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The meeting was called to order at 10.35 a.m. 

REQUEST FOR A HEARING (A/C.4/3l+/3/Add.6) 

1. The CHAIR~ffiN informed the Committee that he had received a request for a 
hparing from Mr. John Dowd, membpr of the International Commission of Jurists, 
concerning the question of East Timor (A/C.4/34/3/Add.6). 

2. Mr. JUHANA (Indonesia) said he was strongly opposed to granting the request, 
since the hearing could serve no useful purpose. 

3. The CHAIRMAN said that the view expressed by the Indonesian delegation would 
be clearly reflected in the smamary record of the meeting. He suggested that the 
Committee should grant Mr. Dm.;rd' s request for a hearing (A/C .4/34/3/ Add.6). 

4. It >vas so decided. 

AGENDA ITEM 18: D1PLEMENTATIOIJ OF THE DECLARATION ON THE GRANTING OF INDEPENDENCE 
TO COLONIAL COUNTRIES AND PEOPLES (continued) 

Cocos (Keeling) Islands (A/34/~~3/Add.4) 

5. Mr. ANDERSON (Australia) said that the report of the Special Committee of 24 
on the Cocos (Keeling) Islands (A/34/23/Add.4) gave a full account of the 
considerable progress which had been made in the Australian Government's efforts 
to promote the well-being of the people of the Territory by advancing their 
development in all fields and thus create conditions which would permit them to 
exercise freely their right to self-determination and to determine freely their own 
future political status. 

6. The last visit by a United Nations mission to Cocos had been in 1974. Since 
then there had been considerable progress, as could be seen from thP reports 
rf'gularly submitted to the United Nations by his delegation. But reports, however 
completf', were no substitute for dirf'ct observation; for that reason, the 
Australian Government had invited the Special Committee of 24 to send a mission to 
the Territory in the second half of 1980, and thP Committee had accepted the 
invitation. 

7. Several recent evPnts marked a major step forward in the political and economic 
development of the people of Cocos. First and foremost had been the enactment of 
a local government ordinance establishing the Cocos (Keeling) Islands Council. The 
Government had thus transferred to the local community, through the Council, a 
,.;ride range of responsibilities. 

8. His Government, conscious of the importance of diversifying the Territory's 
economy to ensurP its long-term viability, had leasPd to the Cocos Islands 
Co-operative, at a nominal rate, the copra plantation and some other land. In 
addition, the construction of an animal quarantine station, which would be~in 
operatinr:; in 1981, had provided a number of jobs for the indigPnous population. 
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9. A separate postal service had com'-' into operation in September, providin,-,; tho:: 

islanders with further employment opportunities. Revenue from the service would 
be used for the benf'fit of thr-> community, in consultation with the Cocos (KPeling) 
Islands Council. The Home Island community was nmr essentially self-sufficient and 
the economy was largely in the corr@unity's own hands. 

10. Considerable progress had also been made in other areas, particularly in 
education and health, as outlined in his Government's interim report on Cocos 
submitted to the Secretary-General in conformity with Article 73 e of the Unitecl 
Nations Charter. 

11. He reaffirmed his Governmf'nt's determination to continue to advance the 
political, economic and social development of the Cocos people in close 
co--operation with the United Nations. 

HEARil,JG OF PETITIONERS 

Q,uestion of Bast Timor 

12. The CHAIR~~W recalled that, at its 6th and 7th meetinFs, the Committee had 
granted requests for hearings concerning East Timor to Mr. Carlos Alfonso Henriques 
(Movimento Nacional para a Libertas;ao e Independencia de Timor Dili) 
(A/Co4/34/3/Add.l), lYir. Jose Ramos-Horta (Frente Revolucionaria de Timor Leste 
Independente (FRETILET)) (A/C.4/34/3/Add.3) and the Executive Director of the 
International League for Human Rir;hts (A/C )~/34/3/Add .4). 

13. At the invitation of the Chairman, Mr. Clark (International Lear;ue for Human 
Rights) took a place at the petitioners' table. 

