) , Cyprus,
Dahomey, Ethiopia,
Ghana, .Guinea, Iran,
Iraq, Ivory Coast, Ja
maica, Japan, Jordan,
Kenya, Kuwait, Leba
non, Libya, Madagas
car, Malaysia, Mali,
Mauritania, Morocco,
Nepal, Niger, Philip
pines, Rwanda, Saudi
Arabia, Senegal, Sierra
Leone, Singapore, So
malia, Sudan, Syria,
United Republic of
Tanzania, Thailand,
Togo, Tunisia, Uganda,
Upper Volta and

Datt

26 January 1968

27 January 1968
16 February 1968



1391st
1392nd
1393rd
1394th
1395th
1396th
1397th
1398th

1399th

l400th
140lst

Subject

Yemen (S/8303/Add.1/
Rev.! and Add.2)

Ditto
Ditto
Ditto
Ditto
Ditto
Ditto
Ditto
Letter dated 26 December

1963 from the Per
manent Representative
of Cyprus addressed to
the President of the
Security Council (S/
5488)

Report by the Secretary
General on the United
Nations Operation in
Cyprus (S/8446)

Question concerning the
situation in Southern
Rhodesia: Letters dated
2 and 30 August 1963
addressed to the Presi
dent of the Security
Council on behalf of
the representatives of
thirty-tvvo ~Iember

States (S/5382 and
S/5409)

Letter dated 12 March
1968 addressed to the
President of the Secu
rity Council by the rep
resentatives of Algeria,
Botsvvana, Burundi,
Cameroon, Central
African Republic, Chad,
Congo (Brazzaville).
Congo (Democratic
Republic of), 1'ahomey.
Ethiopia, Gabon. Ghana,
Guinea, Ivory Coast,
Kenya, Lesotho. Libe
ria, Libya, Madagascar,
Mali. Mauritania, Mo
rocco, Niger, Nigeria.
Rvvanda, Senegal, Sier
ra Leone, Somalia,
Sudan, Togo. Tunisia.
Uganda, United Arab
Republic. United Re
public of Tanzania.
Upper Volta and Zam
bia (S/8454)

Ditto
The situation in the Mid

dle East:
(a) Letter dated 21

March 1968 from the
Permanent Represen
tative of Jordan ad
dressed to the Presi
dent of the Security
Council (5/8484)

(b) Letter dated 21
March 1968 from the
Permanent Represen
tative of Israel ad
dressed to the Presi
dent of the Security
Council (5/8486)

Date

16 February 1968
19 February 1968
21 February 1968
29 February 1968
4 March 1968
5 March 1968

14 March 1968
18 March 1968

19 March 1968

20 March 1968

21 March 1968

lIlecli"11

1402nd
1403rd
1404th
1405th

1406th
1407th
1408th

1409th

14l0th

141lth
1412th

1413th
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Subject

Ditto
Ditto
Ditto
Ditto
Ditto

Ditto
Question concerning the

situation in Southern
Rhodesia: Letters dated
2 and 30 August 1963
addressed to the Presi
dent of the Security
Council on behalf of
the representatives of
thirty-tvvo Member
States (S/5382 and
S/5409) :

Letter dated 12 March
1968 addressed to the
President of the Secu
rity Council by the
representatives of Al
geria, Botswana, Bu
rundi. Cameroon. Cen
tral African Republic.
Chad. Congo (Brazza
ville) , Congo (Demo
cratic Republic of) ,
Dahomer, Ethiopia.
Gabon. Ghana, Guinea.
Ivory Coast, Kenya.
Lesotho, Liberia. Libya.
Madagascar, Mali,
Mauritania, Morocco.
Niger. Nigeria. Rwan
da, Senegal, Sierra
Leone, Somalia. Sudan,
Togo. Tunisia, Uganda.
United Arab Republic.
United Republic of
Tanzania. Upper Volta
and Zambia (S/8454)

The situation in the Mid
dle East:

(a) Letter dated 29
March 1968 from the
Permanent Represen
tative of Jordan ad
dressed to the Presi
dent of the Sectlrity
Council (S/8516)

(b) Letter dated 29
March 1968 from the
Permanent Represen
tative of Israel ad
dressed to the Presi
dent of the Security
Council (5/8517)

Ditto
Ditto

Ditto
Question concerning the

situation in Southern
Rhodesia: Letters dated
2 and 30 August 1963
addressed to the Presi
dent of the Security
Council on behalf of
the representatives of
thirty-tvvo Member
States (S/5382 and
S/5409) :

