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INTRODUCTION

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

2. Essentially a summary and guide, refiecting 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 delib-
erations.

3. With respect to the membership of the Security Council during the period
covered, it will be recalled that the General Assembly, at its 1993rd plenary
meeting on 23 November 1971, elected Guinea, India, Panama, Sudan and Yugo-
slavia as non-permanent members of the Security Council to fill the vacancies
resulting from the expiration, on 31 December 1971, of the terms of office of
Burundi, Nicaragua, Poland, Sierra Leone and the Syrian Arab Republic.

4. With respect to the representation of China, it may be recalled that at
its 1976th plenary meeting held on 25 October 1971, the General Assembly
adopted resolution 2758 (XXVI) reading as follows:

“The General Assembly,
“Recalling the principles of the Charter of the United Nations,

“Considering that the restoration of the lawful rights of the People’s
Republic of China is essential both for the protection of the Charter of the
United Nations and for the cause that the United Nations must serve under
the Charter,

“Recognizing that the representatives of the Government of the People’s
Republic of China are the only lawful representatives of China to the United
Nations and that the People’s Republic of China is one of the five permanent
members of the Security Council,

“Decides to restore all its rights to the People’s Republic of China and
to recognize the representatives of its Government as the only legitimate
representatives of China to the United Nations, and to expel forthwith the
representatives of Chiang Kai-shek from the place which they unlawfully
occupy at the United Nations and in all the organizations related to it.”

5. The text of this resolution was communicated by the Secretary-General
to the Security Council on 26 October 1971 (S/10378). On 2 November, pur-
suant to rule 15 of the provisional rules of procedure of the Security Council, the
Secretary-General submitted a credentials report (S/10382) informing the Coun-
cil that he had received a telegram dated 2 November 1971 from the Acting
Minister of Foreign Affairs of the People’s Republic of China stating that Mr.
Huang Hua and Mr. Chen Chu had been appointed, respectively, representative
and deputy representative of the People’s Republic of China on the Security
Council. At the 1599th meeting on 23 November, the first to be held by the
Council following adoption of Assembly resolution 2758 (XXVI), the represen-
tatives of China were welcomed by the President and members of the Council.

6. Accordingly, references to the representatives of China in this report
must be seen in the light of the aforementioned developments.

7. The period covered in the present report is from 16 June 1971 to 15
June 1972. The Council held seventy-nine meetings during that period.

1This is the twenty-seventh 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/3157, A/3648, A/3901,
A/4190, A/4494, A/4867, A/5202, A/5502, A/5802, A/6002, A/6302, A/6702, A/7202,
A/7602, A/8002 and A/8402.






Part I

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

Chapter 1

COMPLAINT BY SENEGAL

A. Communications to the Security Council and
request for a meeting

8. In a letter dated 6 July (S/10251), the repre-
sentative of Senegal complained of violations of his
country’s territorial integrity by the Portuguese regu-
lar armed forces based in Guinea (Bissau) that had
resulted in death, injury and destruction. They included
the laying of anti-tank and anti-vehicular mines, an
attack on a Senegalese village and the overflight of
Senegalese territory by Portuguese jet aircraft. In view
of those incidents, together with those mentioned in
two earlier letters to the Council dated 27 April and
16 June (5/10182 and S/10227), he requested an
urgent meeting of the Security Council.

9. In a letter dated 10 July to the President of the
Council (S/10255), the representative of Portugal re-
jected the Senegalese charges, expressed regret that
Senegal had requested a meeting of the Council with-
out first seeking to ascertain the truth of its charges
through direct contact with Portugal and asserted that
Senegal had not presented sufficient evidence to sub-
stantiate them. The letter added that Portugal had con-
tinued to suffer from aggressions that were due to
facilities granted by Senegal to the African Indepen-
dence Party of Guinea and Cape Verde (PAIGC), a
subversive group organized in Senegalese territory that
prepared armed attacks against Guinea (Bissau) and
bore responsibility for all the problems that had arisen
in their respective frontier areas.

10. Senegal’s request for a meeting was supported
by 37 African States, which, in a letter dated 12 July
to the President of the Council (S/10259 and Add.
1-2), called for such measures to be taken by the
Council as were necessary to ensure that Portugal
conformed to the relevant resolutions of the Security
Council and the General Assembly by putting an end
‘to its flagrant acts of aggression and by granting self-
determination and independence to its colonies in
accordance with General Assembly resolution 1514
(XV).

B. Consideration at the 1569th to 1572nd
meetings (12-15 July 1971)

11. At its 1569th meeting, on 12 July, the Secu-
rity Council decided to include the item in its agenda
and considered it at four meetings held between 12
and 15 July. At their request, the President invited the
Minister for Foreign Affairs of Senegal and the repre-
sentatives of Guinea, Mali, Sudan, Mauritania, Mauri-
tius, Togo and Zambia to participate in the debate
without the right to vote.

12. At the same meeting, the Minister for Foreign
Affairs of Senegal said that the latest acts of aggres-
sion by Portuguese troops added to a long list of
violations of his country’s territorial integrity and were
closely linked with Portuguese repression of the nation-
alist movements in Guinea (Bissau). He then detailed
the various incidents that had occurred since April
1963 and asserted that Portuguese violence had now
escalated and t{aken a new form in the laying of anti-
tank and anti-personnel mines on Senegalese territory.
All African States were convinced that Portugal was
able to carry the crushing burden of its oppressive
colonial policy only because of the support it received
from its North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO)
allies. He pointed out that despite all the aggression
against Senegal, his Government had proposed a peace
plan to end the armed struggle in Guinea (Bissau)
between Portugal and the nationalists, which included
an unconditional cease-fire to be followed by a period
of internal autonomy for Guinea (Bissau) and, finally,

- by negotiated independence within the framework of a

Portuguese-African community. The liberation move-

. ment had approved of the proposal, but there had been

no acknowledgement from Portugal. His Government
was now asking the Security Council to take effective

- measures against Portugal in accordance with para-

graph 3 of resolution 273 (1969) of 9 December 1969.

13. The representative of Guinea recalled that in
November 1970 Guinea had been the victim of Portu-
guese aggression and stated that Portugal was cur-
rently preparing for a new invasion of his country. He
charged that, in its efforts to perpetuate colonialism on
the African continent, Portugal had resorted to the use
of incendiary bombs, napalm and defoliants. He felt
that another resolution condemning Portugal for its
conduct would be totally inadequate and hoped that
the Council would take effective measures to put an
end to the flagrant violation of the sovereignty and ter-
ritorial integrity of Senegal.

14. At the 1570th meeting, on 13 July, the repre-
sentative of Mali observed that, apart from the purely
military aspect of the complaint by Senegal, it was: clear
that Portugal, in keeping with its desire for continued
coionial domination, was endeavouring to create en-
tire zones in Africa where dictatorship and arbitrary
acts would prevent the political, economic and social
evolution of the local people. He drew attention to the
resolution adopted on 8 December by the Council of
Ministers of the Organization of African Unity
(OAU), which declared that the presence of Portu-
guese colonialism on the African continent was a
serious threat to the peace and security of indepen-




dent African States, and added that the Security Coun-
cil had now to take up Portugal’s challenge with
determination.

15. The representative of the ¥Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics said that in the struggle against the
national liberation movements in Africa, Portuguese
colonialism had joined with the South African and
Rhodesian racists with the support and protection of
its imperialist allies in the NATO alliance. By commit-
ting acts of aggression against Senegal, Portugal was
grossly violating a primary provision of the Charter
and of the Declaration on the Strengthening of Inter-
national Security that Member States should refrain
in their international relations from the threat or use
of force against the territorial integrity of other States.
Colonialism, racism and apartheid were by no means
internal matters of Portugal, the Republic of South
Africa and Rhodesia but permanent and dangerous
sources of acute conflicts, wars and international ten-
sion, a challenge to all independent Africa and to
progressive mankind as a whole that had to be com-
pletely eliminated. It was therefore a fundamental pol-
icy of his Government to give consistent support to
peoples struggling for their national liberation against
colonialism and racism. He urged that the Security
Council, as the principal United Nations body respon-
sible for international peace and security, take imme-
diate vigorous measures against Portugal.

16. The representative of the Sudan, speaking in
his capacity as the current Chairman of the Council of
Ministers of OAU, drew attention to that organiza-
tion’s resolution on decolonization denouncing those
NATO Powers that assisted Portugal in its wars of
repression against the African peoples and strongly
condemning the repeated and flagrant violations of the
sovereignty and territorial integrity of Senegal by in-
cursions of Portuguese regular troops and, particu-
larly, by the laying of mines.

17. The representative of the Syrian Arab Republic
observed that the resolutions adopted by the Security
Council in 1963, 1965 and 1969, condemning Portu-
gal’s violations of the sovereignty and territorial in-
tegrity of Senegal, have served only to redouble Por-
tugal’s arrogance and defiance of the international
community. The Council’s resolution of 9 December
1969 had threatened Portugal with application of ap-
propriate measures should its aggressive acts against
Senegal be repeated. Was it not high time, he asked,
for the Council to start putting those measures into
effect and taking firm action to isolate the aggressor?

18. The representative of Poland said that the
aggressiveness of Portuguese colonial policies in Africa
had been particularly evident in the recent period and
had manifested itself in major attempts to re-establish
and consolidate colonial rule in Angola, Mozambique
and Guinea (Bissau) through extensive use of military
force, large-scale economic schemes and deceitful an-
nouncements of plans for constitutional reform. The
peoples under Portuguese colonial rule had the right
to be granted freedom and independence immediately.
it was his delegation’s view that the Council should
condemn the Portuguese authorities and take all neces-
sary measures to ensure that their acts of aggression
were not repeated.

19. The representative of Mauritania stressed that
it was the duty of the Security Council, in the face of
the repeated aggression by Portugal against independent
African States, to take vigorous measures to halt that

constant threat which weighed on peace and security in
Africa.

20. The representative of Burundi said that the
complaints against Portugal by Senegal and other neigh-
bouring African States had been corroborated by vari-
ous independent sources, including a fact-finding mis-
ston of the Commission on Human Rights, which had
been welcomed by bombs. He observed that for a long
time, both in the Security Council and in other bodies
of the United Nations, the accusations levelled against
Portugal had not been denied. Even in the current
situation, Portugal did not have the courage to defend
itself. Yet it obstinately adhered to a policy of annexa-
tion. The challenge it thus hurled at the United Nations
must be taken up. It must be called to order and made

to respect the inviolability of frontiers and of human
freedom and equality.

21. At the 1571st meeting, on 14 July, the repre-
sentatives of Mauritius, Togo and Zambia drew atten-
tion to the fact that Portuguese colonial policies in
Angolzg, Mozambique and Guinea (Bissau) presented
a continuing threat to the security of such neighbour-
ing independent African States as the Congo, Guinea,
Spnegal, Tanzania, Zaire and Zambia. Mere condemna-
tion of Portugal, they said, was not enough, and each
called on the Council to take vigorous and effective
action against Portugal under the pertinent provisions
of the Charter. The representative of Zambia also
deprecated the fact that the NATO Powers had chosen
Lisbon as the venue for their Ministerial Council meet-
ing in June 1970 and thereby implicitly certified the
respectability of Portugal’s colonialism and exploita-
tion in Africa,

22. The reprssentative of Belgium described the
proposals made by Senegal for a settlement of the

. problems that existed between that country and Portu-

gal as concrete and realistic and hoped that a dialogue
might be initiated that would lead to a solution of
those problems through negotiation. He believed that
that was the right course to follow, as resort to vio-

lence had never brought about any final settlement of
disputes.

23. The representative of Sierra Leone said that
Senegal, like all members of OAU, had a moral obli-
gation to assist the liberation movements in Africa.
Following the adopticn by OAU of a resolution to
increase aid to African liberation movements, Portugal
had intensified its acts of aggression. It had also shown
contempt for the United Nations by its bombardment
of Casamance while the group of experts appointed by
the Human Rights Commission was making on-the-spot
investigations. His Government felt that no further evi-
dence of Portuguese hostility was necessary. However,
to satisfy those who might still entertain some doubts
on the matter, his Government would urge that a
special mission of the Council be sent to investigate
Senegal’s complaints.

24. At the 1572nd meeting, on 15 July, the repre-
sentative of Japan said that the first step that the Secu-
rity Council ought to take should be an inquiry into
the facts. He recalled, in that connexion, the previous
year’s precedent of a special mission sent by the Coun-
cil to Guinea and favoured the immediate establish-
ment of a similar fact-finding mission for the Senegalese
charges. The mission, he said, should be given a broad
mandate and should be able to conduct its business
freely and independently, with the full co-operation of
the authorities concerned. .



25. The representative of Argentina referred to the
previous complaints made by Senegal against Portugal
and said that the Council was not confronted with a
new or isolated case but a dangerous recurrence of
events. He regretted that Portugal had not seen it fit
to be represented at the current debate and had chosen
only to submit a letter addressed to the President of
the Council. The suggestion in that letter that the
PAIGC was responsible for the incidents that had
occurred was not very convincing. He felt that any
course of action the Council might adopt should be
directed to the avoidance of a repetition of the events
complained of.

26. The representative of Somalia, citing a report
of the Ad Hoc Working Group of Experts of the
Human Rights Commission dated 2 February 1971
(E/CN.4/1050), said that the Group, which had toured
extensively the Casamance region in Senegal, had actu-
ally seen several Senegalese border villages that had
been destroyed by bombardment. He felt that the Secu-
rity Council should use to the full its investigative
powers under Article 34 of the Charter so that effec-
tive action to preserve peace in the area might be
undertaken on a sound and informed basis. He then
introduced a draft resolution, sponsored by_Burundl,
Japan, Sierra Leone, Somalia and the Syrian Arab
Republic (S/10266), which read as follows:

“The Security Council,

“Taking note of the complaints by Senegal against
Portugal contained in documents S$/10182 and
S/10251,

“Taking note of the letter of the Chargé d’affaires
ad interim of Portugal,

“Having heard the statement of the Minister for
Foreign Affairs of Senegal,

“Bearing in mind that all States Members of the
United Nations must refrain in their international
relations from the threat or use of force against the
territorial integrity or political independence of any
State, or in any other manner inconsistent with the
purpose of the United Nations,

“Conscious of its duty to take effective collective
measures for the prevention and removal of threats
to international peace and security and for the sup-
pression of acts of aggression,

“Disturbed by the increasingly serious situation
created by acts of viclence perpetrated by the Portu-
guese armed forces against Senegal since the adop-
tion of Security Council resolution 273 (1969) of
9 December 1969,

“Deeply distressed by the repeated laying of mines
in Senegalese territory,

“Gravely concerned that incidents of this nature,
by threatening the sovereignty and territorial integrity
of Senegal, might endanger international peace and
security,

“Bearing in mind its resolutions 178 (1963) of
24 April 1963, 204 (1965) of 19 May 1965 and
273 (1969) of 9 December 1969,

“Having taken note of the report of the Ad Hoc
Working Group of Experts of the Commission on
Human Rights concerning Portuguese acts of vio-
lence in Senegalese territory,

“Noting that Portugal has not complied with the
provisions of paragraph 2 of resolution 273 (1969),

“1. Demands that the Government of Portugal
should stop immediately any acts of violence and
destruction in Senegalese territory and respect the
sovereignty, territorial integrity and security of
Senegal;

“2. Condemns the acts of violence and destruc-
tion perpetrated since 1963 by the Portuguese armed
forces of Guinea (Bissau) against the population and
villages of Senegal;

“3. Condemns the unlawful laying of anti-tank
and anfi-personnel mines in Senegalese territory;

“4. Requests the President of the Security Coun-
cil and the Secretary-General to send to the spot, as

a matter of urgency, a special mission of members

of the Council assisted by their military experts to

carry out an inquiry into the facts of which the

‘Council has been informed, to examine the situation

along the border between Guinea (Bissau) and Sene-

gal and to report to the Council, making any recom-
mendations aimed at guaranteeing peace and security
in this region.”

27. The representative of China® expressed his sup-
port for the draft resolution, stating that, even though
there was no reason to doubt tke good faith with which
the Foreign Minister of Senegal had presented his case,
it would be judicious and useful to have a special mis-
sion investigate conditions on the spot.