14. ~1r. CLARK (International League for Human Rights) said that the International 
League for Human Rights, a non-governmental organization in consultative status 
with the Economic and Social Council, had taken an interest in mattt?rs of self·· 
determination since its foundation in 1942. 

15. In deciding to incorporate the Territory of East Timor in the Republic of 
Indonesia, the Indonesian Government had acted in clear violation of Article 2, 
paragraph 4, of the United nations Charter, which prohibitPd the use of force., and 
of General Assembly rPsolutions 1511_~ (XV), 1541 (XV) and 2625 (XXV). rrhe 
integration had been without popular consent~ it was expansion by conquest. 'l'hP 
United Nations must not regard that annexation as a fait accompli or accept 
Indonesia's contention that the integration had been in accordance with the >~rishes 
of the Timorese people. 

16. Furthermore, the annexation w·as contrary to GenAral .Assembly rPsolution 
1514 (XV), ~hich set forth the right of all peoples to d~termine their political 
status freely and condemned any attempt to disrupt the national uni-cy and 
territorial integrity of a country. Indonesia, by its unilatPral military 
intPrvention, had prevented :Cast Timor, a Non-SPlf-GovPrning Territory, fro;•l 
freely deciding its own destiny. 
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17. Inuonesia's action could not be justified by invoking principle IX of 
Genero,l Assembly resolution 1541 (XV), which dealt with the integration of a 
territory 1-1ith an independent State, since that principle provided that the 
integration should be thP result of the freely expressed wishes of the territory's 
people acting with full knmvledge of the change in their status, their wishes 
having been expressed through informed and democratic processes, impartially 
conducted and based on universal adult suffrage, and that the United Nations could 
supervise those procf'sses. 

18. The illegality of the annexation of East Timor was clear from the fact that 
the indigenous population had not been informed of alternative choices and that 
the so·-called ;;People 1 s Assembly 11 said to have petitioned for integration into 
Indonesia had not been chosen on the basis of 11one person - one vote" but by 
traditional methods of appointment, a means commonly favoured by colonial Powers 
and in particular by the Pretoria and Salisbury regimes. There had also been no 
superv1s1on of the process by the United Nations. In short, integration had taken 
place under the aPt;is of a sham assembly installE·d through military occupation. 

19. The Declaration on Principles of International Law concerning Friendly 
Relations and Co--operation among States (resolution 2625 (XXV)), as well as 
reiterating thP principle that Statf's should refrain from the threat or use of 
force against the territorial intPgrity or political independence of any State, 
emphasized that a Non~Self·-Govf'rning Territory had a status separate and distinct 
from the territory of the State administering it and that such status should exist 
until the people of the non-Self-Governing Territory had exercised their right of 
self-·determination. Thus, in accordance with the Declaration, the Timorese people 
1wuld retain their status as a Non-Self-Governing Tf'rritory until they had 
actually exercised that right and by their own action changed that status. 

20. A failure by the United Nations to uphold the principles of the Charter and 
the relevant General Assto~mbly resolutions on decolonization with rPgard to 
Indonesia's intf'rference with the developmf'nt of self-government in East Timor 
1-rould s•~t a dangerous precedent for other small Non-Self-Governing Territories that 
were the objPct of the tPrritorial ambitions of more powerful neighbours. 

2L Indont!sia 1 s trpatment of minorities left littlP hope for the Timorese, who 
had fought with courage and detf~rmination for thE>ir right to determine their own 
futurP. Reliable sources reported massive human rights violations by the 
Indonesian authorities in East ~'imor, including th>7 killing of thousands of 
non~combatants. 