Date

21 March 1968
21 March 1968
22 March 1968
22 March 1968
23 March 1968

24 March 1968

26 March 1968

30 March 1968

1 April 1968

2 April 1968

4 April 1968
18 April 1968



Afttli"11 SlIbjC'cf Do'"
Letter dated 12 March

1968 addressed to the
President of the Secu
rity Council by the
representatives of Alge
ria, Botswana, Burundi,
Cameroon, Central Afri
can Republic, Chad,
Congo (Brazzaville),
Congo (Democratic
Republic of), Dahomey,
Ethiopia, Gabon, Ghana,
Guinea, Ivory Coast,
Kenya, Lesotho, Libe
ria, Libya, Madagascar,
Mali, Mauritania, Mo
rocco, Niger, Nigeria,
Rwanda, Senegal, Sier
ra Leone, Somalia, Su
dan, Togo, Tunisia,
Uganda, United Arab
Republic, United Re
public of Tanzania, Up
per Volta and Zambia
(S/8454)

1414th Admission of new Mem- 18 April 1968
bers

Letter dated 12 March
1968 from the Prime
Minister of Mauritius
addressed to the Secre
tary-General (S/8466)

1415th Question concerning the 23 April 1968
situation in Southern
Rhodesia: Letters dated
2 and 30 August 1963
addressed to the Presi-
dent of the Security
Council on behalf of
the representatives of
thirty-two Member
States (S/5382 and
S/5409)

Letter dated 12 March
1968 addressed to the
President of the Secu
rity Council by the
representatives of Al
geria, Botswana, Bu
rundi, Cameroon, Cen
tral African Republic,
Chad, Congo (Brazza
ville) , Congo (Demo
cratic Republic of),
Dahomey, Ethiopia, Ga
bon, Ghana, Guinea,
Ivory Coast, Kenya,
Lesotho, Liberia, Libya,
Madagascar, Mali, Mau
ritania, Morocco, Niger,
Nigeria, Rwanda, Se
negal, Sierra Leone,
Somalia, Sudan, Togo,
Tunisia, Uganda, United
Arab Republic, United
Republic of Tanzania,
Upper Volta and Zam
bia (S/8454)

1416th The situation in the Mid- 27 April 1968
die East:

Letter dated 25 April
1968 from the Per
manent Representative
of Jordan addressed to

, the President of the Se
curitY' Council (S/8560)

lIfC'c1inl1

1417th
1418th

1419th
1420th
1421st
1422nd
1423rd
1424th
1425th
1426th
1427th

1428th

1429th

1430th
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Subject

Ditto
The dtuation in the Mid

dle East:
Letter dated 25 April

1968 from the Per
manent Representative
of Jordan addressed to
the President of the Se
curity Council (S/8560)

Report of the Secretary
General under General
Assembly resolution
2254 (ES-V) relating
to Jerusalem (S/8146)

Ditto
Ditto
Ditto
Ditto
Ditto
Ditto
Ditto
Ditto
Letter dated 21 May 1968

from the Permanent
Representative ad in
terim of Haiti ad
dressed to the Presi
dent of the Security
Council (S/8593)

Question concerning the
situation in Southern
Rhodesia: Letters dated
2 and 30 August 1963
addressed tu the Presi
dent of the Security
Council on behalf of
the representatives of
thirty-two Member
States (S/5382 and
S/5409) :

Letter dated 12 March
1968 addressed to the
President of the Secu
rity Council by the rep
resentatives of Algeria,
Botswana, Burundi, Ca
meroon, Central Afri
can Republic, Chad,
Congo (Brazzaville),
Congo (Democratic
Republic of), Dahomey,
Ethiopia, Gabon, Ghana,
Guinea, Ivory Coast,
Kenya, Lesotho, Libe
ria, Libya, Madagascar,
Mali, Mauritania, Mo
rocco, Niger, Nigeria,
Rwanda, Senegal, Sierra
Leone, Somalia, Sudan,
Toga, Tunisia, Uganda,
United Arab Republic,
United Republic of
Tanzania, Upper Volta
and Zambia (S/8454)

Tribute to Senator Rob
ert F. Kennedy

Letter dated 12 June 1968
from the Permanent
Representatives of the
Union of Soviet So
cialist Republics, the
United Kingdom of
Great Britain and