28. The President, speaking as the representative of
France, said that the draft resolution was in harmony
with the duty of the Council to deal effectively with the
situation. For the fourth time in five years, the Council
had had to consider complaints by Senegal of incur-
sions into its territory and bombardment of villages.
Now it had, in addition, to consider incidents. involv-
ing the laying of mines and subsequent explosions that
had claimed official, military and civilian victims. The
growing frequency of those incidents was a threat to
safety of transportation and to the internal security
throughout the entire Casamance region. The origin
of the incidents was regrettably clear, and France
thought the remedy lay in recognizing the right of the
peoples concerned to self-determination. It was there-
fore to be hoped that Portugal would understand that
the bonds of friendship were stronger than any con-
straints. In appealing to the Council, Senegal had re-
sisted the easy temptation of reprisal and demonstrated
its preference for peaceful and legal means .of ensuring
the protection of its population and territory. The
Council must therefore give Senegal its support and
the assurance that its sovereignty and territorial in-
tegrity would be respected. His delegation approved of
sending a mission to that region and would vote in
favour of the draft resolution, which seemed to be in
harmony with the duty of the Council.

29. The representative of Italy said that his delega-
tion intended to support the draft resolution in its
entirety, although it had certain doubts concerning
operative paragraph 2, inasmuch as that paragraph
formulated a judgement based upon the findings of a
working group whose nomination and mandate had not
been decided upon by the Security Council. _

30. The representative of the United States of
America said that his Government strongly regretted
the continuing acts of violence but was somewhat trou-
bled by certain aspects of the draft resolution. In the
sixth preambular paragraph, which sought to express

2 See Introduction, paras. 4-6.



the deep distress of the Council over the repeated lay-
ing of mines in Senegalese territory, and in operative
paragraphs 1 and 2, there were certain determinations
of guilt before the special mission had embarked on
its inquiry. Therefore, his Government, although it
supported the proposal in paragraph 4 to send a special
mission to the region, would abstain from voting on
the draft resolution as a whole. He requested a sepa-
rate vote on operative paragraph 4.

Decision: At the 1572nd meeting, on 15 July 1971,
operative paragraph 4 of the five-Power draft resolu-
tion (S/10266) was adopted unanimously. The draft
resolution as a whole was -then adopted by 13 votes to
none, with 2 abstentions (United Kingdom and United
States) as resolution 294 (1971).

31. In explanation of vote, the representative of
the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern
Ireland stated that, when the Council had mvt in De-
cember 1969 to consider Senegal’s complaints against
Portugal, the latter had not denied them, and therefore
his delegation had found itself able to support resolu-
tion 273 (1969). In the complaint under consideration,
however, his delegation had abstained on the resolu-
tion because, in the absence of an investigation, para-
graph 2 and some other parts of the resolution went
too far in condemning Portugal, which had denied
responsibility for the incidents, and there was there-
fore still doubt as to what had really occurred.

C. Reports and communications received between

15 July and 29 September 1971

32. The text of resolution 294 (1971) was trans-
mitted to the Governments of Portugal and Senegal.

33. In accordance with paragraph 4 of that reso-
lution, the President of the Security Council and the
Secretary-General announced on 21 July (S/10274)
that the Special Mission of the Security Council would
be composed of representatives of Nicaragua (Chair-
man), Belgium, Burundi, Japan, Poland and the Syrian
Arab Republic, who would be assisted by their mili-
tary experts.

34. In response to a request by the Chairman of
the Special Mission to the Governments of Portugal
and Senegal to extend to the Mission all nceded facili-
ties, the Government of Portugal, in a letter dated
24 July (S/10284), stated that Portuguese territory
continued to be attacked by armed groups that came
from Senegal. Inasmuch as Portugal had been unjusti-
fiably condemned by the Security Council without any
evidence having been advanced in support of Senegal’s
charges, it could not collaborate with the Mission, as
that would presuppose an acceptance of a condemna-
tion that it had repudiated. The letter added that, in
proof of Portugal’s desire to reach a just and equitable
solution, it was renewing its proposal to establish a
commission, consisting of Portuguese and Senegalese
representatives and presided over by a person in whose
impartiality both countries had confidence, to control
the Luso-Senegalese frontier.

35. On 16 September, the Special Mission submitted
its report (S/10308 and Corr.1) to the Security Coun-
cil. The report gave a detailed description of the in-
quiries that the Mission had conducted in the frontier
area, including its inquiries into the incidents that had
occurred between 25 and 30 July, when it was in
Senegal, its consultations with the Senegalese authori-
ties and its interview with the Secretary-General of

PAIGC. The Mission acknowledged with appreciation
the co-operation it had received from the Senegalese
Government but deplored the Portuguese Government’s
lack of co-operation, which had prevented it from fully
implementing its mandate. In its conclusions, the Mis-
sion stated that it was clearly a strict principle of
Senegalese foreign policy to avoid any engagement with
Portuguese forces other than for actual defence and
that the recurrent armed attacks against Senegal had
caused considerable loss of life and material damage
and created a climate of insecurity and were fraught
with a threat to peace and security in the region. All
the acts of violence and destruction observed by the
Mission had been along the frontier between Senegal
and Guinea (Bissau), an area in which PAIGC was
not engaged in any military activity. The indications
were such as to designate the Portuguese authorities in
Guinea (Bissau) responsible for those acts.

36. Having regard to resolution 294 (1971) and
the conclusions it had reached, the Special Mission
recommended to the Security Council that it should
ensure the prerequisites for eliminating the causes of
tension in the region and creating an atmosphere of
trust, peace and security, namely: with regard to Sene-
gal, respect for its sovereignty and territorial integrity
and the immediate cessation of acts of violence and
destruction against its territory and people; and, with
regard to Guinea (Bissau), respect for the principle
of self-determination and independence and exercise,
without further delay, of the right deriving from that
principle. Accordingly, the Mission recommended that
the Security Council should take all necessary steps and
initiatives to induce Portugal to respect and implement
fully the above recommendations. The Special Mission
further recommended that the Security Council remain
seized of the matter and request its President and the
Secretary-General to keep the situation under review.
Finally, it recommended that the Secretary-General re-
port to the Security Council within an appropriate
period and, at the latest, within six months.

37. In a leiter dated 29 September to the President
of the Security Council (S/10343), the Minister for
Foreign Affairs of Portugal categorically rejected the
conclusions of the Special Mission, which, it said, were
wholly in contradiction to the facws verified by the
Mission in Senegal and the statement of the Secretary-
General of PAIGC that his movement was engaged in
acts of violence against Portuguese populations. The
authorities in Portuguese Guinea were only exercising
their right of legitimate self-defence under Article 51
of the Charter. Portugal remained ready to seek a
formula capable of establishing a climate of détente.
He reiterated his Government’s proposal for setting up
a commission for control of the frontier and stated
that, at a meeting held between the Foreign Ministers
of Portugal and Senegal, an accord had been reached
regarding establishment of such a commission but that
Senegal had failed to carry it out.

D. Further consideration at the 1586th and
1599th to 1601st meetings (29 September and
23-24 November 1971)

38. The Security Council took up the report of the
Special Mission at its 1586th and 1599th to 1601st
meetings held between 29 September and 24 Novem-
ber. The Minister for Foreign Affairs of Senegal and
the representatives of Guinea, Mali, Sudan, Mauri-



tania, Mauritius, Togo and Zambia were invited to
participate in the discussion.

39. At the 1586th meeting on 29 September, the
representative of Nicaragua, as Chairman of the Spe-
cial Mission, introduced the report and said that that
Mission could be regarded as one of the most impor-
tant of those appointed by the Council, because it was
the first to which the Council had given authority to
make recommendations necessary to guarantee peace
and security in the region. He thanked the Senegalese
authorities for their co-operation and the facilities they
had made available to the Mission and expressed regret
that the Mission had not been invited by the Govern-
ment of Portugal to visit Guinea (Bissau).

40. The representative of Senegal said that it was
his Government’s faith in the United Nations that had
inspired it to turn to the Security Councii, the organ
responsible for the maintenance of international peace
and security. His Government was pleased with the
report and hoped that its recommendations would be
satisfactorily applied. The object that his Government
had in mind was less the suppression of acts of aggres-
sion against its people than the immediate and final
cessation of those acts. It believed that the problem
caused to it by Guinea (Bissau) could be solved only
if the right to self-determination was restored to the
people of that Territory.

41. The representative of Somalia stated that the
findings and recommendations of the Special Mission
were undoubtedly of great value to the Council and
that the report had clarified a number of important
facts. It also made it clear that the whole situation was
the result of Portugal’s continued unwillingness to grant
the African peoples under its rule their inalienable
right io self-determination and independence. He ob-
served that this was the third time that the Council
had had to censure Portugal and call upon it to desist
from violating Senegalese territorial integrity and that
another round of condemnation and appeals would have
no effect unless Portugal was convinced that the Coun-
cil would take coercive action. Accordingly, he sug-
gested that the Council reaffirm the right of the people
of Guinea (Bissau) to self-determination and inde-
pendence and call for an arms embargo on Portugal so
long as colonial wars continued in Africa.

42. The representative of Sierra Leone said that the
conclusions of the Special Mission left one in no doubt
that units of the Portuguese armed forces stationed in
Guinea (Bissau) frequently crossed the frontier into
Senegal, where they raided, pillaged, burnt property
and took life. Inasmuch as Portugal could not be made
to comply with General Assembly resolution 1514 (XV)
or any of the relevant United Nations declarations, his
delegation would have no hesitation in sponsoring a
resolution incorporating the recommendations of the
Special Mission.

43. The representative of the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics noted with satisfaction the reinstate-
ment of the practice of sending highly authoritative
missions composed of members of the Security Council
to carry out investigations on the spot as marking a
return to the practical working methods envisaged for
the Council in the Charter and in the Council’s rules
of procedure. He hoped that the Council would con-
tinue the practice, as it would expand the role of the
Council in strengthening international security and help
to solve problems of peace-keeping.

44. The representative of France agreed that the
practice was an extremely useful one that could benefit
the United Nations and enhance the prestige of the
Security Council, though the membership and balance
of individual missions might have to differ, according
to circumstances, as each case was unique.

45. By a letter dated 15 November to the Presi-
dent of the Council (S/10388 and Corr.1), the repre-
sentative of Senegal complained of further incidents
that he said had occurred on the frontier between
Senegal and Guinea (Bissau) on 30 October and on
the night of 3/4 November.

46. At the 1599th meeting, on 23 November, the
representative of Senegal expressed his Government’s
gratitude to the members of the Special Mission for the
objectivity and impartiality with which they had ap-
proached their task. Portugal’s letter of 29 September,
he maintained, was to create a diversion by suggesting
that Senegal had seized the Council of the dispute after
having come to an agreement with Portugal. He ex-
plained that there had only been a meeting in May 1971
between the Foreign Ministers of Senegal and Portugal,
at the latter’s request, but that no positive decision had
been reached. After referring to further mining inci-
dents that had recently occurred, he said that the
Council could not consider what additional measures to
take against Portugal without taking into account the
causes underlying the chronic insecurity in the region.

47. The representative of Somalia said that the
Security Council’s peace-keeping role had a particular
significance when a comparatively small and peace-
loving State was the object of aggression. With the
findings of the Special Mission before it, the Council
had no alternative but to let the Portuguese authorities
know that any further act of aggression against Senegal
or other African States bordering on Portuguese-held
Territories would be met by the application of coercive
measures appropriate to the situation. The Council must
validate the trust that a small nation had placed in its
authority and throw its full moral and political weight
behind every United Nations effort to apply General
Assembly resolution 1514 (XV) to the Territory of
Guinea (Bissau) and to the other Portuguese-held
Territories in Africa.

48. The representative of Burundi introduced a draft
resolution (S/10395) sponsored by Burundi, Sierra
Leone and Somalia, which, he said, was fundamentally
based on the main elements of the report. He explained
that the sponsors would have preferred a stronger reso-
lution but had been compelled to weaken the draft in
order to make it acceptable to all members. The text
of the resolution read as follows:

“The Security Council,

“Considering the complaints by the Republic of
Senegal against Portugal contained in documents
S$/10182 of 27 April 1971 and S/10251 of 6 July
1971,

“Recalling its resolutions 178 (1963) of 24 April
1963, 204 (1965) of 19 May 1965 and 273 (1969)
of 9 December 1969,

“Having considered the report of the Special Mis-
sion of the Security Council established in accord-
ance with resolution 294 (1971) of 15 July 1971,

“Deeply concerned at the climate of insecurity and
instability fraught with a threat to peace and secu-
rity in the region,



“Affirming the need to ensure prerequisites for
eliminating the causes of tension in the region and
creating an atmosphere of trust, peace and security
as recommended by the Special Mission in its report,

“l. Takes note with satisfaction of the recom-
mendations of the Special Mission of the Security
Council established under resolution 294 (1971)
contained in paragraph 128 of its report (S/10308);

“2. Reaffirms the provisions of its resolution 294
(1971) condemning the acts of violence and de-
struction perpetrated since 1963 by the Portuguese
armed forces of Guinea (Bissau) against the popu-
lation and villages of Senegal;

“3. Strongly deplores the lack of co-operation
with the Special Mission on the part of the Portu-
guese Government, which prevented the Special Mis-~
sion from implementing fully the mandate given to it
under paragraph 4 of resolution 294 (1971);

“4. Calls upon the Government of Portugal to
take all the necessary measures so that:

“(a) The sovereignty and territorial integrity of
Senegal shall be fully respected;

“(b) The acts of violence and destruction against
the territory and people of the Republic of Senegal
shall be immediately ceased in order to contribute to
the safeguarding of peace and security in the region;

“S. Calls upon the Government of Portugal to
respect fully the inalienable right to self-determina-
tion and independence of the people of Guinea
(Bissau) ;

“6. Calls upon the Government of Portugal to
take the necessary measures, taking fully into account
General Assembly resolution 1514 (XV), so that
this inalienable right of the people of Guinea (Bis-
sau) shall be exercised without further delay;

“J. Requests the President of the Security Coun-
cil and the Secretary-General to keep this question
under review and report on the implementation of
the present resolution to the Security Council within
an appropriate period and at the latest within six
months;

“8. Declares that in the event of failure by Por-
tugal to comply with the provisions of the present
resolution, the Security Council will meet to con-
sider the initiatives and steps that the situation
requires;

“9. Decides to remain seized of the question.”

49. At the 1600th meeting, on 24 November, the
representative of the Syrian Arab Republic said that
the responsibility of the Portuguese colonial authorities
in Guinea (Bissau) for the attacks on Senegal had
been clearly established in the report of the Mission.
Portuguese attempts to attribute those actions to the
national liberation movement were false and hypocriti-
cal, inasmuch as that movement concentrated its at-
tacks on the Portuguese colonial presence in the urban
centres, not in the frontier region.

50. The representative of Japan observed that the
recommendations contained in the report were well-
balanced and, if implemented fully, would eliminate
the causes of tension in the region and create an at-
mosphere of trust, peace and security. He thought that
the draft resolution provided a constructive step to-
wards a peaceful and satisfactory settlement of the
problems involved.

51. The representative of Argentina said that the
very efficient work done by the Special Mission should
be given proper recognition and suggested that a para-
graph be introduced into the draft resolution express-
ing the Council’s appreciation of that work. He also
requested clarification from the sponsors concerning
the report on implementation requested in operative
paragraph. 7 of the draft. '

52. The representative of the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics said that international imperialism
and colonialism were deliberately bringing Portugal
and South Africa to the forefront of the struggle with
the national liberation movements of Africa. By sup-
porting Portugal, they were striving to prevent the de-
colonization of southern Africa and to maintain upon
the African continent a colonial, racist bridge-head
against African independence. The Special Mission had
concluded that the acts of oppression and destruction
committed by the Portuguese troops were the conse-
quence of a special situation created by the Portuguese
colonialists in Guinea (Bissau) that was in conflict with
the Declaration on the Granting of Independence to
Colonial Countries and Peoples. Its report was further
evidence of the fact that the sovereignty and territorial
integrity of Senegal were constantly being violated by
Portugal.