22- A survey by the International CommitteE> of the Red Cross had established that 
there were currently about 60,000 displaced persons in East Timor, rr.ost of them 
suffering from malnutrition and serious ailments, and their lives could only be 
saved by an emergency food and medical programme. The Australian and Hew Zealand 
Governments and certain non-governmental organizations were to be commended for 
their efforts to come to the assistance of the local population, but much rPmained 
to be done. 
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23. 'I'hc tragic situation of thP Timorese people had camP about because of' 
Indonesian aggr•~ssion ~ and hP called upon thE' States ME-mbers of the United Nations 
to uphold the inalienable, right of the people of East Timor to dc>tPrmine their C\v1:l 

political destiny and to implement that right through a referendum under the 
auspices and supervision of the United Nations. The resistance shovm by the 
Timorese to Indonesian annexation was a clear demonstration of their commitment to 
the right to self-determination and independence. 

24. At the invitation of the Chairman, Mr. Ramos-Horta (Frente RP.volucionaria de 
Timor Leste Independente (FRETILIN)) took a placE> at the petitioners' table. 

25. Mr. RAMOS--HORTA (Frente RE>volucionaria de Timor Leste Independentr> (FRETILIH)), 
revie1ving the history of :Cast Timor, said that the Territory had been discovered by 
the Portuguese in 1515 and had br>en a PortuguE-se colony for almost 500 years. TrJhile 
all other former Portuguese colonies had achievE-d independence, the people of East 
Timor had been deniEOd their rightful place in the community of nations. Indonesia" 
by its acts of neo~colonial and expansionist aggression, had prevented them from 
freely exercising their right to SE"lf-determination and choosing their own 
political status. 

26. He drew a parallel behreen the invasion of East Timor by Indonesia and 
Morocco's intervention in ·Hestern Sahara -two examples of a new type of 
colonialism, more subtle but more shocking than the old kind, which might bE> termed 
third •rorld colonialism. It was sad to see Indonesia and Morocco, both of which 
had fought valiantly against \·!estern colonialism, now adopting the same policies 
as their former colonizE-rs. The UnitE-d Nations should under no circumstances 
adopt a double standard and reject colonialism by Western countriPs while defending 
colonialism by third world countries. Indonesia's invasion and occupation of East 
Timor was no less to be condemned than Portuguese colonialism, just as Morocco's 
annexation of Hestern Sahara was no less reprehensible than Spain's colonization. 
The third world countries that had gained independence over thE" past three decades 
must uphold the principle for which their peoples had fought. 

27. The principles of self~·determination, independence, and inviolability of the 
frontiers inherited from the colonial Powers must be held sacred by all States 
Members of the United Nations. 

2·'3. The people of East Timor had no affinity and no historical, cultural or other 
links with Indonesia~ for, despite the stubborn resistance of the Timorese, the 
Portuguese had succeeded in maintaining their presence on the island for almost 
500 years, thus leaving East Timor with a distinct personality, very different 
from that of Indonesia. Even the languages spoken in the two countries ha~ nothing 
in common. Ethnically, the Timorese people were of Melanesian origin and were more 
closely related to the ethnic groups of the South Pacific rer:;ion (Papua New Guinea 
and Fiji) than to the inhabitants of the islands of Java and Sumatra to the "\vest. 

29. Portu:;al, with the support of all political forces in the Territory, had 
initiated a programme of decolonization providing for the Territory's independence 
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in 1978. Hm-rPver, Indonesia, in brl."ach of its undertakine;s to rt=>spect the right 
of the 'l'ir1orese people to self-determination and jndependence, had invaded East 
'l'Lnor on 7 December 1975, purportedly to restore ';order;' at the 11request r. of a 
so···cetlled local government. But there had been no local [<;Overnment; Portugal had 
been? and still was, the only administering Power of East rrimor o and the Government 
of Portugal had denounced the Indonesian invasion. Moreover, the pretext of 
restoring order must be categorically rejPcted, because it cou1d set a dangPrcus 
prr:cedent that mic;ht .jeopardize the territorial integrity and sover~ignty of many 
States. 