Dale

2'1 April 1968
1 May 1968

2 May 1968
2 May 1968
3 May 1968
6 May 1968
7 May 1968
9 May 1968

20 May 1968
21 May 1968
2'1 May 1968

29 May 1968

5 June 1968

17 June 1968



Mtttino

1431st
1432nd

Snbj"cl

Northern Ireland and
the United States of
America addressed to
the President of the Se
~urity Council (5/8630)

Ditto
Letter dated 26 December

1963 from the Per
manent Rellresentative
of Cyprus addl'essed to
the President of the Se
curity Council (S/5488)

Report by the Secretary
Gene.'al on the United
Nndons Operntion in

OatI'

18 June 1968
18 June 1968

M"c/inll S"lv'tcl

CYlmls ( S/8622 nml
Corr.l)

l433ftl Lelter dated 12 June 1968
from the Permanllnt
Representntives of the
Union of Soviet SQ
cialist Republics, the
United Kingdom of
Great Britain and
and Northern Irelaud
and the United States
of America addressed
to the Presi(hmt of the
Secm·it)' Council (S/
8630)

19 June 1968

IV. RcprC8cntntives, chllirmen Ulul1)rincilull 8cerctnric8 of the iUilihu'Y Stuff Committee

16 Jul:.' 1967 te, 15 Jul). 1968

C/Il'lIese Delegatioll

General \Vang Shll-milig, Chinese Air Force
Rear Admiral Hsiung Teh-shu, Chinese Navy
Colonel ltwang Hsillng-sheng', Acting Army Repre-

sentative

FrCllc!l Delegatioll

Brigadier Gcneral G. Arnous-Rivicre, French Army
Commander H. J. J. ROlllleallx-Dugage, French Navy
Commander J. P. Murglle, French Navy
Colonel Roland Charles, French Air Force

USSR Dclcgatio,~

:Major General V. 1. Meshcheryakov, Soviet Army
Captain 1st Rank V. N. Vashchenko, USSR Navy
Colonel V. S. Afanasiev, USSR Air Force

Ullit"d Killgdom Delegatioll

Major General R. A. Fyffe, British Army
Lieutenant General Sir George Lea, British Army
Rear Admiral L. E. S. H. Le Bailly, Royal Navy
Air Vice Marshal Alan D. Frank, Royal Air Force
Air Vice Marshal D. Crowley-1Iilling, Royal Air

Force

Ullited States Delegatio"

Lt. General A. J. Goodpaster, US Army
Vice-Admiral A. McB. Jackson, Jr., US Navy
Lt. General Thomas P. Gerdty, US Air Force
Lt. General Hewitt T. Wheless, US Air Force

/'<,/,"0(1 of ."',-dcl' fro/ll 16 Jnl~'1967

16 JIII)· 1967 to present time
16 July 1967 to present time

16 October 1967 to present time

16 Jllly 1967 to Ilresent time
16 Jllly 1967 to i December 1967
7 December 1967 to present time

16 Jllly 1967 to present time

16 July 1967 to present time
16 JIII)' 1967 to prescnt time
16Jllly 1967 to present time

16 Jllly 1967 to 26 October 1967
26 October 1967 to present time
16 Jllly 1967 to present time
16 July 1967 to 18 December 1967

18 December 1967 to present time

16 July 1967 to present time
16 July 1967 to present time
16 July 1967 to 1 Augllst 1967
1 August 1967 to present time

B. CHAIRMEN AT :lIEETINGS

16 July 1967 to 15 July 1968

,"[celiug Date Cllairlllall Dc1egatiotl

578th 20 July 1967 General. Wang Shu-ming, Chinese Air Force China
579th 3 Aug. 1967 Brigadier General G. Arnous-Riviere, French France

Army
580th 17 Aug. 1967 Brigadier General G. Arnous-Riviere, French France

Army
581st 31 Aug. 1967 Brigadier General G. Arnous-Rivier~ .• French France

Army
582nd 14 Sep. 1967 Captain Ist Rank V. N. Vashchenko, USSR USSR

Navy
583rd 28 Sep. 1967 Captain 1st Rank V. N. Vashchenko, USSR USSR

Navy
584th 12 Oct. 1967 Colonel I. S. Harrison, Royal Marines UK
585th 26 Oct. 1967 Air Vice Marshal A. D. Frank, Royal Air UK