53. The representative of the United States deplored
Portugal’s lack of co-operation with the Special Mis-
sion. A broader investigation would have enabled the
Mission to take a more complete view of the situation
and better assist the Council in making a constructive
contribution to a solution of the problem. The Mission
had carefully pointed out the hearsay nature of much
of the evidence and had not determined the responsi-
bility for the mine-laying incidents. It had expressed
its conclusions with due caution consistent with the
absence, in many cases, of concrete evidence. Turning
to the draft resolution, he noted that it made no effort
to overcome the obstacle that had admittedly been put
in the way of the Special Mission; nor did it take into
account the role that the use of sanctuaries by insurgent
groups played in creating border tensions. His delega-
tion favoured establishment of a commission acceptable
to all parties to investigate border incidents and report
periodically to the Security Council. Sufficient support
of that proposal was not forthcoming, but it seemed to
his delegation to be the kind of further step that would
be consistent with the Mission’s recommendations.

54. The President, speaking as the representative
of Poland, said that the first over-all conclusion to be
drawn from the report of the Special Mission was that
the attitude of Portugal had been totally negative. Even
before the Mission had begun its work, Portugal had
rejected any conclusion it might have arrived at. The
minimum steps that the Council should take were to
apprise Portugal of the Council’s condemnation of its
repeated acts of aggression against Senegal, to ensure
that the Portuguese colonial bastion in Guinea (Bissau)
was eliminated, to guarantee the right of the people of
that area to self-determination and independence and
the right of neighbouring peoples to security and terri-
torial integrity and finally to persuade Portugal of the
Council’s determination to realize those objectives.

55. In reply to the inquiry by the representative of
Argentina for clarification of operative paragraph 7 of
the draft resolution, the representative of Burundi ex-
plained that the sponsors contemplated a joint report
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by the President of the Council and the Secretary-
General.

56. At the 1601st meeting, on 24 November, the
representative of Burundi read out a revised text of

operative paragraphs 4 and 6 of the three-Power draft

resolution (S/10395) that had been agreed upon by
the sponsors in the course of consultations with other
members of the Council. He also accepted, on behalf of
the sponsors, the addition of a new operative paragraph
1 proposed by the representative of Argentina.

57. The representative of Belgium welcomed the

sponsors’ spirit of compromise. His delegation would
have preferred that the draft resolution be limited to
drawing conclusions from the report of the Special
Mission. It therefore had some reservations as to the
formulation of operative paragraph 3 of the revised draft
resolution. However, because his country was attached
to the principles of self-determination and independence
for the people of Guinea (Bissau) and of the sover-
eignty and territorial integrity of Senegal, his delegation
would vote in favour of the draft resolution as amended.

58. The representative of France said that an end
to insecurity in the region lay in permitting the people
of Guinea (Bissau) the opportunity to choose their
own destiny. Though not perfect, the draft resolution
as amended seemed to give an exact account of the
situation and to advocate the proper course to be fol-
lowed, and his delegation would support it.

59. The representative of Nicaragua felt that the
revised draft resolution reflected in general terms the
conclusions reached by the Special Mission and that
its text projected the Mission’s recommendations, which
had been unanimously adopted by its six members.
Accordingly, he would vote in favour of it.

60. The representative of the United Kingdom said
that in some respects the revised draft resolution ap-
peared to go beyond the cautious findings of the Spe-
cial Mission and in that connexion he would have
preferred to have operative paragraph 5 (b) refer to
all acts of violence and destruction against the terri-
tory and people of Senegal by whomsoever committed.
Nevertheless, in view of the modifications of that para-
graph originally accepted by the sponsors and because
the amended draft resolution was broadly acceptable to
his delegation, he would vote for it.

Decision: At the 1601st meeting, on 24 Novem-
ber 1971, the three-Power draft resolution (S/10395),
as amended, was adopted by 14 votes to none, with

I abstention (United States of America), as resolution
302 (1971).

61. The resolution reads as follows.:
“The Security Council,

“Considering the complaints by Senegal against
P(c))rtugal contained in documents S/10182 and S/
10251,

“Recalling its resolutions 178 (1963) of 24 April
1963, 204 (1965) of 19 May 1965 and 273 (1969)
of 9 December 1969,

_ “Having considered the report of the Special Mis-
sion of the Security Council established in accord-
ance with resolution 294 (1971) of 15 July 1971,

_ “Deeply concerned at the climate of insecurity and
instability, fraught with a threat to peace and security
in the region,

“Affirming the need to ensure the prerequisites for
eliminating the causes of tension in the region and
creating an atmosphere of trust, peace and security,
as recommended by the Special Mission in its report,

“l. Expresses its appreciation for the work ac-
complished by the Special Mission of the Security
Council established under resolution 294 (1971);

“2. Takes note with satisfaction of the recom-
mendations of the Special Mission contained in para-
graph 128 of its report;

“3. Reaffirms the provisions of its resolution 294
(1971) condemning the acts. of violence and destruc-
tion perpetrated since 1963 by the Portuguese armed
forces of Guinea-(Bissau) against the population and
villages of Senegal; '

“4. Strongly deplores the lack of co-operation
with the Special Mission on the part of the Portu-
guese Government, which prevented the Special Mis-
sion from implementing fully the mandate given to it
under paragraph 4 of resolution 294 (1971);

“S. Calls upon the Government of Portugal to
take immediate effective measures:

“(a) So that the sovereignty and territorial integ-
rity of Senegal shall be fully respected;

“(b) To prevent acts of violence and destruction
against the territory and the people of Senegal, in
order to contribute to the safeguarding of peace and
security in the region;

“6. Calls upon the Government of Portugal to
respect fully the inalienable right to self-determina-
tion and independence of the people of Guinea
(Bissau);

“7. Calls upon the Government of Portugal to
take without further delay the necessary measures,
so that this inalienable right of the people of Guinea
(Bissau) shall be exercised;

“8. Requests the President of the Security Coun-
cil and the Secretary-General to keep this question
under review and report on the implementation of
the present resolution to the Council within an ap-
propriate period and at the latest within six months;

“9. Declares that, in the event of failure by
Portugal to comply with the provisions of the present
resolution, the Security Council will meet to con-
sider the initiatives and steps that the situation
requires;

“10. Decides to remain seized of the question.”

62. Speaking after the vote, the representative of
China said that, in view of the defiant and unchange-
able attitude of the Portuguese colonialists, the Coun-
cil should harbour no illusions as to the actual result
of the resolution it had just adopted. He wondered who
could ensure that that resolution would not meet the
same fate as the many earlier resolutions, which had
been met only with contempt, resistance and sabotage
from the Portuguese authorities. His Government reso-
lutely supported the just struggle of the peoples of
Guinea (Bissau), Angola and Mozambique for na-
tional independence and sovereignty.

63. In explanation of vote, the representative of
the United States said that his delegation could have
supported almost the entire amended draft resolution.
However, it had difficulty with some of the language,
particularly that of paragraph 3, and with certain omis-
sions, and accordingly had abstained from the vote on
the amended draft resolution as a whole.



'~ 64. The representative of the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics considered the resolution just
adopted to be insufficiently effective and observed that
the original draft had been weakened in the course of
consultations, having lost, as a result of those consul-
tations, its reference to the Declaration on the Grant-
ing of Independence to Colonial Countries and Peoples.
Nevertheless, as the sponsors had accepted the changes,
his delegation had found it possible to vote for the
resolution.

65. The representative of Italy scid that the reso-
lution was based entirely on the report of the Special
Mission and had duly taken into account the two main
points made in the report, namely, that Senegal was
firmly committed to peace and that the acts of violence
and destruction were the responsibility of Portuguese
forces in Guinea (Bissau) and the consequence of the
anachronistic situation prevailing in that Territory.

66. The representative of the Syrian Arab Republic
expressed regret that paragraph 7 had been amended so
as to omit mention of the modalities for the exercise of
the right of self-determination by Guinea (Bissau).
However, his delegation had voted for the revised draft
resolution, inasmuch as paragraph 1 took note of the
recommendations of the Special Mission, which called
for respect for the principle of self-determination and
independence with regard to Guinea (Bissau), a prin-
ciple)deﬁned in General Assembly resolution 1514
(XV).

67. The representative of Senegal expressed appre-
ciation for the support given his country by members
of the Council and said that although his Government
would have preferred a firmer attitude, it understood
the need to take into account the various considerations
expressed by individual Council members. His delega-
tion had been willing to yield on the condemnation of
Portugal, which was clearly the authority responsible
for the action that had been condemned in the area.

E. Subsequent communications

68. In pursuance of resolution 302 (1971), the
Secretary-General issued a report (S/10662 and
Corr.1) on 24 May 1972, in which he stated that,
immediately upon its adoption, he had transmitted the
text of the resolution by telegram to the Minister for
Foreign Affairs of Portugal and informed the Minister
for Foreign Affairs of Senegal of its adoption. Since
then, neither he nor the President of the Security
Council had received any communications relative to
the resolution. Accordingly, having reviewed the ques-
tion with the President of the Council, the Secretary-
General was reporting as requested.

69. In a letter dated 1 Yune to the President of the
Council (S/10672/Rev.1), the representative of Sene-
gal complained of serious incidents on the frontier
between Senegal and Guinea (Bissau) on 26 May. He
charged that, following a dispute over ownership of
rice fields, armed bands led by auxiliaries of the Portu-
guese army had first threatened and latter attacked the
Senegalese village concerned. In the ensuing clash with
the Senegalese army defence unit, six Senegalese sol-
diers had been killed and five wounded. In reprisal,
the Government of Senegal had taken action on the
night of 30/31 May, which marked the first time that
a Senegalese soldier had crossed the frontier between
Senegal and Guinea (Bissau).

70. In reply, in a letter dated 6 June to the Presi-
dent of the Council (S/10682), the representative of
Portugal charged that investigation had verified that
the first shot had been fired on 28 May by a member
of the Senegalese armed forces at a peaceful villager
working within Portuguese territory. That incident, he
charged, had been followed on 30 and 31 May by
incursions of Senegalese troops into Portuguese Terri-
tory and firing from across the border. He gave assur-
ances that there had been no intervention at any time
by Portuguese armed forces.

Chapter 2
COMPLAINT BY GUINEA

A. Consideration at the 1573rd and 1576th meet-
ings (3 and 26 August 1971)

71. In a letter dated 3 August 1971 (S/10280),
the representative of Guinea stated that his Govern-
ment’s intelligence service had intercepted conversa-
tions between Overseas Marine Units and two other
headquarters units of the Portuguese Colonial Army
d’scussing imminent military aggression by Portugal
against Guinea, including attacks against the main
points along its frontier with Guinea (Bissau) and
against Conakry, the capital, with the aim, presum-
ably, of liberating mercenaries and other persons impli-
cated in the aggression against Guinea of 22 November
1970. The letter requested an immediate meeting of
the Security Council to consider the imminent threat
to international peace and security.

72. The Security Council included the complaint
in its agenda at its 1573rd meeting on 3 August. The
President, with the consent of the Council, invited the
representative of Guinea to participate in the discus-
sion without the right to vote.

73. The representative of Guinea stated that Portu-
gal had not ceased its policy of aggression against
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Guinea, which it had been pursuing for more than 12
years. He recalled that the Special Mission dispatched
to Guinea in accordance with Security Council reso-
lution 289 (1970) of 22 November 1970 had found
incontrovertible evidence of Portuguese acts of aggres-
sion and that, on the basis of its report, the Security
Council, in resolution 290 (1970) of 8 December
1970, had strongly condemned Portugal for its inva-
sion of the Republic of Guinea. Portugal had criticized
Guinea for its aid to the liberation movement, but the
United Nations had recognized the legitimacy of the
struggle of the peoples subject to Portuguese colonial
oppression. The real problem was that Guinea’s bor-
ders were contiguous with those of the colonial en-
clave of Guinea (Bissau), which Portugal was deter-
mined to keep under its domination despite General
Assembly resolution 1514 (XV). In view of the aggres-
sion being prepared against it, his Government had
decided to appeal for preventive action. He hoped that
the Security Council would take all necessary steps to
assist Guinea in preserving its territorial integrity.

74. The representative of the Syrian Arab Republic
said that the threat of imminent attack by Portugal
against Guinea should be taken seriously in the light



of Portugal’s continuous aggressive actions against both
Guinea and Senegal. He noted that, in connexion with
the events of 22 November 1970, the Security Council
had decided in resolution 290 (1970) to remain seized
of the matter.

75. The representative of Somalia stressed the need
for an impartial inquiry into the facts. He said that,
after consultations, the Afro-Asian members of the
Security Council had concluded that the situation war-
ranted immediate action by the Council. On behalf of
Burundi, Sierra Leone, Somalia and the Syrian Arab
Republic, he introduced the following draft resolution
(5/10281):

“The Security Council,

“Taking note of the letter addressed to the Presi-
dent of the Security Council by the Permanent Rep-
resentative of Guinea,

“Having heard the statement of the Permanent
Representative of Guinea,

“Bearing in mind that all States Members of the

. United Nations must refrain in their international

relations from the threat or use of force against the

territorial integrity or political independence of any

State, or in any other manner inconsistent with the
purposes of the United Nations,

“Recalling Security Council resolutions 289 (1970)
and 290 (1970), .

“1. Demands that the territorial integrity and
political independence of the Republic of Guinea be
respected;

“2. Decides to send a special representative of
the Security Council to the Republic of Guinea to
consult with the authorities and to report on the
_situation immediately;

“3. Decides that this special representative be
appointed after consultation between the President
of the Security Council and the Secretary-General;

“4, Decides to maintain the matter on its agenda.”

76. The representative of the Union of Soviet So-
cialist Republics recalled that the Council had fre-
quently been called upon to deal with aggression by
Portugal against several African States and that in
November 1970 a mission composed of five members
of the Council had promptly been sent to the area to
investigate one instance of such aggression. On the
basis of that mission’s report, the Council had warned
Portugal that in the event of any repetition of armed
attacks against independent African States the Security
Council would immediately consider appropriate effec-
tive steps or measures in accordance with the relevant
provisions of the Charter. The most recent acts of
Portugal had shown that the colonialists did not want
to leave in peace the independent African States bor-
dering on their colonies, where they sought to sup-
press the national liberation movements through colo-
nial wars in which they received support from other
imperialist forces.

77. Following a brief recess, the representative of
Somalia read out modifications of the four-Power draft
resolution (S/10281) that had been agreed upon dur-
ing consultations. The changes consisted of deletion of
the fourth preambular paragraph; substitution of the
word “Affirms” for “Demands” in operative para-
graph 1; substitution of the words “mission of three
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members” for “representative” in operative paragraph 2;
and substitution of the word “mission” for “represen-
tative” in operative paragraph 3.

Decision: At the 1573rd meeting, on 3 August
1971, the four-Power draft resolution (S/10281) was
adopted unanimously as resolution 295 (1971).

78. In a letter dated 4 August (8/10283), the rep-
resentative of Guinea asked the President of the Coun-
cil to postpone the dispatch of the Special Mission. In
a letter dated 12 August (S/10287), however, he indi-
cated that his Government was prepared to receive
and assist it.

79. At the 1576th meeting, on 26 August, the Presi-
dent of the Security Council read out the following
statement expressing the consensus of the Council,
which was approved without objection:

“It is the consensus of the Security Council that
the Special Mission called for in resolution 295
(1971) should be composed of two members of the
Council instead of three. The Special Mission will
proceed to Conakry to consult the Government of
the Republic of Guinea on its complaint and will
report back to the Council as soon as possible.”

80. In a note submitted on 26 August (S/10299),
the President of the Security Council and the Secretary-
General stated that in accordance with Security Council
resolution 295 (1970), and in pursuance of the con-
sensus adopted by the Security Council at its 1576th
meeting, the Special Mission would be composed of
Argentina and the Syrian Arab Republic.

B. Reports and communications to the Council

81. On 13 September, the Secretary-General issued
a note (S/10180/Add.1) reproducing the substantive
parts of the replies of eight Governments to his note
dated 18 December 1970 transmitting the text of reso-
lution 290 (1970) and requesting information on its
implementation.