30. Indonesia 1 s invasion of East Timor >-ras an act o:f aggression under the terms 
of article 5 of the Definition of Aggression (General Assembly reso1ution 
331)+ (XXIX)), vhich stated, inter alia, that no consideration of whatever nature 
might servP as a justification :for aggression and that no territorial acquisition 
resulting from aggression was or should be recognized as lm.rful. Moreover, the 
General Assembly and the Security Council had repeatedly deplored Indonesia's 
intervention and called on the Indonesian Government to >.ri thdraw all its troops 
from the Territory without dela~r. The resolutions in question had been reaffirmed 
almost unanimously by the Fifth and Sixth Conferences of Heads of State or 
Government of Non-AliGned Countries. Despite such repeated appeals, the Indonesian 
Government had only intensified its acts of aggression against East Timor. 

31. 'I'be Prime Minister of Portugal, in her recent address to the General Assembly, 
had deplored the fact that the people of :Cast Timor had not bad any way of 
effectively exercising their right to self-determination. The Portuguese parliament 
had unanimously adopted two resolutions on the question of East Timor. Those 
resolutions, after recalling the cultural ties between the peoples of Portugal and 
East Timor and Portugal 1 s constitutional mandate to guarantee the accession of the 
Timorese people to independence, expressed the Portuguese people 1 s reprobation of 
the brutal invasion and illegal occupation of East Timor by Indonesia and 
reaffirmed the legitimaey of the liberation struggle- of the people of East Timor. 

32. In May 19'{9, an International Conference in Lisbon, attended by 800 
representatives of countries throughout the world, had strongly condemned the 
Indonesian invasion and called upon the Government of Indonesia to withdraw all 
its troops from the Territoryo In September, an interparliamentary meeting in 
Caracas had reaffirmed the right of the Timorese people to self-determination and 
independence" with only the representative of Indonesia dissenting. 

33 o The Government of Indonesia claimPd that the people of East Timor had 
exE>rcised their ricsht to self-determination in accordance •lith resolutions 1514 (XV) 
and 1541 (XV). Resolution 1514 (XV) stated that all peoples had the right to 
self-determination and that all repressive measures directed against dependent 
peoples should cease in order to enable them to exercise freely their right to 
independence. Resolution l5hl ( 1.'V) stated that a Non-Self-Governing Territory 
could reach a full measurP of self-government by er:.ergence as an independent State, 
by free association with an independent State or by integration with an independent 
State. Principle 9 of that resolution provided that, in the last case, the 
integration should be the r<'>sult of the freely expressed wishes of the Territory's 
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peoples acting with full knowledge of the change in their status, their wishes 
having been expressed through informed and democratic processes, impartially 
conducted and based on universal adult suffrage. It further provided that the 
United Nations could supP.rvise those processes. In defiance of those provisions, 
a puppet People's Assembly on 31 August 1976 had had to vote for or against 
integration, with no other alternative. Those elections had been widely denounced: 
among the critics had been ~tr. George Aldrich, a United States Department of State 
official, Mr. Hammish McDonald of The 1>Tashington Post, who was well known for his 
pro-Indonesian views, and the Indonesian weekly Tempo. In a vain attempt to obtain 
confirmation of its annexation of East Timor, the Indonesian Government had issued 
an official invitation to the Chairman of the Special Committee of 24 and the 
Secretary-General, who had declined the invitation in order not to be parties to 
such a masquerade. Recognizing the nself-determination 11 of the Timorese people 
would be like recognizing the internal settlement in Southern Rhodesia or the 
bantustans in South Africa. 

34. On behalf of FRETILIN, he called for a referendum in East Timor under United 
Nations supervision and in the presence of an international police force that 
included Indonesians. If Indonesia opposed such a referendum, the only conclusion 
could be that its intervention had been motivated solely by territorial or economic 
ambitions. 

35. National resistance was continuing, despite the presence of 30,000 Indonesian 
soldiers in the territory of Timor. The patriotic forces were fighting in the 
countryside, and the Indonesian army had suffered considerable losses of men and 
material. Indonesia's military weakness in East Timor was increasingly obvious and 
it was novr certain that the war would continue until an acceptable political 
solution was found. 