Force
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Jlrfflilla

586th

587th

588th
589lh
590lh

591sl

592nd

593rd

594lh

595th

596th

597th

598th

599th
600th
601st

602nd

603rd

Meell'II11

5i8th

579th
580th
581st
582nd
583rd
584th
585th
586th
587th
588tl1

589th

590th
59lst
592nd
593rd
594th
595th
596th
59ith
598th
599th

600th

60lst
602nd
603I'd

Dalfl

9 Nov. 1967

22 Nov. 1967

7 Dec. 1967
21 Dec. 1967
4 Jan. 1968

18 Jan. 1968

1 Feb. 1968

15 Feb. 1968

14 Mar. 1968

14 Mar. 1968

28 Mar. 1968

11 Apr. 1968

25 Apr. 1968

9 May 1968
23 May 1968
6 June 1968

20 June 1968

3 Ju!)' 1968

Date

20 Julr 1967

3 Aug. 1967
17 Aug. 1967
31 Aug. 1967
14 Scp. 1967
28 SCll. 1967
12 Oct. 1967
26 Oct. 1967
9 Nov. 1967

22 Nov. 1967
7 Dcc. 1967

21 Dec. 1967

4 Jan. 1968
18 Jan. 1968
1 Feb. 1968

15 Feb. 1968
14 Mar. 1968
14 Mar. 1968
28 Mar. 1968
11 Apr. 1968
25 Apr. 1968
9 Mar 1968

23 Mar 1968

6 June 1968
20 June 1968

3 Juh' 1968

Chai'1I1a"
Vice Admiral Andrcw McB. Jackson, Jr., US

Navy
Vicc Admiral Andrcw McB. Jackson, Jr., US

Navy
Gencral Wang Shu-ming, Chincsc Air Force
Gcncral Wang Shu-ming, Chinesc Air Force
Dri,;adier General G. Arnous-Rivicre, Frcnch

Army
Brigadier Gencral G. Arnous-Riviere, French

Armj'
Major Gtlncl'al V. I. Meshcherl'akov, Sovict

Armj'
Captain Ist Rank V. N. Vashchcnko, USSR

Navl'
Lieutenant General Sir Gcorge Lea, British

Army
Licntenant Gcneral Sir Gcorge Lea, British

Army
Lientenant General Sir Gcorge Lea, British

Army
Vicc Admiral Andrew McD. Jackson, Jr., US

Navy
Vicc Admiral Andrew McD. Jackson, Jr., US

Navy
Gcneral Wang Shu-ming, Chinese Air Force
General Wang Shu-ming, Chincse Air Force
Brigadier General G. Arnous-Riviere, French

Army
Brigadier Gcneral G. Arnous-Riviere, French

Army
Cantain 1st Rank V. X. Vashchcnko, USSR

Navj'

C. PRINCIPAL SECRETARIES AT MEETINGS

16 .TlIb' 1967 to 15 111/:" 1968

Pra'IIel'/,al Sccl'rtars

Coloncl Hwang Hsiung-sheng, Chinese Air
Force

Lt. Colonel L. F. Monteagle, French Army
U. Colonel L. F. Monteagle, French Army
Lt. Colonel L. F. Monteagle, French Army
Lt. Colonel Y. P. Vetrov, Soviet Army
Lt. Colonel Y. P. Vetrov, Soviet Army
Colonel 1. S. Harrison, Royal :Marines
Colonel H. J. Sweeney, British Army
Colonel James :M. Boyd, US Air Force
Captain Archer R. Gordon, US Navy
Colonel Hwang Hsiung-sheng, Chinese Air

Force
Colonel Hwang Hsiung-sheng, Chinese Air

Force
Lt. Colonel J. F. Podeur, French Army
ColollelRoland Charles, French Air Force
Lt. Colonel Y. P. Vetrov, Soviet Army
Lt. Colonel Y. P. Vetrov, Soviet Army
Colonel 1. S. Harrison, Royal Marines
Colonel I. S. Harrison, Royal :Marines
Colonel 1. S. Harrison, Royal Marines
Captain Archer R. Gordon, US Navy
Captain Archer R. Gordon, US Navy
Colonel Hwang Hsiung-sheng, Chinese Air

Force
Colonel Hwang Hsiung-sheng, Chinese Air

Force
Lt. Colonel J. F. Podeur, French Army
Colonel Roland Charles, French Air Force
Colonel V. S. Tovma, Soviet Army
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Delcgall'OIl

US

US

China
China
France

France

USSR

USSR

UK

UI{

UK

US

US

China
China
France

France

USSR

Dclegah'on

China

France
France
France
USSR
USSR
UK
UK
US
US
China

China

France
France
USSR
USSR
UK
UK
UK
US
US
China

China

France
France
USSR
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