82. On 14 September, the Security Council Special
Mission to the Republic of Guinea established under
resolution 295 (1971) submitted its report (S/10309).
After reviewing the circumstances that had led to its
establishment, the Special Mission reported that, shortly
after its arrival in Conakry on 30 August, its members
had held meetings with delegations of high Guinean
officials led by the President of the Republic of Guinea,
who had given detailed accounts of his country’s com-
plaint against Portugal and other related circumstances.
The Mission had elicited further clarification of points
raised in the original complaint by Guinea to the Secu-
rity Council and had visited the town of Kindia at the
invitation of the Guinean Government. The report in-
dicated that the Mission had been supplied with a map
and other documentation relating to Guinea’s charges
against Portugal and had been shown a collection of
military uniforms identical to those of the Guinean
Army but made in Guinea (Bissau) and bearing the
inscription PAIGC on them. The Mission had been
informed that the uniforms were intended for use by
the attackers in order to create confusion in the
Guinean ranks. Verbatim records of the Special Mis-
sion’s three meetings with representatives. of the Gov-
ernment of the Republic of Guinea, together with the
documentary material received, were included in its
report, . . o o



83. In a letter dated 29 September (S/10344) ad-
dressed to the President of the Security Council, the
representative of Portugal stated that a perusal of the
report of the Special Mission made clear that the
Special Mission had found no evidence to support
Guinea’s accusations concerning imminent military
aggression by Portugal, but showed rather that the
alleged conversations on which Guinea had based its
complaint had taken place between two Guinean na-
tionals. The letter expressed regret that the Security
Council should have been asked to meet as a matter
of urgency on such vague and misleading information.

C. Further consideration at the 1586th and
1603rd meetings (29 September and 30
November 1971)

84. At the 1586th meeting, on 29 September, the
representative of the Syrian Arab Republic, in present-
ing the report of the Special Mission to the Council,
stated that the Special Mission had held very frank
consultations with the Government of the Republic of
Guinea and expressed the Mission’s deep appreciation
of the co-operation it had received from the President
and Government of Guinea and hoped that the Coun-
cil would give the report very careful consideration.

85. The representative of Guinea declared that the
report of the Special Mission was in itself a faithful
record of observed facts that clearly indicated the con-
tinuing threat that Portugal posed to the security of
Guinea. He asked that the Security Council ensure his
Government the security necessary to Guinea’s devel-
opment by examining practical ways and means of
enforcing General Assembly resolution 1514 (XV),
which guaranteed the right of self-determination to all
peoples, particularly the peoples of Africa—a resolu-
tion which Portugal had systematically refused to im-
plement. He urged the Security Council to draw the
appropriate conclusions from the report of the Special
Mission and to address itself to the necessity of apply-
ing appropriate sanctions to Portugal in order to oblige
that Government to comply with the relevant resolu-
tions already adopted by the Council.

86. The representative of Burundi maintained that
acts of provocation against countries under its colonial
rule and also against neighbouring independent African
States were still being committed by Portugal because
it wanted to keep the peoples of the region in a per-
manent state of war psychosis.

. 87. The representative of Somalia noted that the
report of the Special Mission was a factual one, con-
taining neither an assessment of the facts or charges
nor any recommendations and leaving it to the mem-
bers of the Security Council to provide those them-
selves. He stressed that unless the United Nations re-
solved to do something about the Portuguese colonial
Territories in Africa the peace and security of that
region would always be under threat.

88. The representative of Nicaragua said that his
delegation agreed that special missions, missions of
inquiry, investigation and information, such as those
dispatched to the Republic of Guinea, were important
and should be appointed by the Security Council when-
ever it considered it necessary in order to safeguard
peace and security in any particular area in the world.

89. In the view of the representative of Sierra
Leone, the report contained ample evidence that there
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were certain elements outside Guinea, notably Portu-
gal, that wanted to effect a change in that country’s
Government and had sought to engineer a planned
invasion of Guinea for the second time. Only the swift
action of the Government of Guinea in apprising the
Council of the plans had prevented it.

90. The representative of the Syrian Arab Republic
pointed out that the report did not contain conclusions,
assessments or recommendations because the members
of the Special Mission had decided that their role was
consultative and that their task was to report on what-
ever information and documentary evidence it obtained
from the Government of Guinea.

91. The representative of the Union of Soviet So-
cialist Republics welcomed the information placed
before the Security Council by the Council’s Special
Mission. He noted with satisfaction the resumption of
the practice of establishing Security Council missions
to perform direct and immediate tasks connected with
the maintenance and strengthening of peace which were
entrusted to the Security Council. He further expressed
the view that the Council should seriously examine what
specific practical measures it should take to ensure
peace and security in Africa and prevent the encroach-
ments of those, like Portugal, who refused to abandon
the dreams of the colonial past. \

92. In a letter dated 19 November addressed to
the President of the Security Council (S/10393), the
representative of the Ivory Coast said that statements
made to the members of the Special Mission by high
Guinean authorities appeared to accuse the Ivory
Coast of being implicated in the plots to overthrow
the Guinean régime through such acts as allowing the
establishment on its territory of training camps for
subversion and bases of operations for commandos and
mercenaries along their common frontier. The letter
categorically denied the accusations as completely un-
founded and stated that the Ivory Coast was prepared
to receive any mission sent by the Security Council for
the purpose of establishing the truth concerning such
charges.

93. At the 1603rd meeting on 30 November, the
President of the Security Council on behalf of the
Council and with the authorization of its members,
made the following statement of consensus:

“It will be recalled that on 3 August the Secu-
rity Council decided to dispatch a Special Mission to
the Republic of Guinea. The Special Mission, con-
sisting of the representative of Syria, Ambassador
George J. Tomeh, and the deputy representative of
Argentina, Minister Julio César Carasales, visited
Guinea from 30 August to 2 September 1971 and
held extensive consultations with officials of the
Government of Guinea.

“In those consultations, the Guinean authorities
co-operated fully with the Special Mission and ex-
tended to it all the facilities necessary for the suc-
cessful achievement of its task.

“Upon its return to New York and in accordance
with its terms of reference, the Special Mission sub-
mitted its report to the Security Council, circulated
as document S/10309. The Council began its first
examination of the report of the Special Mission at
its 1586th meeting on 29 September 1971.

“It is evident from this report that there is con-
tinuing concern in Guinea regarding the possibility



of renewed acts against that country’s territorial in-
tegrity and political independence similar to those
which led to the events of November 1970. In this
respect, the view has been expressed by the Gov-
ernment of Guinea that action should be taken by
the Security Council to prevent Portugal from vio-
lating the territorial integrity and political inde-
pendence of Guinea.

“It is also clear that the failure by Portugal to
apply the principle of self-determination, including
the right to independence, in Guinea (Bissau) is
having an unsettling effect on conditions in the area.

“The Security Council, having taken mnote with
appreciation of the report of the Special Mission and
of the representations made by the Government of
Guinea, reiterates paragraph 1 of resolution 295
(1971) which ‘affirms that the territorial integrity
and political independence of the Republic of
Guinea must be respected’.”

94. The representative of the United States of
America said that the wording of the consensus with
regard to Guinea (Bissau) coincided with the view of
his Government that the exercise of self-determination
could result in various alternatives, including inde-
pendence.

95. The representative of Argentina commended
the speed with which the Council had acted on Guinea’s
complaint. He stated that the consensus reflected the
spirit of the Special Mission’s report and reaffirmed his
conviction that the continued existence of colonial
situations would always tend to foster anachronistic
conflicts.

96. The representative of China said that the Chi-
nese Government and people expressed utmost indig-
nation at the naked act of aggression committed by
Portugal against Guinea and strongly condemned it.
The Chinese Government and people warmly praised
the Guinean people for their revolutionary spirit of
defying brute force, upholding unity and resisting the
enemy with concerted efforts. Countless facts proved
that the colonialist policies pursued by the Portuguese
authorities constituted a threat to the sovereignty and
security of independent African States, a challenge to
the African neople’s right to national independence
and a grave violation of the spirit of the United Nations
Charter. The aggressive acts of the Portuguese colo-
nialists had the support and connivance of other impe-
rialists. Their aim was not only to subvert the Govern-
ment of the Republic of Guinea but also to suppress
the national liberation movement which was vigorously
developing in Africa. With abundant evidence the
Government of the Republic of Guinea had irrefutably
proved that with imperialist support the Portuguese
colonialists were recently contriving a new scheme to
invade Guinea again, and it demanded that the Secu-
rity Council take the necessary measures to prevent
the recurrence of large-scale invasions. The Chinese
delegation firmly supported the just demand of the
Guinean Government.

97. The representative of Somalia considered that
the consensus reached by the Council did not go far
enough. None the less, his delegation had supported
it, inasmuch as it reflected the basic minimal agree-
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ment possible among members of the Council regard-
ing the constant threat of aggression from with which
Guinea was faced as a consequence of Portugal’s op-
pression of African peoples under its rule.

'98. The representative of the United Kingdom of
Great Britain and Northern Ireland pointed out that
although his Government fully endorsed the principle
of self-determination, including the right to independ-
ence, for all Non-Self-Governing Territories, it con-
sidered that responsibility for implementation of that
grinciple and its timing rested with the administering

OWer.

99. The representative of Burundi said that for the
countries of Africa security was closely tied to decolo-
nization. Recent events considered by the Council re-
flected the over-all insecurity in the region caused by
the perpetuation of Portuguese domination. The Coun-
cil, to succeed in obtaining respect for the sovereignty
and independence of all States in the region, must con-
tribute to the final eradication of Portugal’s presence
in Guinea (Bissau).

100. The representative of Sierra Leone emphasized
that a close study of the report of the Special Mission
and other reports concerning Guinea’s relations with
Portugal had shown that there had been constant Por-
tuguese armed interventions against Guinea since 1961.
Accordingly, the Council should take appropriate ac-
tion against Portugal.

101. The representative of the Union of Scoviet
Socialist Republics pointed out that the aggressive
imperialist policy of Portugal against Guinea and other
African States made it very cliear that so long as even
a single colonjalist régime, with its military forces and
bases, remained in Africa, African political indepen-
dence and security would always be threatened. Portugal
had clearly ignored the warning given by the Council
in resolution 290 (1970) and was co-ordinating its
actions with the imperialists, colonizers and racists in
policies directed against the independent African
States. The Soviet delegation considered that the Secu-
rity Council should do everything possible to protect
the political independence and territorial integrity of
Guinea, and to protect other African countries from
the aggressive schemes of the Portuguese colonialists.

102. The President, speaking as the representative
of Poland, stated that cnly the final liquidation of
Portuguese colonialism and racism in Africa and the
accession to independence of all the colonized peoples
could create the necessary conditions for the establish-
ment of peace and security in that region.

103. The representative of Guinea, recalling the
circumstances that had led his Government to submit
its complaint, stressed his Government’s respect for
and confidence in the Security Council, which unfor-
tunately was not shared by Portugal. He urged the
Security Council to adopt concrete measures to pre-
vent Portugal from ever again flouting the provisions
of the United Nations Charter by initiating hostile
military operations against Guinea from any Territory
under its control. If Guinea’s statements to the Coun-
cil and to its Special Mission were challenged, he stated,
the Council should decide to carry out an inquiry in
Guinea (Bissau).



Chapter '3

THE SITUATION IN THE MIDDLE EAST

‘A. Communications, reports of the Secretary-
General and discussion by the Council con-
cerning the status of the cease-fire

1. COMPLAINTS BY JORDAN AND ISRAEL

104. During the period covered by this report, no
complaints were received from Jordea or Israel con-
cerning viclations of the cease-fire in that area, and no
meetings of the Security Council were held in that
connexion.

REPORTS OF THE SECRETARY-GENERAL
CONCERNING THE SUEZ CANAL SECTOR

~ 105. With regard to the situation in the Suez Canal
sector, no complaints were submitted to the Security
Council by Egypt. or Israel regarding cease-fire viola-
tions. However, the Secretary-General continued to
issue supplemental information on the basis of reports
he received from the Chief of Staff of the United
Nations Truce Supervision Organization (UNTSO).
Those reports (S/7930/Add.1227, 1230, 1232, 1235,
1238, 1244, 1250, 1252, 1256, 1257, 1259, 1262,
1264, 1268, 1270, 1277, 1281, 1286, 1289, 1292,
1294 and Corr.1, 1300, 1307, 1311, 1314, 1315,
1319, 1321, 1325, 1329, 1331, 1334, 1337, 1341,
1344, 1348, 1351, 1353, 1363, 1368, 1375, 1378,
1381, 1386, 1388, 1390, 1393, 1397, 1400, 1407,
1414, 1416, 1422, 1426, 1437, 1441, 1451, 1459,
1504, 1515, 1524, 1539, 1596, 1598, 1605, 1620,
1626, 1631 and 1633) indicated that there had been
flights by both Egyptian and Israel jet aircraft over
the sector. On occasion, those flights had taken place
over the positions of one party or the other, concern-
ing which charges and countercharges of cease-fire
violations were filed with UNTSO.

 106. In supplemental information ” -ed 8§ May 1972
(S/7930/Add.1596), the Chief of staff of UNTSO
reported that he had received a complaint from Israel,
‘which had not been confirmed by the United Nations
military observers, that an Egyptian vessel had ap-
proached the coast near the cease-fire line. -

2.

B

3. CoMPLAINTS BY ISRAEL AND LEBANON

:'(a) Communications to the Council between 16 June
" 1971 and 25 February 1972 and requests for a
. meeting . ’ ~ o

107. In letters dated 16 and 23 June, 1 July, 10
August and 4 and 20 September 1971 (S/10226,
/10235, S/10247, S/10286, S/10305 and S/10329),
Lebanon submitted complaints that on several occa-
sions Israel forces had.used artillery and mortars to
shell border villages in southern Lebanon and had
crossed the borders at several points in order to carry
out the destruction of Lebanese houses, civilian prop-
erty and crops. As a result, many civilians had been
killed, wounded or abducted. Lebanon charged that
Israel, by its attacks, was violating the Charter of the
United Nations and the Armistice Agreement and was
trying to undermine all efforts to establish a just and
lasting peace in the Middle East. Lebanon protested
Israel’s violation of the sovereignty and territorial in-
tegrity of Lebanon, its disregard of the Charter of the
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United Nations and disrespect for the pertinent Secu-
rity Council resolutions.

108. In letters dated 21 and 30 June, 12 August
and 7 and 24 September (S/10231, S/10244, S/10289,
S/10307 and S/10335), Israel submitted counter-
complaints that terror squads coming from Lebanese
territory had attacked civilian installations and villages

in Israeli territory on several occasions, causing casual-

ties among the population and property damage. The
letters stated that it was a matter of common know-
ledge that bases from which acts of aggression were
launched against Israel were located on Lebanese ter-
ritory and that those acts had taken place with the

knowledge and consent of the Government of Lebanon,

as indicated by several press reports and official state-
ments in Lebanon. Israel, which had the right to defend
and protect its territory and citizens, pursued a policy
based on the reciprocal observance of the cease-fire,
which entailed the obligation of Lebanon to prevent
armed attacks from its territory against Israel.

109. Ia a letter dated 11 January 1972 (S/10502),
Lebanon charged that on 10 and 11 January Israel
forces had twice penetrated -into Lebanese territory
and destroyed several houses and that artillery fire
from Israel had destroyed other houses and wounded
Lebanese citizens. Israel replied to Lebanon’s charges
in letters dated 12 and 13 January (S/10505 and

S/10507), stating that in recent weeks there had

been a marked increase in acts of terror from Leb-
anese territory against Israel. It listed a number of
incidents that had taken place between 10 December

1971 and 11 January 1972 in which civilian installa-

tions had been attacked from Lebanese territory.
Israel could not acquiesce in acts of armed aggression
against ‘its térritory and population and was duty-

bound to take all necessary measures of self-defence,

and the Government of Lebanon was obliged to put
an immediate end to such armed attacks or be held
responsible for violation of international law, the
Charter of the United Nations and the 1967 cease-fire.