36. The evidence of the tragedy that had befallen the people of East Timor was 
overwhelming. According to information from various sources, as many as 200,000 
people, or 20 per cent of the total population of the Territory, had perished from 
the war, disease or starvation. In addition to those horrors, there had been 
systematic mistreatment, torture, rape, pillage, and summary executions of 
civilians and prisoners. The atrocities committed by Indonesian soldiers were 
unimaginable and incomprehensible, as recounted by the r~fugees. 

37. 1979 being the International Year of the Child, he appealed to the 
international community to show compassion for the fate of the children of Timor, 
who were suffering the agony of hunger and despair. He also appealed to the 
international community to call upon the Indonesian Government to lift its blockade 
and permit humanitarian assistance to reach the island. ThP intPrnational 
community had the right and the duty to call upon the Government of Indonesia to 
cease its war of aggression against East Timor and withdraw its forces from that 
Territory so that the people of Timor could finally exercise their sacred right to 
self-determination in accordance with General Assembly resolutions 1514 (XV) and 
1541 (XV). 
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38. At the invitation of the Chairman, J~. Henriques (Movimento Nacional para a 
LibertaGao e Independencia de Timor-Dili) took a place at the petitioners' table. 

39. Mr. HENRIQUES (Movimento Nacional para a Liberta~ao e Independencia de Timor
Dili) said that four years had passed since the military forces of the Republic of 
Indonesia had invaded East Timor, four years of suffering, anguish and despair for 
all the inhabitru1ts of that country, four years of promises never kept and lies 
skilfully prepared by the Indonesian Government, and above all, unfortunately, 
four years of total silence on the part of the international community about one 
of the most distressing tragedies of modern history. For a long time the people 
of Timor had trusted the Government of Indonesia, which promised independence, 
then the Portuguese Government, in the hope that it would re-establish legality in 
the country. However, the time had come for all those who had escaped the 
massacre to speak out if they did not want to become the accomplices of the 
invaders. In that regard, tribut~ should be paid to the efforts made, especially 
by FRETILIN, to liberate Timor, although FRETILHT was not the only representative 
of the people. Timor would only achieve freedom when its inhabitants were able to 
exercise their right to self-determination and independence based on political 
pluralism, as in all genuine democracies. That was the reason for the creation of 
the Hovimento Nacional para a Libertac;ao e Independencia de Timor-Dili and its 
insistence on being heard by the Fourth Committee. 

40. The stories told by the many refugees who had recently arrived in Portugal and 
Australia had revealed to the international community all the atrocities committed 
by the Indonesian Government. The Indonesian Government was conducting a 
propaganda campaign, but the rumours it was circulating did not stand up to 
analysis. Thus, the Indonesian Government had announced for the fourth time that 
it would withdraw its military forces from the territory of Timor because Timor 
was at peace. But if Timor was at peace, it was incomprehensible that the 
Indonesian Government should continue to announce the death of FRETILIN leaders 
killed in combat. Moreover, if Timor was truly the v:paradise 11 described by the 
invaders, it was difficult to explain why the mail was censored, why th~ inhabitants 
could not leave the island, ~hy neither the Red Cross nor foreign journalists were 
permitted to enter the Territory, and why foreigners could not travel to the other 
part of Timor. 