110. In a letter dated 14 Jahuary (S/10508),
Lebanon charged that a detachment of Israel com-
mandos had entered the Lebanese village of Kafra,

9 kilometres inside the border, and had destroyed

four houses. It added that, according to reliable reports,
Israel had undertaken military preparations on the
Lebanese border and was threatening to undertake
Jarge-scale military operations in southern Lebanon,
thus endangering the peace and security not only of
Lebanon but of the entire Middle East.

111. In another letter of 14 January (S/10509),
Lebanon informed the President of the Security Council
that Israel had delivered to the Lebanese representa-
tives in the Lebanon-Israel Mixed Armistice Com-~
mission a ‘“‘severe warning” that if terrorist activity
from Lebanon against Israecl was not stopped, Israel
might stay permanently in the region in one form or
in another, which might force the Lebanese people
to leave the area. Lebanon protested Israel’s threats,
which gravely endangered ‘international peace and
security, and considered that if Israel followed that
course, it must assume full responsibility for its acts.
Unless Israel desisted forthwith from pursuing those




threats, the Security Council would be duty-bound to
assume its responsibilities. :

112. In a letter dated 24 February (S/10543)
Israel charged that two Israeli civilians had been killed
by a rocket fired by a terror squad that had entered
Israel from Lebanese territory and reiterated that it
was the duty of Lebanon to end such armed attacks
from its territory.

113. In a letter dated 25 February (S/10546),
Lebanon complained to the President of the Council
about Israel’s persistent acts of aggression against Leb-
anese territory and stated thsi such acts had culminated
in a large-scale air and ground attack, which had taken
place on the morning of the same day. In view of the
extreme gravity of the situation endangering the peace
and security of Lebanon, the representative of Lebanon
requested an urgent meeting of the Security Council.

114. In a letter dated 25 February (S/10550),
Israel, after refeiring to its complaint communicated to
the Council on 24 February (S/10543) about attacks
by terrorists from Lebanese territory against its vil-
lages, stated that on the previous day three terrorists
had entered Israel from Lebanese territory. During a
clash between them and an Israeli patrol, eight Israelis
had been wounded, one of them fatally. In the face of
those attacks by terrorists, who had acknowledged that
they had perpetrated still another attack, Israel had
been compelled to take self-defence measures against
the terrorists’ encampments on 25 Febrnary. In view
of the gravity of those attacks, the representative of
Israel requested an urgent meeting of the Sécurity
Council. ,

(b) Consideration at the 1643rd and 1644th meetings

- - {26 and 27 February 1972)

- 115. At its 1643rd meeting, on 26 February 1972,
the Council - included the complaints by Lebanon
($/10546) -and Israel (S/10550) in its agenda, listing
each of them separately under the item “The situation
in the Middle East”. The trepresentatives of Lebanon
and Israel, and subsequently those of the Syrian Arab
Republic and Saudi Arabia, were invited, at their re-

quest, to participate in the discussion. without the right

to vote. ' . ‘ . . :

" 116. The representative of Lebanon charged that
on 25 February, an Israel force, consisting of 60 tanks
and armoured cars, had crossed the border under heavy
air cover and attacked several Lebanese villages. In the

meantime, Israel aircraft had bombarded other Leba-.
nese villages and caused death and destruction. More-
aver, on the same day, Israel had delivered to Lebanon, -

through the Mixed Armistice Commission, a warning

that the action of the Israel forces was against terrorisis-
who had come from and returned to Lebanon anq that.
Israel would continue its incursions into Lebanon if the -

terrorist activities did not stop. The representative of
Lebanon stated that, in addition to the ground and air

attacks, Israecl bulldozers were opening roads inside

Lebanese territory and paving the way for further mili-
tary operations, Recalling the Council’s previous reso-

lutions condemning Isrdel for its attacks against Leb-
anon in 1968, 1969 and 1970, he said that Lebanon

had hoped that those resolutions would deter Israel
fiom any further attacks. However, Israel had disre-
garded them and defied the Council’s authority. He
denicd Israel’s allegations that the incidents on Israel-
held territory had originated from Lebanon and added
that if Israel had not paralysed the Mixed Armistice

Commission, the international observers would have
been able to determine the origin of the incidents. In
the circumstances, his delegation asked the Council to
take positive and decisive measures against Israel that
would prevent it from further acts of aggression against
Lebanon, including the application of the appropriate
sanctions provided for in Chapter VII of the Charter.

117. The representative of Israel stated that for a
long time and contrary to its international obligations,
the Charter of the United Nations and the Security
Council cease-fire, Lebanon had permitted terrorist or-
ganizations to establish bases on its territory from which
to carry out attacks against Isra~|, causing damage to
property and inflicting casualties. The Government of
Lebanon, which had entered into agreement with the
terror organizations, had failed to put an end to their
activities and, instead, had given them its support. His
Government had brought to the attention of the Coun-
cil hundreds of attacks by terrorists operating ivom
Lebanese territory against Israeli towns, villages, civilian
population and military personnel. However, nothing
had been done by the Council to impress upon Lebanon
that it could not co-operate with the terrorists and, at
the same time, expect Israel to refrain from protecting
its citizens and property. In late January, Israel also had
drawn the Council’s attention to new acts of terror, and
in late February, those acts had resulted in the death of
two civilians. About the same time, in an incident in-
volving Israel border police and terrorists, eight men
had been wounded, two of whom died later. In pro-
tecting its citizens, Israel had taken action that had
been directed only against terrorists and their encamp-
ments, and its forces had returned to their bases after
the operation. So long as Lebanon was unwilling or
unable to prevent attacks from its territory against
Istael, it could not complain against action taken in self-
defence. Any resolution by the Council, he concluded,
should not give encouragement and comfort to Lebanon
but should request it to stop-all terrorist activities from
its territory against Israel. - *
" 118: The reptresentative of the Union of Soviet
Socialist  Republics stated that the new. attack and
several other acts of aggression against Lebanon were,
links in the chain of Israel’s corntinued attempt to thwart’
efforts to reach a peaceful settlement. It should be noted,’
he said, that the new attack had been carried out on the
day when the Special Representative of the Secretary-
General-had-been in Israel to hold talks with the leaders:
of that couniry on a settlement in the Middle East. By
that attack; Israel had trampled under foot the resolu-:
tions by which the Security Council had condemned
Israel for its aggression against Lebanon and warned it -
that further steps in accordance with-the Charter would:
be taken if those acts of aggression continued. The-
interests of international peace and security, he said, re-
quired that the Council condemn and punish Israel’
1\1/1}cIler the provisions of the Charter, including Chapter

119. The representative of Saudi Arabia said that
Lebanon was a small country that had never committed
aggression in modern times. It was the frustrated Pales-
tinians who, in trying to regain their country, had to
resort, unfortunately, to killing those who had robbed
them of their homeland. Since those killings had taken
place on Israeli territory, premeditated action had been’
launched against Lebanon in hot pursuit of the alleged:
culprits. After recalling the futility of Security Council -
resolutions calling for sanctions, he noted that the only
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way to stop Israel from pursuing its aggressive policy
was for the United States to stop providing it with arms.

120. The representative of France said that since
Israel’s attack on Beirut International Airport in 1968,
the Council had adopted five resolutions condemning
Israel military intervention in Lebanon. However, the
new attack, because of its scope and violence, went
beyond what had occurred previously, and the threats
made on 14 January endangered the territorial integ-
rity of Lebanon. He had no doubt that I.ebanon was
doing everything it could to control the activities of the
fedayeen, and it could not be held responsible for what
happened on Israel territory. If Israel had given the
Mixed Armistice Commission and the United Nations
observers the means to fulfil their mission, it would
have been easier to ascertain the actual situation. His
Government, he indicated, had informed Israel that it
opposed reprisals against any State and felt that the
Council should regard Lebanon as a victim of the re-
prisal measures and give it the necessary assistance.

121. The representative of Yugoslavia said that the
Council should be more serious than ever and should
take effective measures to prevent the repetition of
Israel attacks against Lebanon.

122. The representative of Japan recalled the pro-
posal made by the Secretary-General on 18 August
1969 to both Israel and Lebanon to station United Na-
tions observers on each side of the border to observe
and maintain the Security Council cease-fire and to im-
prove the situation in the Israel-Lebanon sector. Had
that proposal been accepted, it would have prevented
the recurrence of tragic border incidents.

123. The representative of the United Kingdom of
Great Britain and Northern Ireland said that his delega-
tion deplored acts of murder and terrorism perpetrated
in Israel by elements of the fedayeen. However, his
Government considered that the large-scale military
action by Israel land and air forces against Lebanon was
unjustifiable. His delegation hoped that Israel would
desist from taking such action. The biggest contribution
to the ending of those incidents would be a common
support to Ambassador Jarring in his mission and the
settlement of the problems of the Middle East in ac-
cordance with resolution 242 (1967).

124. The representative of Italy stated that his dele-
gation was distressed by Lebanon’s complaint, because
of the losses inflicted in Lebanon by the Israeli attacks
and because a military operation had been carricd out
at a time when the Special Representative of the
Secretary-General had been making efforts with the
parties to resume his mission of peace. At the same
time, the Italian delegation deplored any acts of vio-
lence, regardless of its source, and would support any
Council decision to prevent the repetition of such tragic
events.

125. The representative of Belgium recalled that his
Government had appealed to all countries in the Middle
East to comply with the cease-fire and was again appeal-
ing for respect for the territorial integrity and sover-
eignty of all States in the area. Recalling that Israel had
been warned repeatediy by the Council not to carry out
any attack against Lebanon, he urged that it refrain
from any further attacks. He also asked Lebanon to
prevent Palestinians from taking advantage of the hos-
pitality offered them to carry out attacks within Israeli
territory. Because of the grave situation in the area, he
felt that the international control organ established

under the Armistice Agreement of 1949 should func-
tion without delay with the participation of Israel.

126. The representative of China said that Israel’s
large-scale naked armed aggression against Lebanon
constituted a grave violation of the United Nations
Charter. The Chinese Government and people felt
great indignation at the renewed naked armed aggres-
sion launched by the Israeli Zionists against lLebanon.
The Chinese delegation maintained that the Security
Council must condemn most sternly Israel’s acts of
aggression and call upon Israel to immediately stop its
armed aggression against Lebanon, withdraw all its
armed forces from Lebanese territory and refrain from
the repetition of such acts of aggression.

127. The representative of Somalia stated that the
Council should decide at once to call on Israel to
respect Lebanon’s sovereignty and territorial integrity
and to desist from any military action against that
counfry. Only after such a resolution was adopted
should the Council look into the historical and political
complaints by the parties.

128. At the 1644th meeting, on 27 February, the rep-
resentative of Lebanon said that he had again requested
an urgent meeting of the Council because of a new
Iscraeli attack of a massive character against Lebanon.
Although technically the Israeli forces had been with-
drawn for a few moments outside the Lebanese borders,
Israel’s aggression was continuing, and its air force and
artillery were bombarding areas of southern and south-
eastern Lebanon. Units of Israel forces had again
crossed the border and been engaged by Lebanese
forces. As a result of the new aggression, 10 people had
been killed and 30 wounded, most of them children,
and there had been mass destruction of houses. Further-
more, the population of the area had left their homes in

- panic and moved towards the central and northern
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parts of the country. Recalling that on 14 January he
had informed the Council of the warning delivered by
Israel to the Lebanese authorities through the Mixed
Armistice Commission, he said that, in view of the
Council’s repeated warnings that further steps would be
taken if Israel aggression against Lebanon continued,
it was incumbent on the Council to take measures to
force the invader to withdraw its forces from Lebanese
territory and to forestall any future aggression.

129. The representative of Argentina said that the
Israeli attack on Lebanon was cut of proportion in
scale and duration and that rather than legitimate self-
defence, it constituted a punitive expedition inconsistent
with the Charter. The reports of the continued attacks
were alarming, as shells fired by planes or artillery could
make no distinction between fedayeen and peaceful citi-
zens, In that difficult crisis, it was obvious that time was
not working in favour of peace and of the efforts of
Ambassador Jarring, whose presence in Israci had been
greeted by hostilities. In his view, the Council should
request Israel to cease military operations on Lebanese
territory and to withdraw its forces immediately.

130. The representative of Guinea thought that the
explosive situation in the Middle East was the direct
result of Israeli occupation of Arab territories. The
least the Council could do would be to demand the
immediate cessation of Israel’s aggression against
Lebanon and the withdrawal of Israeli troops. At a
subsequent stage, the Council should consider imposing
sanctions against Israel under Chapter VII of the
Charter.



131. The representative of Israel said that Israel
troops had withdrawn from Lebanon on the previous
day. However, terrorists based in Lebanon had opened
fire again that morning against Israel troops outside
Lebanon, compelling the Israel forces to return the
fire and to take action against terror bases in Lebanon
in self-defence. Contrary to what had been suggested
by some, the forces employed by Israel were commen-
surate with the large number of terrorists and the
terrain in question. He regretted that the fighting might
have resulted in civilian casualties, which, he said, could
not be prevented, despite all the precaution taken by
the Israel forces. He reiterated that it was Lebanon’s
obligation to end the activities of terror organizations
on its own territory. Lebanon was not being requested
to favour Israel’s interests but was obliged as a Mem-
ber of the United Nations to prevent the use of its
territory by irregular or any forces for aggression
against another Member State.

132, The representative of the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics said that, contrary to what the
representative of Israel had said in the previous
meeting, the aggression against Lebanon had not ended.
In fact, the invasion was the most flagrant act of
aggression by Israel since 1967. After recalling the
need to condemn the new aggression and demand the
withdrawal of Israel’s forces, he noted that the policy
of reprisals had been rejected and condemned by the
majority of the Council. It was important that the
Council not only condemn the aggressor but reject
the argument of reprisal, as it had done in the case
of the Portuguese attacks on Guinea. Moreover, the
Council had reason to impose sanctions and even
give consideration to expelling Israel from the United
Nations as an aggressor and violator of the Charter.

133. The representative of Italy said that he was
introducing a draft resolution sponsored by Belgium,
France, Italy and the United Kingdom (S/10552),
which read as follows:

“The Security Council,

“Deploring all actions which have resulted in the
loss of innocent lives,

“Demands that Israel immediately desist and
refrain from any ground and air military action
against Lebanon and forthwith withdraw all its
military forces from Lebanese territory.”

In introducing the draft resolution, he said that the
sponsors believed that the draft was the minimum
action that should be taken at that stage. Because
swift action was required to stop military clashes,
they hoped that members of the Council would refrain
from introducing amendments, so that the voting could
take place promptly.

134, The representative of India stated that the
starting point in the discussions by the Council on the
Middle East conflict had always been resolution 242
(1967), which remained unimplemented, although it
contained indications as to how the problems should
be solved. No one would object to Israel taking action
within its own territory, but when it claimed the right
to do so against Lebanon or any other State in order
to maintain its hold on lands which did not belong
to it, it was clearly in the wrong. That was the moral
issue facing the Council. It was necessary that the
Council not only take immediate action on the cur-
rent complaint but decided on how to give effect to
resolution 242 (1967).
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135. The representative of the United States of
America stated that his country viewed with deep
concern the events on the Lebanese border and could
not condone Israel’s prolonged and extensive attacks.
His country supported the political independence and
territorial integrity of Lebanon and considered that
the Council should call for the immediate withdrawal
of Israel forces. At the same time, his delegation
deeply regretted the loss of lives on both sides and
felt that the attacks by guerrilla infiltrators could only
delay peace. Unless Lebanon took more -effective
measures to seal its borders, Israel would continue
to feel compelled to take further retaliatory action im
self-defence. The United States urged the parties to
co-operate and to make more frequent use of the
international machinery for the exchange of informa-
tion and consultations to end the cross-border attacks
and terrorism. Concerned as it was for the loss of
innocent life, his delegation would propose the in-
clusion of the words “on both sides” in the preamble
of the draft resolution, which would then read:
“Deploring all actions which have resulted in the
loss of innocent lives on both sides”.

136. Following statements by the representatives
of the United Kingdom and France, the representative
of the United States said that he would not press his
amendment. .