41. The reality was much more tragic. The brutal armed invasion had been followed 
by mass executions, which included women and children, sometimes only to make an 
example of them. Hundreds of people were still being arrested because they were 
opposed to the annexation of Timor by Indonesia; churches were being burned; 
cemeteries were being desecrated; captured freedom fighters were being imprisoned 
in concentration camps where they were starved to death. The food, clothing and 
medicine sent by the Indonesian and Australian Red Cross or by CARITAS were never 
delivered to their destination; they were distributed to Indonesian soldiers or 
sold. The population had decreased from 609,470 inhabitants in 1970 to 309,271 
in 1978. The list of atrocities committed by the Indonesian Government in flagrant 
violation of the Universal Declaration of Humru1 Rights and the International 
Covenant on Civil and Political Rights is even longer. The world, which sometimes 
worried about the fate of a single man, could not remain indifferent to the fate 
of the inhabitants of Timor, who were the victims of what was actually genocide. 
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42. It should nevertheless be pointed out that the problem of Timor was 
essentially a political one. The people of Timor were not only struggling to be 
able to exercise their human rights, but above all to put an end to foreign 
occupation. None of the reasons invoked by Indonesia justified its military 
intervention in Timor and even if its military intervention could have been 
justified in the past, the current situation was quitP different since the 
conditions which had led to that intervention no longer existed. The Government 
of Jakarta was aware that it was violating the human rights of the people of Timor 
but it was trying to persuade the world that the people of Timor would achieve 
self-determination by Indonesia's annexation of the Territory. It claimed to have 
invaded Timor at the request of the factions which had been fighting FRETILIN and 
that the annexation had been unanimously approved by the population in Dili on 
31 May 1976. First of all, the leaders of those factions had not been elected 
and therefore did not represent the majority of the population; secondly, their 
aim was not annexation, but the total independence of the territory of Timor at the 
earliest possible date; thirdly, those leaders had been forced to accept the armed 
intervention of Indonesia as a condition for taking refuge in the Indonesian part 
of Timor. It was significant that most of the members of UDT who had consented to 
the invasion had not co-operated with the invaders in the end and that some of 
them were still fighting them; lastly, it should be pointed out that Indonesia had 
systematically violated the conditions of that agreement, thus rendering it null 
and void. 

43. With regard to the second argument, the so-called people's meeting of 1976, 
everybody knew that there had been no elections. The members of the Peace Board 
had not been elected by the inhabitants, they had been chosen by the occupying 
authorities. According to witnesses, some of the "candidates" chosen by the 
Indonesian generals to represent the people of Timor had even risked their lives 
by refusing to betray their consciences and their fellow countrymen. In any case, 
in a country so politically divided as to provoke civil war, annexation to a 
neighbouring country could not be unanimously approved in half an hour. 

44. Because the right to free elections had been denied them, the people of Timor 
had had to take up arms and fight for what was rightfully theirs and, for more 
than three years, a population of half a million people had continued its 
resistance against a much more powerful nation. The Indonesian Government was 
trying to convince the world that the war in Timor was merely a political conflict 
by repeating the old story of the terrors of communism: it was attempting by that 
tactic to obtain the support or at least the acquiescence of the Western countries 
which supported it financially. 

45. The people of Timor wanted nothing more than to resist the oppressors and 
expel the invaders. The entire population, regardless of their political beliefs, 
was struggling against Indonesian imperialism. There were many different political 
factions, as shown by the existence of many refugee parties and organizations in 
demoqratic countries such as Portugal and Australia. FRETILIN represented only one 
of thP political factions of Timor. The basic issue was thP people's desire to 
regain its traditional cultural identity. The identity of Timor Dili was distinct 
from that of the other rt>gions which surrounded it. Portugal had begun to 
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colonize Timor for purposes of religious indoctrination. Then, numerous contacts 
and friendly and cultural links had been established between the Portuguese and 
the indigenous population. It was not until the beginning of the twentieth 
century that the Portuguese had occupied thP whole Territory, while respecting 
the traditional social structures and beliefs of the population. If the fascist 
Indonesians had not intervened, Timor would have progressed along the path to 
independence and would have become a sovereign nation once the necessary conditions 
had been created. But, taking advantage of the mistakes made by Portugal, 
Indonesia had invaded and plundered the territory of Timor and had massacred a 
third of its population. 

46. The people of Timor appealed to the Western countries to use their influence 
to put a stop to the machinations of Indonesia. Indonesia could only win the 
respect of the world community if it withdrew from Timor Dili, as Mauritania had 
withdrawn from the Sahara. There were a number of generally acceptable solutions 
to the problem, for example, conferences could be organized between the 
representatives of the population of Timor and the representatives of Indonesia 
and Portugal, or bilateral meetings could be held between Portugal and Indonesia. 
Timor could be placed under th~ supervision of thP United Nations and administered 
by Portugal until it was ready for independence. It was essential that the 
people of Timor should finally achieve the free exercise of their right to self~ 
determination, which was only possible if Indonesian military forces withdrew 
from their territory. 

47. Once it had won its independence, Timor would be prepared to establish better 
relations with Indonesia, in accordance with the principles of mutual respect and 
non-interference in the domestic affairs of countries. It was prepared to enter 
into economic and diplomatic co--operation agreements, at the international level, 
with Indonesia and the other co1mtries of the region. But none of that would be 
possible so long as the existing situation continued and Indonesia insisted on 
annexing the Territory. 

48. Mr. Clark, Mr. Ramos-Horta and Mr. Henriques withdrew. 

Question of ~·lestern Sahara 

49. At the invitation of the Chairman, ~~- Monsour /Frente Popular para la 
~iberaci6n de Saguia el-Hamra y Rio de Oro (Frente POLISARIO)/ took a seat at the 
petitioners 1 table. 

50. ~1r. MONSOUR /Frente Popular para la Liberaci6n de Saguia el-Hamra y Rio de Oro 
(Frente POLISARIOlJ·::· said that the responsibility of the United Nations with regard 
to the struggle of the Saharan people to obtain their independence and free their 
cotmtry from foreign occupation stemmed from its obligations under th2 Charter and 
General Assembly resolution 1514 (XV), as well as from resolutions dealing 

·:< This statement will be published in extenso in a separate document. 
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specifically with the question of vlestern Sahara. The international community 
therefore had the obligation to guarantee the implementation of the right of 
peoples to self-determination and, specifically, to help the Saharan people free 
themselves from the foreign domination and exploitation imposed by the Moroccan 
forces of aggression, whose presence constituted a denial of the most fundamental 
rights of the population and a threat to peace and security throughout the region. 

51. In 1975, when after a long and bitter struggle, the Saharan people were 
preparing finally to exercise their rights and to recover their sovereignty, of 
which they had been robbed for over a century of Spanish colonial occupation, a 
criminal conspiracy had been instigated against them to deprive them of their 
inalienable rights to self-determination and independence. The perpetrators of 
that crime had, however, made a serious error in judgement, for they had 
underestimated not only the capacity of the Saharan people to enforce respect for 
their rights but also their determination to continue the struggle until they 
achieved complete liberation. Indeed, with tremendous sacrifice, they had stood 
their ground and undone the evil plans of Morocco and its accomplices; after 
having destroyed the military alliance between Morocco and Mauritania, the Saharan 
Popular Liberation Army had launched an offensive against the Moroccan forces of 
occupation to drive them out of the areas of the territory that were still 
illegally occupied. The Liberation Army would continue its operations in enemy 
territory, even in Morocco itself, until such time as the Moroccan Army withdrew 
from its territory. The fact that almost all the territory had been liberated and 
the almost daily successes of the Liberation Army showed that the Moroccan invasion 
forces in Western Sahara would inevitably be defeated. 

52. Despite the great sacrifices required over the past four years because of that 
cruel war, the Government of the Saharan Arab Democratic Republic had undertaken 
to restructure and o~ganize the State institutions, with a view to creating social~ 
economic and administrative conditions that would enable the people to have access 
to health, education, supply services and to enjoy freedom and security in the 
liberated zones. The number of countries that had recognized the Saharan Arab 
Democratic Republic, under the leadership of the POLISARIO Front - 34 States, 20 of 
them African - show·ed that the action taken by the Saharan people had inspired the 
admiration of the international community. 

53. Nevertheless, despite the efforts made by the Government to mitigate the 
suffering of the Saharan people, the civilian population living in the zones 
occupied by the Moroccan Army continued to suffer violence, terror, repression and 
torture. Those criminal acts were aimed at uprooting the population of the 
occupied zones and eliminating their culture and their traditional values. 