137. The representative of China stated that the
preambular paragraph gave the impression that it
confused aggression with the victim of aggression.
His delegation proposed that the paragraph condemn
Israel’s aggression or, failing that, that the preambular
paragraph be deleted.

138. The representative of Somalia said the draft
resolution did not meet the demands of the situation.
There should be a specific reference to innocent civilian
life, and he proposed to amend the draft resolution in
that sense. Furthermore, it had been said repeatedly
that the history of the Israel-Lebanon relationship was
replete with violation by Israel of Lebanese territory
in complete disregard of international law and the
United Nations Charter; therefore, Israel should be
subject to the penalties under the Charter. Although
he was not calling for sanctions at that stage, their
imposition should not be ruled out as a form of
action by the Council, if Israel continued to violate the
territory of its neighbours.

139. Following a recess, the President, speaking as
the representative of Sudan, said that the international
community had always condemned aggression against -
Lebanon by Israel as a violation of the Charter. The
Council must be decisive and should take punitive
action against Israel under the Charter.

140. The representative of Italy said that, after
consultations, the sponsors of the draft resolution had
come to the conclusion that it would be difficult for
them to agree to deletion of the preamble. However,
they had agreed that separate votes should be taken
on the preambular and operative paragraphs.

Decisions: At the 1644th meeting, on 27th February
1972, the preambular paragraph of the drajft resolution
(§/10552) received 8 votes in favour to 4 against
(China, Guinea, Sudan and Yugoslavia), with 3 absten-
tions (India, Somalia and the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics), and was not adopted, having failed to



receive the required majority of votes. The remainder
of draft resolution was adopted unanimously as reso-
lution 313 (1972). :

141. After the vote, the representative ot the United
States said that his vote for the resolution was in no
way a condonation of the acts that had led to Israel’s
action.

142, The representative of Argentina said that he
had voted for the preambular paragraph because it
was closely linked to the operative paragraph.

143, The representative of the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics said that his delegation opposed
equal treatment for the aggressor and the victims. He
‘was in favour of continuing the discussion of the
items, so that more severe measures could be taken
~against Israel.

144, The representative of Somalia said that the
preamble was ambiguous and did not address itself to
the issue of the attacks on the population of Lebanon.

145. The representative of Guinea also said that the
preamble had been worded ambiguously and that his
delegation did not want the aggressor put on the same
footing as the victims.

146. The representative of Yugoslavia thought also
that the preamble had confused the victims with the
aggressor, and therefore he had voted against it.

147. The representative of Lebanon thanked the
members of the Council, including the sponsors of the
resolution, for their unanimous vote. He fe}t tl;at
inasmuch as the resolution just adopted was an interim
measure, the Council should go deeper into the matter
.and take the action that Lebanon had called for.

148. The representative of Israel regretted that
the Council’s resolution failed to mention the root
cause, nanily, the failure of Lebanon to put an end
to terrorist atiacks against Israel. With regard to the
preamble, it was with a sense of sorrow that his
delegation had seen it defeated.

(c) Consensus of the members of the Security Council

149. A consensus of the members of the Security
Council was issued on 19 April (S/10611) which read
as follows:

“The President of the Security Council has held
consultations with the members of the Council
following the request of the Permanent Representa-

- tive of Lebanon that the Security Council take

- . necessary action to station additional United Nations
observers in the Israel-Lebanon sector, as conveyed
to the President of the Security Council and con-
tained in annex 1 of his memorandum of 31 March
1972 1o the Secretary-General, and in paragraph 1
of the annexed memorandum dated 4 April 1972
from the Secretary-General to the President of the
Security Council, The President of the Security
Council also informed and consulted the Secretary-
General. Exceptionally, a formal meeting ¢~ the
Security Council was not considered necessai; in
this instance.

“In the course of these consultations, the members

of the Security Council reached without objection
a consensus on the action to be taken in response

to the request of the Lebanese Government and
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invited the Secretary-General to proceed in the
manner outlined in his above-mentioned memo-
randum. They further invited the Secretary-General
to consult with the Lebanese authorities on the
implementation of these arrangenients,

“They also invited the Secretary-General to report
periodically to the Security Council and in doing so
to give his views on the need for the continuance
of the above measures and on their scale.”

150. During the consultations on the above question,
the Chinese delegation had made the following state-
ment which was circulated in a note by the President
of the Security Council (S/10612),

“(a) The Chinese Government and people firmly
support Lebanon and other Arab countries in resist-
ing aggression and defending their state sovereignty
and territorial integrity, firmly support the Palestinian
people in their just struggle to restore their national
rights. () As a result of the illegal exclusion of the
People’s Republic of China from the United Nations
over a long period, the Chinese Government cannot
have a sufficiently clear picture about the details of
certain resolutions adopted by the Security Council
in the past. Consequently, at present it is very diffi-
cult for us to make an over-all appraisal of the
Lebanon-Israeli Armistice Agreement of 1949, How-
ever, in the opinion of the Chinese Government, the
said Armistice Agreement was signed in circum-
stances unfavourable to the Arab people and the
Palestinian people, and the provisions of the Agree-
ment failed to distinguish between the aggressor and
the victim of aggression; nor did they mention the
question of the national rights of the Palestinian
people. The Chinese Government has reservations
in this respect. (¢) The Chinese delegation main-
tains that the prevention of Israeli aggression mainly
depends on the enhancement of the strength of the
victimized countries themselves and the strengthen-
ing of the unity among the Arab countries, and that
the strengthening of the United Nations machinery
of observers is not an effective method for prevent-
ing Israeli aggression. Should the majority of Secu-
rity Council members agree to this specific request
of the Lebanese Government, the Chinese delega-
tion would not oppose.”

151. In the Secretary-General’'s memorandum of
4 April, published as an annex to the document set-
ting forth the consensus of the Security Council, it was
stated that, on 29 March, the President of the Council
had received from Lebanon a request that tiie Security
Council take the necessary action to increase the num-
ber of observers in the Lebanon-Israel sector, on the
basis of the Armistice Agreement of 1949, in view of
the repeated Isracli aggression against Lebanon. On
31 March, the President of the Council had informed
the Secretary-General that it was the members’ view
that the request of Lebanon should be met, and, pend-
ing a final decision, he had asked the Secretary-General
to determine the number of additional observers re-
quired for the Israel-Lebanon sector. Accordingly, the
Secretary-General had requested the Chief of Staff of
UNTSO to recommend to him what arrangements
should be made in that respect and had made it clear
that the action requested was of a preliminary nature
for the sole purpose of informing the Council before
a final decision was taken on the matter. On 3 April,



the Chief of Staff of UNTSO had informed the Szcre-
tary-General that Lebanon had proposed the establish-
ment of three observation posts at Naqgoura, Bent Jbail
and Marjayoun. In that connexion, the Chief of Staff
had proposed that, at the initial stage, the number of
new observers needed, in addition to the existing 7,
would be 14, with 8 more observers to be added, if it
became necessary. He had indicated further that the
proposed observation posts could be set up at short
notice providing all the required personnel and equip-
ment from existing UNTSO resources. He had pointed
out that the proposed observation posts must be con-
sidered as a limited United Nations presence on one
side of the line, which would provide only a measure
of observation and a somewhat more rapid supply of
information from UNTSO sources than that currently
provided.

(d) Subsequent communications and reports

152. On 13 March, the President of the Security
Council circulated a telegram dated 6 March (S/10563)
from the Minister for Foreign Affairs of the German
Democratic Republic, charging Isracl with flagrant ag-
gression against its Arab neighbouring States in viola-
tion of international law and the United Nations Charter
and condemning those actions that endangered peace
and security of the peoples in the arca. It was time,
the telegram added, to take effective measures in line
with the United Nations Charter to prevent new crimes
by Israel.

153. In a report dated 25 April (S/10617) on the
implementation of the consensus of the Security Coun-
cil of 19 April, the Secretarv-General stated that he had
instructed the Chief of Staff of UNTSO to implement
the arrangements envisaged in his memorandum of
4 April annexed to document S/10611. Following dis-
cussions with Lebanese military authorities between 20
and 22 April, the Chief of Staff had informed him that
the sites of the proposed observation posts had been
selected and full agreement had been reached on vari-
ous arrangements regarding the functioning of the
Isracl-Lebanon Mixed Armistice Commission opera-
tions.

154. Furthermore, the two new observation posts
at El-Khiam and at Maroun Er-Ras, respectively desig-
nated OP Khiam and OP Ras, although located at some
distance from the armistice demarcation line (ADL),
were situated on high ground and provided extensive
observation over various portions of that line. The
existing UNTSO post at Naqoura, designated OP Nagq,
would become the third observation post. On 24 April,
the three observation posts had become operational,
and the Chief of Staff had informed Israel authorities
of the arrangements made regarding their location and
the initial date of their operation.

155. The Secretary-General noted that the strength
of observers was being increased from 7 to 21 from
existing UNTSO resources and also that the supplies
and equipment needed for their operation were being
drawn from UNTSO stock, He also remarked that the
UNTSO logistic convoy from UNTSO headquarters in
Jerusalem had crossed smoothly and without delay both
the Israel and Lebanese check-points in the early hours
of 24 April. From 25 April, he would circulate relevant
information based on the observers’ reports and would
report to the Council periodically on the need for con-
tinuing the above measures and on their scope.

156, Accordingly, beginning on 25 April, the Secre-
tary-General proceeded to issue reports on incidents in
the Isracl-Lebanon sector, which were included in the
supplemental information issued on the situation in the
Syria-Israel and Suez Canal sectors. In those reports
(S/7930/Add.1582, 1584, 1585, 1587, 1588 and
1593), the observers operating in the new observation
posts in the Israel-Lebanon sector transmitted com-
plaints by Lebanon that a number of Israeli soldiers
had crossed and recrossed the borders on 25, 26 and
28 April. They also reported occasional flights by
Israel aircraft, which had crossed the armistice demar-
cation line for bricf periods. In a supplemental infor-
mation dated 26 April (S/7930/Add.1583), the
Secretary-General listed the new observation posts in
the Israel-Lebanon sector, as well as updated lists of
the observation posts and control centres in both the
Suez Canal and Israel-Syria sectors,

157. During the month of May and until 15 June
1972, the observers in the Israel-Lebanon sector sub-
mitted further reports (S/7930/Add.1595-1601, 1603-
1604, 1610, 1611, 1613-1622, 1624-1628, 1630,
1632-1633) concerning a variety of aerial and ground
activities and transmitted complaints submitted by
Lebanon regarding violations of Lebanon’s air space
and territorial waters, as well as border crossing by
Isracl forces into Lebanese territory. The observers
reported frequent flights by Israel jet aircraft over
Lebanese territory, some of which were over the city
of Beirut. In the latter part of that period, the Leba-
nese authorities complained, and the observers con-
firmed, that Israel warships had entered Lebanese
territorial waters and that, after remaining there for
periods of from two to three hours, they had with-
drawn to Israel waters. Lebanon also complained that
Isracli soldiers had frequently crossed the borders to
undertake patrols and observation. On other occasions,
Israel trucks and bulldozers had crossed the border to
dig positions in Lebanese territory. They had with-
drawn carrying back earth to Israel territory. Some of
the complaints had not been confirmed by the observers,
because, as the reports indicated, the locations of the
incidents referred to in those complaints were outside
the cbservation range of the observation posts.

158. In areport dated 5 June (S/7930/Add.1624),
it was stated that Lebanon had complained that a
Lebanese civilian had been found dead on 3 June p-ar
the southern border and that 10 metres from the L 1y
a hand grenade of Israel manufacture had been found,
as well as vehicle tracks leading towards the border.
However, the Lebanese complaint had not been con-
firmed by the United Nations observers because the
location of the incidents referred to in the complaint
was outside the observation range of the observation
posts.

159. In a letter dated 5 June (S/10679), Lebanon
charged that, on that date, 11 Israeli military planes
had violated Lebanese air space and flown over towns
situated in southern Lebanon. The letter drew attention

—to the nunicrous earlier complaints of similar nature

that Lebanon had filed with UNTSO, which had been
reported in the supplementary information issued by
the Secretary-General since 26 April. Israel, it stated,
had intensified its violations of Lebanese air space and
was continuing its campaign of threats against Lebanon,
which the Lebanese Government strongly protested.

19.
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4. COMPLAINTS BY ISRAEL AND THE SYRIAN ARAB
REPUBLIC

Communications to the Council ond reports of the
Secretary-General on the observance of the cease-
fire from 16 June 1971 to 15 June 1972

160. During the period covered by this report, the
Secretary-General continued to circulate supplemental
information containing reports he received from the
Chief of Staff of UNTSO regarding the cease-fire situa-
tion in the Israel-Syria sector (S/7930/Add.1223-
1226, 1228, 1229, 1231, 1233, 1234, 1236, 1237,
1239-1243, 1245-1249, 1251, 1253-1255, 1258, 1260,
1261, 1263, 1265-1267, 1269, 1271-1276, 1278-
1280, 1282-1285, 1287, 1288, 1290, 1291, 1293,
1295-1299, 1301-1306, 1308-1310, 1312, 1313,
1316-1318, 1320 and Corr.1, 1322-1324, 1326-
1328, 1330, 1332, 1333, 1335, 1336, 1338-1340,
1342, 1343, 1345-1347, 1349, 1350 and Corr.1,
1354-1362, 1364-1367, 1369-1374, 1376, 1377,
1379, 1380, 1382-1385, 1387, 1389, 1391, 1392,
1394-1396, 1398, 1399, 1401-1405 and Corr.1, 1406,
1408-1413, 1415, 1417-1421, 1423-1425, 1427-
1436, 1438-1440, 1442-1450, 1452-1458, 1460-
1503, 1505-1514, 1516-1523, 1525-1532 and Corr.1,
1533-1538, 1540-1582, 1584-1592, 1594, 1596-1615,
1618-1623, 1625-1634). Those reports related to fir-
ing incidents in which tanks, light arms, artillery and
heavy weapons had been used. They also related to
some aerial activity, indicating in most cases that
Israel jet aircraft had crossed the cease-fire line to
attack Syrian military positions and that, on occasion,
there had been some anti-aircraft fire by Syrian forces.
The Chief of Staff included in those reports complaints
submitted by both Israel and the Syrian Arab Republic
to the Chairman of the Israel-Syria Mixed Armistice
Commission regarding cease-fire violations. In their
compiaints, the parties requested that necessary meas-
ures be taken to prevent future violations.

161. In supplemental information issued in late
June and early July 1971 (S/7930/Add.1240, 1241,
1242, 1243, 1245 and 1246), the Chief of Staff re-
- ported that Israel forces had crossed the limits of the
Israel forward defended localities and, after having
penetrated about 800 to 1,000 metres inside Syrian
territory, recrossed the cease-fire line. In supplemental
information dated 22 July (S/7930/Add.1273), the
Chief of Staff stated that the Israel Liaison Officer had
objected to those reports as incorrect. Following veri-
fication inquiries conducted by UNTSO into the Israel
complaint, the general conclusion was that, although
verbal and documentary evidence confirmed the accu-
racy of the observers’ reports, no physical evidence
could be found of the reported incursions.

162. In a letter dated 17 January 1972 (S/10511),
Israel charged that since 1 January 1972, 11 violations
of the cease-fire had been committed from Syrian ter-
ritory, resulting in the death of two civilians, and that,
in the course of 1971, there had been 149 violations
of the cease-fire from Syrian territory by shelling,
shooting, laying of mines and aerial intrusions, for
which the Syrian Government was responsible in view
of the support it had given to the terrorist organizations.

163. In a letter dated 21 January (S/10518), the
Syrian Arab Republic replied that it was a matter of
record that in 1971 Israel forces had committed 1,491
violations of the cease-fire, which had all been con-
firmed by United Nations military observers. With

regard to the allegations that it had committed 11 vio-
lations of the cease-fire since 1 January 1972, the
Syrian Arab Republic indicated that the reports of the
Chief of Staff between 3 and 20 January had made it
clear that Israel forces had continuously violated the
cease-fire and that the complaints submitted by Israel
to UNTSO had not been confirmed by the United
Nations observers, while those submitted by the Syrian
Arab Republic had.

B. Questions concerning the treatment of civilian
populations in Israel-occupied territories and
related matters

Communications to the Council from 16 June 1971 to
15 June 1972

164. In a letter dated 17 June (S/10228), Israel,
after referring to its letter of 10 June (S/10220) and
the reply of the Syrian Arab Republic of 15 June
(5/10224), stated that the latter’s reply was a reflec-
tion of that Government’s warfare against the right of
the Jewish people to equality with other nations. The
Syrian Arab Republic had rejected Security Council
resolution 242 (1967), calling for peace with Israel,
and had refused to participate in the efforts made for
that purpose under the auspices of the Special Repre-
sentative of the Secretary-General. Referring to the
quotations in the Syrian letter of resolution 9 (XXVII)
of the Commission on Human Rights, alleging viola-
tions of human rights in Israel-controlled territory, he
pointed out that the majority of the members of the
Commission had refused to support that resolution and
that only representatives of Arab, Soviet and Moslem
States and their traditional followers had voted for it.
Such resolutions, Isracl added, clearly demonstrated
the impossibility of dealing with the Middle East equita-
bly and effectively by means of United Nations resolu-

"tions that were not based on agreement of the parties
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to the conflict.

165. In letters dated 21 and 25 June {S/10232 and
S/10238 and Corr.1), the Syrian Arab Republic stated
that Israel was contemptuous of the World Organiza-
tion, rejecting and violating a number of resolutions
adopted by the Security Council and the General
Assembly on various aspects of the Isracl-Arab conflict.
Israel replied on 23 June (S/10234) that Syria had
always attempted to employ one-sided resolutions in
order to avoid the need to seek settlement of the Middle
East conflict by negotiating with Israel.

166. By a letter dated 25 June (S/10256), Iraq
transmitted the text of an interview in the French maga-
zine T'émoignage Chrétien with an Israeli nrofessor who
protested Israel’s policies towards the Arabs in occu-
pied territories, in particular, the alleged policies of
collective punishment, destruction of houses, ill-treat-
ment of prisoners and administrative detention. In a
letter dated 20 July (S/10271), Israel replied that the
interview in question contained falsehoods and distor-
tions of fact and that the said professor was known to
speak for a handful of avowed supporters of Arab
belligerency against Israel. Iraq rejected the arguments
of Israel in a letter dated 30 July (S/10278), stating
that as it was unable to deny the specific charges,
Israel had turned to personal attack.

167. In a letter dated 20 July (S/10270) regarding
the activities of the Special Committee to Investigate
Isracli Practices Affecting the Human Rights of the
Population of the Occupied Territories, Israel stated



that that Committee had continued to serve as a tool
of Arab propaganda and a means of disseminating
falsehoods regarding the situation in Israeli-held terri-
tories. The letter quoted from a statement by the
Minister for Foreign Affairs in Israel’s Knesset to the
effect that the Committee was gathering false testi-
mony on Israel’s alleged misdeeds against its Arab
inhabitants but that the hundreds of visitors to Israel
were the best witnesses to the true picture.

168. In letters dated 25 August 1971 and 5 Janu-
ary 1972 (S/10300 and S/10495), the Syrian Arab
Republic drew attention to Israel’s expansionist policy
and quoted a report from a Jewish Telegraphic Agency
bulletin to the effect that the Isracli population in the
Golan Heights would number about 15,000 persons in
seven years. It also quoted several reportedly official
statements to support the charge that Israel was fol-
lowing a policy of expansion and annexation by estab-
lishing new settlements in the occupied territories in
violation of United Nations resolutions.

169. In a letter dated 16 August (S/10293), Egypt
complained that the situation in Gaza was deteriorating
as a result of Israel’s measures of expulsion and de-
struction of homes in order to depopulate the area, in
violation of the 1949 Geneva Convention. In view of
the gravity of that situation, it requested that the
United Nations take the necessary steps to end Israel’s
breach of law, morality and international peace and
security.

170. In a letter dated 19 August (S/10295),
Israel replied that, following a terrorist campaign sup-
ported by Egypt and other Arab States, there had been
many violent acts that had caused the death of many
local inhabitants in the area. Consequently, Israel had
been compelled to take the required measures to ensure
the safety and security of the inhabitants. Those meas-
ures had required the construction of access roads
within the refugee camps and, in certain cases, the
demolition of some houses. However, alternate housing
had been provided, and the evacuees had been given
compensation for any expenses they had had to face in
the process of their transfer to new houses.

171. By a letter dated 18 September (S/10328),
Egypt transmitted the text of a telegram to the
Secretary-General from the Executive Committee of
the Palestine Liberation Organization, protesting against
measures taken by Israel in Gaza on the pretexts of
security and town planning and requesting that Israel
be made to cease all forcible transfer of population and
killing innocent people. It further requested that the
United Nations dispatch an investigating committee to
look into the situation in Gaza and order Israel to
cease immediately its policy of terror and oppression
against the population there.

172. By a letter dated 3 January 1972 {S/10496),
Iraq transmitted a petition signed by Palestinian Arabs
in exile, urging the Secretary-General to persevere in
the implementation of General Assembly resolution
194 (III) of 11 December 1948.

173. 1In letters dated 15 and 29 March, 6 April,
23 May and 12 June {5/10565, S/10582, S/10590,
S/10663 and S/10694), Egypt charged that, in viola-
tion of the 1949 Geneva Convention, several Security
Council resolutions and its obligations under interna-
tional law, Israel had deported thousands of Egyptian
citizens inhabiting Sinai and had transferred them to
other areas. It had also destroyed many homes and
expropriated lands in the Rafah area. The letter charged
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that Israel was pursuing a systematic and premeditated
policy to depopulate the occupied territories in order
to fit them into its expansionist plans and ultimately
annex them. To that end Israel had reinforced its mili-
tary control over the Gaza Strip and had established
many Jewish settlements there. The Palestinian popu-
lation had been displaced and deported and had been
replaced by Jewish immigrants. In view of Israel’s grave
violations of the United Nations Charter and its total
disregard of United Nations resolutions, the United
Nations should take the appropriate measures to up-
hold the Charter and the relevant resolutions.

174. In letters dated 21 March, 3 April, 30 May
and 15 June (S/10570, S/10587, S/10667 and S/
10700), Israel rejected Egypt’s charges and reiterated
that Israel’s policy and actions in the Gaza and Sinai
areas had been directed towards ensuring the safety,
welfare and security of the inhabitants, in accordance
with Security Council resolution 237 (1967). The
measures it had taken under its international obliga-
tions were necessitated by the terror campaign, which
aimed at undermining normal civilian life.

175. In a letter dated 14 April (S/10598), Jordan
charged that Israel had taken new measures to forcibly
expel from the occupied territories 14 Arab inhabi-
tants who had recently arrived on the East Bank. Those
deportations, it said, were in direct violation of article
49 of the Geneva Convention of 12 August 1949, and
effective measures in accordance with the Charter were
required to stop such policies.

176. In a letter dated 20 April (S/10614), Egypt
stated that, according to an Israeli military communi-
qué reported in the press, Israeli troops had fired on
Egyptian prisoners of war, killing one of them. Recall-
ing that the Third Geneva Convention made the de-
taining Power responsible for the treatment given
prisoners of war, Egypt protested the new breach of
the above-mentioned Convention and requested the
Secretary-General to investigate the conditions under
which the incidents had occurred, as well as detention
conditions of the Egyptian prisoners of war, and to
ensure full compliance by Israel with the Third Geneva
Convention relative to the Treatment of Prisoners of
War of 1949,

177. In a letter dated 2 May (S/10628), Israel
replied that during a search for hidden weapons in the
prisoner-of-war camp, the prisoners had attacked the
military police, wounding two Israeli officers, then set
fire to their quarters and tried to break out. After hav-
ing refused to obey the military police, warning shots
had been fired in the air. A bullet had ricocheted off a
wall and wounded a prisoner, who subsequently died.
The authorities had established a commission of in-
quiry to carry out an investigation, and the Interna-
tional Committee of the Red Cross had been notified
of the incident. After noting that representatives of
the Red Cross made periodic visits to the prisoners of
war and that their reports had established that Israel
observed the provisions of the Geneva Convention
relative to the Treatment of Prisoners of War, Israel
pointed out that the exchange of all the prisoners of
war between Egypt and Israel would be the most
humanitarian solution of the problem and reiterated its
proposal that Egypt agree to it.

178. In a letter dated 13 June (S/10698), the
Syrian Arab Republic stated that, in order to justify
military action against the Arab States, including Syria,
Israel was using the situation of the Jews in Syria as



an excuse for intervention. According to a recent offi-
cial statement, Israel would act in an organized and
bold manner to save the Jews in Syria. That, the letter
added, was part of a world-wide campaign to have
Jews emigrate to Israel because of alleged persecution
and anti-Semitism. After rejecting the allegations that
the Jews in the Syrian Arab Republic carried special
identification cards and noting that all Syrian citizens
carried cards showing their religious affiliation, the
letter countercharged that the Arabs in Israel had to
carry special numbers to identify them as Arabs and
that against four Syrian Jews jailed in Syria there were
4,000 Arabs rotting in jails in Israel. The letter also
recalled that, since 1967, the General Assembly and
some of its organs had condemned Israel 16 times for
violations of Arab human rights.

C. The situation in and around Jerusalem and
its Holy Places

1. REPORT OF THE SECRETARY-GENERAL

179. With further reference to his reports of 18
February and 20 April 1971 under Security Council
resolutions 252 (1968), 267 (1969) and 271 (1969)
and General Assembly resolution 2254 (ES-V) con-
cerning Jerusalem, the Secretary-General issued a
report on 20 August (S/10124/Add.2), containing a
further exchange of communications between him and
the representative of Israel on the subject of the United
Mations premises at Government House in Jerusalem.
In a note dated 18 August in reply to the Secretary-
General’s note of 12 April reiterating his request for
the unreserved return to the United Nations of the
remainder of its Government House premises, the
representative of Israel had stated that no changes were
contemplated with regard to the situation as stated in
the exchange of letters of July and August 1967. On

the foilowing day, in a note to the representative of ’

Israel, the Secretary-General had indicated that he
understood the representative’s note to mean that his
Government, having already discontinued all construc-
tion and other works within the area of the United
Nations premises at Government House, would refrain
from reinitiating such construction until the difference
of opinion reflected in the 1967 exchange of letters had
been satisfactorily resolved. If that understanding were
incorrect, the Secretary-General reiterated that one
way of resolving any differences that might arise would
be to resort to the procedure for settlement laid down
in the Convention on the Privileges and Immunities of
the United Nations.

2.' REQUEST FOR A MEETING AND CONSIDERATION BY
" THE COUNCIL AT ITS 1579TH TO 1582ND MEETINGS
(16-25 SEPTEMBER 1971)

180. In a letter dated 13 September (S/10313),
the representative of Jordan requested an urgent meet-
ing of the Security Council to consider Israel’s illegal
actions in Jerusalem in defiance of Security Council
resolutions 252 (1968), 267 (1969) and 271 (1969).
He charged that, contrary to those resolutions and in
spite of local and international objections, Israel had
continued its illegal and unilateral measures aimed at
changing the city’s character and environs. He added
that the situation created by Israel’s illegal measures
was a direct threat to the character of the city, to the
lives of its people and to international peace and

security.
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181. At its 1579th meeting, on 16 September, the
Security Council included in its agenda Jordan’s letter
of 13 September 1971. At the request of the represen-
tative of the Syrian Arab Republic, it also included in
its agenda the reports of the Secretary-General on the
implementation of Security Council resolutions on the
question of Jerusalem. The representatives of Jordan,
Egypp and Israel and, subsequently, Mali, Morocco,
Saudi Arabia, Lebanon and Tunisia were invited to
participate in the discussion without the right to vote.

182. The representative of Jordan stated that the
measures taken by Israel in Jerusalem were designed
to change the status and character of the Holy City
and, at the same time, aimed at preventing the conclu-
sion of a just and peaceful settlement of the Middle
East conflict, in the hope that the cease-fire lines would
ultimately become Israel’s new borders. Israel contem-
plated new legislation to extend the borders of Jeru-
salem to include the annexation of 3 Arab towns and
27 villages over and above what had already been uni-
laterally and illegally annexed in June 1967. Further-
more, there were reported attempts by Israel to enact a
law that would confine Moslem Holy Places in the
Haram Esh-Sharif area to the Al-Agsa and the Dome
of the Rock Mosques, in disregard of Article 49 of the
Fourth Geneva Convention of 1949 and Article 12 of
the United Nations Covenant on Civil and Political
Rights. Many General Assembly and Security Council
resolutions had deplored measures of annexation and
had called upon Israel to rescind such measures and to
desist from taking action that would alter the status of
Jerusalem. However, Israel had shown contempt for
those resolutions and still declined to supply the
Secretary-General with any details or satisfactory in-
fonpation on the ‘Master Plan for Jerusalem”, which
envisaged, among other things, developments affecting
the United Nations premises at Government House.
Israel’s determination to Judaize Arab Jerusalem had
been manifested in legislative, fiscal and urban meas-
ures, which were imposing on the city an increasingly
special character at the expense of the non-Jewish
population. In the light of Israel’s disregard of General
Assembly and Security Council resolutions, the Coun-
cil should invoke whatever sanctions it deemed fit under
Chapter VII of the Charter to ensure Israel’s respect
for them.

183. At the 1580th meeting, on 16 September, the
fepresentdtive of Israel stated that Jordan’s complaint
was a manceuvre to divert attention from its internal
difficulties. Jordan, which had invaded Jerusalem in
1948 and seized its eastern sector, was trying to in-
fringe upon the city’s right to normal existence and
development. The General Assembly and Security
Council had displayed singular disinterest in Jerusalem’s
welfare at the most trying and crucial moments. Now
that the city. was united, the Security Council was being
mobilized in an attempt to retard progress and to stifle
growth in Jerusalem. With regard to construction work
in the city, he noted that planning was a normal and
indispensable element in the development of any city.
Building activities in the eastern sector of Jerusalem
constituted slum clearance, the reconstruction of the
Jewish quarter, the Hebrew University Campus and
the Hadassah hospital and the erection of new housing
for Arab and Jewish residents who had been living in
slums. In order to accommodate the growth of the
city’s population—Jewish as well as Arab—Iland had
been acquired, and landowners, both Arabs and Jews,



were being fully compensated. Contrary to Jordanian
allegations, there was no “Master Plan”, However, in
view of the universal interest in the city, the Mayor of
Jerusalem had invited an international group of out-
standing individuals to form an advisory board to aid
the municipality of Jerusalem. The Israel authorities,
he concluded, had ensured and would continue to en-
sure the sanctity of the Holy Places, freedom of access
to them and the jurisdiction of the various religious
communities over them.

184. At the 1580th and 1581st meetings, on 16 and
17 September, the representatives of Egypt, Saudi
Arabia, Lebanon, Tunisia and Morocco took part in
the discussion in support of Jordan’s complaint. They
maintained that Israel had defied all previous Council
resolutions calling upon it to rescind all measures aimed
at changing the character of the Holy City and stated
that the Council, in the face of that defiance, should
put an end to it and take any further steps to imple-
ment its resolutions, including the application of Chap-
ter VII of the Charter. The representative of Morocco
expressed  the hope that the Council would decide to

dispatch a representative or a mission to determine.

whether Israel was complying with the resolutions
adopted on Jerusalem. The representative of Saudi
Arabia recalled that, in dealing with the problem of
Jerusalem, the Council should bear in mind that no
matter what Israel’s contention might be, the fact re-
mained that hundreds of millions in the Arab or Mos-
lem world would not concede that 2 million Zionists
should have sovereignty over Jerusalem.

185. The representative of Mali noted that the ques-
tion of Jerusalem was only one of many aspects of the
Middle East conflict and said that any measure infring-

ing upon relevant United Nations resolutions would.

hinder negotiation for a peaceful settlement.