54. Furthermore, for over two years thP Moroccan occupiers had resorted to a 
policy of establishing settlements, forcing several thousand Saharans to live in 
slums on the outskirts of the occupied cities and others to take refuge in the 
neighbouring countries. That well-known colonialist practice must not be 
disregarded by the international community. To avoid complicity in that action, 
the international community should denounce it and take measures to put an end to 
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it. In that regard, it was unfortunate that some international humanitarian 
organizations, like the International CommittPe of the Red Cross, had remained 
indifferent to the problem. 

55. The adoption by the General Assembly, at its thirty-third session, of 
resolution 33/31, as well as the statement made by a representative of the Frente 
POLISARIO to the Security Council and the Special Committee of 24, showed that 
the United Nations system as a whole was taking an increasing interest in the 
question of the decolonization of Western Sahara and of the failure of the 
diversionary tactics of Morocco which, unable to defeat the Saharan people in their 
struggle for independence, was trying to hoodwink the world and disguise its defeat 
by accusing and attacking third countries. 

56. There had been a specific and profound change in the situation which had 
created the conditions necessary for the United Nations to take a decision 
commensurate with its responsibilities. At the Assembly of Heads of State and 
Government held at Monrovia on 20 July 1979, the OAU had adopted a resolution 
reaffirming the right of the Saharan people to self-determination and independence, 
categorically condemning occupation of Western Sahara by the Moroccan expansionists 
and inviting the parties to the conflict to seek a just and lasting solution by 
means of a peaceful settlement. 

57. In response to that appeal and wishing to re-establish peace and justice in 
the region, the Saharan Government had invited Morocco and Mauritania to initiate 
peace negotiations. While Mauritania had accepted that invitation, the Moroccan 
Government, for its part, had responded to the African initiative with contempt 
and insult, reflecting its failure to impose its views on the Organization 
of African Unity, which had taken a position in favour of a small African nation 
whose only mistake had been to want to recover dignity and freedom for its people. 
The international community was in duty bound to require Morocco to respect the 
law of international organizations and the resolutions and decisions adopted by 
the United Nations. 

58. Furthermore, the signing of a peace agreement between Mauritania and the 
Frente POLISARIO on 5 August 1979 was a very important event, for several reasons: 
in the first place, it represented an effective contribution to peace and to the 
restoration of stability and security in Western Sahara and, by extension, 
throughout the region; secondly, it reflected the will of two of the three 
belligerents to put an end to the war between them and to begin a new era of 
understanding, good neighbourliness and fraternal co-operation based on rPspect 
for the sovereignty of each country. In general terms, the agreement reflected the 
adherence of both parties to the right of peoples to self-determination and the 
sanctity of the borders inherited from the colonial period, as "ivell as their 
desire to establish a just and lasting peace in accordance with the principles of 
peaceful coexistence and mutual respect and to guarantee peace and stability in 
the region. In that agreement, the Islamic Republic of Mauritania and the Frente 
POLISARIO had decided to put an end to the unjust wa.r in vlestern Sahara in 
accordance with agreed procedures and to sign an agreement for a lasting peace 
between them. 
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59. The real importance of that agreement lay in the fact that it had definitively 
broken down thP political alliance borne of the so-called f1adrid agreement, 
inasmuch as Mauritania had admitted the illegality of the effort to deprive 
Saharan people of their right and had recognized thP Frente POLISARIO as the sole 
legitimate representative of the Saharan people. It was also worth noting that 
Spain, the administering Power for vJestern Sahara, had in actual fact overridden 
the so-called Madrid agreement, the Spanish Government having taken a position 
identical to that of Mauritania. 

60. The CHAIRMAN said that, in view of the lateness of the hour, he would have 
to interrupt Mr. Monsour, who would be able to continue his intervention at the 
next meeting. 

The meeting rose at 1.20 p.m. 