186. Speaking in exercise of the right of reply, the
representative of the Syrian Arab Republic stated that
the real issue before the Council was Jordan’s com-
plaint and the reports of the Secretary-General on
Jerusalem. From 1967 to date, the General Assembly
and the Security Council had adopted five resolutions
regarding the Holy City. None of those resolutions had
ever been respected by Israel. The concern of the
Council should therefore be to find a way to bring
Israel’s defiance to an end.

187. At the 1582nd meeting, on 25 September, the

representative of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics
stated that the resolutions adopted by the Security
Council and General Assembly, condemning Israel’s
annexation of the Arab part of Jerusalem, were in
accordance with the principles of international law
based on the inadmissibility of acquiring territory
through war. That principle was also the basis of
Security Council resolution 242 (1967). Israel’s de-
fiance and negative attitude towards United Nations
decisions showed its expansionist and aggressive policy
towards the Arab world. Israel’s measures in Jerusalem
were aimed at changing the Arab nature of the Old City
by expelling Arab inhabitants, destroying Arab houses
and imposing Israel settlements in the Arab section.
It was clear that Israel’s plans were intended to under-
mine the peaceful political settlement envisaged in
Security Council resolution 242 (1967). Therefore,
the Council was bound to take more decisive action to
compel Israel to respect the will of the international
community. He felt that the demand that Chapter VII
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of the Charter be applied against Israel was justifiable
and supported the demand of the Arab countries to
dispatch a special mission to Jerusalem.

. 188. The representative of Belgium stated that, at
a time when the chance to reach a negotiated solution
remained possible, it was advisable to avoid any dis-
cussion that might vitiate attempts made in that re-
spect. After noting that Israel had failed to apply the
provisions of the Geneva Convention of 1949, he ex-
pressed his delegation’s hope that the Council would
adopt a resolution that would call on Israel to abrogate
measures aimed at changing the status of Jerusalem,
and he suggested that the Secretary-General should
submit a report showing how measures taken by Israel
violated previous resolutions of the Council and The
Hague Conventions on the Laws of War.

189. The representative of France said that Jordan’s
new complaint appeared to be the logical consequence
of the latest Security Council resolution, resolution 267
(1969) of 3 July 1969, which had been preceded by
resolution 252 (1968) of 21 May 1968. Israel had
never implemented the provisions of those resolutions;
consequently, the Council was once again faced with
the same problem. Since its occupation of Arab Jeru-
salem, Israel had been pursuing a policy designed to
integrate that section permanently within an adminis-
tratively unified Jerusalem. Israel’s policy of fait ac-
compli would increase the resentment of the parties
concerned, aggravate tension in the Middle East and
jeopardize the chances of peaceful settlement.

190. The representative of Argentina stated that
the concern of the world over Jerusalem was fully jus-
tified, because of the city’s historical importance to
three religious faiths. Until the status of the city could
be defined on the basis of respect for historic and
religious interests, innovation should not take place
there. Israel should adjust its conduct to the require-
ments of the United Nations resolutions, and the Secu-
rity Council must reaffirm its position on Jerusalem.

191. The representative of Poland said that develop-
ments in Jerusalem revealed a part of Israel’s aggressive
policy, based on military occupation and attempts to
create faits accomplis. He urged the Council to study
the question in the context of its illegality under the
principles of international law, bearing in mind Israel’s
attitude and actions in disregard of the will of the
international community. The Council should not only
reaffirm previous resolutions on the matter but should
consider all measures necessary to ensure their imple-
mentation. -

192, The representative of Italy. said that the future
of Jerusalem should be determined in accordance with
the pertinent resolutions of the United Nations and not
through unilateral action. Israel’s measures in the occu-
pied section of Jerusalem were inconsistent with the
provisions of international law and the Geneva Con-
ventions of 1949.

193. The representative of Somalia said that the
administrative and legislative measures taken by Israel
in Jerusalem were in violation of numerous United
Nations resolutions and had undoubtedly hindered a
political settlement to the problem of the Middle East.
The- Council was duty-bound to adopt more effective
measures. In order to take the United Nations one step
forward in meeting its responsibilities in that respect,
he submitted the following draft resolution (S/10337):



“The Security Council,

“Recalling its resolutions 252 (1968) and 267
(1969) and the earlier General Assembly resolutions
2253 (ES-V) and 2254 (ES-V) of July 1967 con-
cerning measures and actions by Israel designed to
change the status of the Israeli-occupied section of
Jerusalem,

“Having considered the letter of the Permanent
Representative of Jordan on the situation in Jerusa-
lem (S/10313) and the reports of the Secretary-
General (S/8052, S/8146, S/9149 and Add.l,
S/9537 and S/10124 and Add.1 and 2), and having
read the statements of the parties concerned on the
question,

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

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

“Noting with concern further that since the adop-
tion of the above-mentioned resolutions Israel has
taken further measures designed to change the status
and character of the occupied section of Jerusalem,

“1, Reaffirms Security Council resolutions 252
(1968) and 267 (1969);

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

“3  Confirms in the clearest porsible terms that
all legislative and administrative actions taken by
Israel to change the status of the city of Jerusalem
including expropriation of land and properties, trans-
fer of populations and legislation aimed at the incor-

poration of the occupied section are totally invalid

and cannot change that status;

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

“5, Requests the Secretary-General, in consulta-
tion with the President of the Security Council and
using such instrumentalities as he may choose, in-
cluding a representative or a mission, to report to
the Security Council as appropriate and in any event
within 60 days on the implementation of this reso-
lution.” :

194. The representative of the Syrian Arab Repub-
lic proposed four amendments (S/10338/Rev.1) to
the Somali draft resolution. He proposed that in the
first line of operative paragraph 4, after the word
“Israel”, the following phrase be added: “to rescind
all previous measures and actions and”. In operative
paragraph 5, he proposed the replacement of the words
“as he may choose” by the words “as they may
choose”. In the same paragraph, he proposed that the
Secretary-General should report in 30 days instead of
60 days. Finally, he proposed the addition of the fol-
lowing new operative paragraph:

“6. Decides that the Security Council shall recon-
vene without delay to consider the report referred
to in paragraph 5 and what further actions should
be taken under the Charter.”
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195. The representative of the Syrian Arab Repub-
lic noted that many speakers in the Council had ex-
pressed their opposition to Israel’s violations of inter-
national law and of various United Nations resolutions
that opposition should have been reflected in a resolu-
tiori more responsive to the obligation of the Council,
which should call upon Member States to recognize
the illegality of Israel’s action in Jerusalem and to re-
frain from giving any form of assistance to Israel. The
final step would be the application of sanctions, accord-
ing to Chapter VII of the Charter.

196. In his capacity as representative of Japan, the
President of the Council stated that resolution 242
(1967) had clearly emphasized the inadmissibility of
the acquisition of territory by war, a principle that
applied to the situation of Jerusalem. His delegation
deplored Israel’s failure to grant the Secretary-General
a detailed description of the so-called “Master Plan”
and reiterated the position of his Government on the
desirability of an international régime for the city of
Jerusalem. His delegation was in favour of the Somali
draft resolution, as well as the idea of designating a
mission of investigation which would report to the
Council on conditions in Jerusalem.

197. The representative of Burundi stated that the
status of Jerusalem called for respect by all parties
concerned, who should do nothing that might in any
way contribute to making the situation in the area
more dangerous. His delegation believed that the re-
sponsibility of the Council lay in re-establishing an
atmosphere conducive to prayer and meditation in the
Holy City, and he thought that the United Nations
should devise ways of convincing Israel to rescind its
decisions concerning the city, including measures for
annexation that might become irreversible.

198. The representative of Sierra Leone stated that
his Government believed that peace in the Middle East
could only be achieved by Israel’s withdrawal from the
occupied territories, in accordance with resolution 242
(1967). Relying on its military power, Israel had re-
jected a peaceful settlement and had continued its
defiance of the international will. Furthermore, it had
been taking measures to change the status of the Holy
City, without any consideration for the feelings of
Christians and Moslems throughout the world. If that
policy was not ended, the dreadful result would be an
intensification of hostility in the area.

199. As a result of appeals made by the represen-
tatives of France and the United States, which were
subsequently supported by the representatives of the
United Kingdom, Somalia and Italy, the representative

of the Syrian Arab Republic withdrew three of his

amendments to the Somali draft resolution and re-
quested a vote on the first. The representative of the
USSR requested a separate vote on operative para-
graph 5 of the draft resolution.

Decisions: At the 1582nd meeting, on 25 Septem-
ber 1971, the first amendment of the Syrian Arab
Republic (S/10338/Rev.1) was adopted by 13 votes
to none, with 2 abstentions (Nicaragua and United
States of America).

Paragraph 5 of the draft resolution of Somalia
(S/10337) was adopted by 12 votes to none, with
3 abstentions (Poland, Syrian Arab Republic and
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics).




The drajft resolution, as amended, was adopted as
a whole by 14 votes to none, with 1 abstention (Syrian
Arab Republic) as resolution 298 (1971).

200. After the vote, the representative of the United
Kingdom said that he voted for the resolution, because
it was consistent with his Government’s position on
Jerusalem. He expressed the hope that Israel would
heed the resolution’s call and would give its full co-
operation to the Secretary-General in carrying out his
mandate.

201. The representative of Jordan said that, if
Israel continued in its refusal to comply with the Coun-
cil’s decisions, then the only avenue left would be the
application of Chapter VII of the Charter.

202. The representative of the United States said
that he had supported the resolution, because it was
time to reiterate his Government’s concern that nothing
should be done in Jerusalem that could prejudice an
ultimate peaceful solution.

203. The representative of Israel said that the reso-
lution just adopted disregarded Israel’s basic rights and
sought to violate the natural unity of the city. Above
all, it reflected the view of States hostile to Israel’s
independence.

204. The representative of the Syrian Arab Repub-
lic said that his delegation had abstained, because,
though approving some of the draft’s constructive ele-
ments, it believed that the Council should have started
from paragraphs 6 and 7 of its resolution 267 (1969),
which had been adopted unanimously.

3. SUBSEQUENT REPORTS AND COMMUNICATIONS

205. In a report dated 19 November (S/10392)
submitted in pursuance of Security Council resolutics
298 (1971) of 25 September 1971 concerning Jerusa-
lem, the Secretary-General stated that, under the ierms
of that resolution, he had held consuitations with the
President of the Security Council! on its implementa-
tion and subsequently had informed Israel of his in-
tention to nominate a mission, consisting of three
members of the Council, with a view to enabling him
to report to the Council as requested. On 1 October,
he had indicated to the Foreign Minister of Israel that
he had in mind as members of the mission the repre-
sentatives of Argentina, Italy and Sierra Leone, whose
Governments had signified their willingness to serve on
that mission. He had reminded Israel that, under the
terms of the resoiution, he had a 60-day limit for re-
porting and therefore was bound to report within that
period. Having received no reply from Israel, he had
again, on 28 October, drawn Israel’s attention to the
fact that he would appreciate receiving its comments
as soon as possible. On 15 November, the representa-
tive of Israel had transmitted a letter containing his
Government’s views concerning paragraph 4 of reso-
lution 298 (1971), without, however, touching upon
the question of Israel’s response to the proposal for i
mission under that resolution. On 16 November, the
Secretary-General had again addressed a letter to the
representative of Israel in which, after having recalled
that Israel’s reply had not referred to the question of
a mission, he had indicated that, inasmuch as the
time-limit for his report would expire on 24 November,
he had no alternative but to submit his report to the
Security Council without taking further action to acti-
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vate the three-man mission. Consequently, he informed
the Council that, since September 1967, he had had
no means of obtaining first-hand information in the
fulfilment of his reporting responsibilities under resolu-
tion 298 (1971). After careful consideration of that
resolution, he and the President of the Security Coun-
cil had concluded that the best way to fulfil those
responsibilities was through a mission of three mem-
bers of the Council, for which the co-operation of
Israel would obviously be required. However, Israel
had not indicated willingness to comply with the reso-
lution. In the light of Israel’s failure to abide by the
decision of the Security Council, he had been unable
to fulfil his mandate under resolution 298 (1971).

206. The Secretary-General annexed to his report
copies of his exchange of letters with the Government
of Israel. In its letter of 15 November, Israel had re-
stated its position with regard to the provision con-
tained in resolution 298 (1971) calling on it to
“rescind all previous measures and actions” to change
the status of Jerusalem. Israel held that the restoration
of the status of the city prior to 1567 would involve
rescinding the unity, peace and sanctity of the city in
order to restore division and conflict and considered
it inconceivable that the majority of the Council would
wish to restore such a situation. Concerning the sug-
gestion that Israel was planuing action to annul the
heterogeneous character of the population, Israel gave
assurances that the proportions of different ethnic popu-
lation groups in the city were not expected to change.
As for the interests of the international community,
Israel reaffirmed that the protection of the Holy Places
was ensured by law and that there was freedom for all
to \Illisit and pray at the Holy Places of the three great
faiths.

207. By a letter dated 20 January 1972 (S/10517),
the representative of Jordan transmitted a statement
issued by his mission with reference to Israel’s letter
of 15 November 1971. In reply to Israel’s claim that
restoration of the status of Jerusalem to that existing
prior to 1967 would mean the return to a military
demarcation line, Jordan stated that the demarcation
line and any other arrangements flowing therefrom had
been a result of Israel’s aggression. Contrary to the
claim contained in Israel’s letter regarding the issue of
population, it had been proved that what had become
new Jerusalem had formerly been predominantly anm
Arab city, currently occupied and despoiled by Israel,
in violation of all international conventions and United
Nations resolutions. After pointing out that the prob-
lem of Jerusalem was an integral part of the problem
of terminating Israeli occupation of all Arab territories,
Jordan rejected Israel's claim that all citizens in the
city had a voice in its adminisiration and added that
Israel had deported the duly elected mayor of that
sector. With regard to the laws enacted by Israel for
the protection of the Holy Places, Jordan stated that
no one party should arrogate to itself the privilege of

redrafting legislation covering-2,000--years of-history,

traditions and rights. In conclusion, Jordan said, no
matter how Israel tried to justify its annexation of the:
city, the measures it had taken to change its status.
were contrary to all international Conventions, as well
as United Nations resolutions and the Charter. Con-
sequently, the Security Council should assume its re~
sponsibilities and ensure that a life of freedom, peace,
dignity and harmony was guaranteed for all.



D. General statements and other matters brought
to the attention of the Security Council in
connexion with the situation in the Middle
East

208. By a letter dated 13 July 1971 (S/10272),
the representative of the Organization of African Unity
(OAU) in New York transmitted the text of resolu-
tions adopted by the Assembly of Heads of State and
Government of OAU at its eighth session, held in
Addis Abata from 21 to 23 June 1971. In one of
those resolutions, OAU called for immediate with-
drawal of Israel forces from all Arab territories and
expressed its full support of the Special Representa-
tive of the Secretary-General of the United Nations in
his efforts to implement Security Council resolution 242
(1967). It also called upon Israel to make a positive
reply to the Special Representative’s initiative for peace
of 8 February 1971.

209. In a letter dated 13 August (S/10290), the
representative of the Syrian Arab Republic referred to
a reported decision by the International Bank for
Reconstruction and Development to grant Israel a loan
of $30 million to expand its highway network and
stated that the loan in question was shocking, in view

of Israel’s disregard and defiance of all the United

Nations resolutions adopted on the Arab-Israeli con-
flict. He stated that, in addition to more than 2,000
million dollars’ worth of Arab property in Falestine
taken by force by Israel in 1948, thousands of millions
of American dollars had poured into that country,
giving the settlers a privileged status in relation to
that of the other inhabitants of the region. Even after

the aggression of 1967, United States military and”

economic assistance had run into the thousands of

millions of dollars, despite the severe indictment of
Israel by the United Nations and specialized agencies. -

210. In a letter dated 24 August (S/10297), the
representative of Israel drew the attention of the Secu-
rity Council to a joint declaration made in Damascus
on 20 August by the Presidents of Egypt, the Syrian
Arab Republic and the Libyan Arab Republic to mark
the ‘signing by the three States of the Constitution of
the Federation of Arab Republics. That declaration,
the letter stated, reflected a policy rejecting peace with
israel and constituted a violation of the United Nations
Charter and dcfiance of the obligation to reach a peace-
ful settlement of the Isracl-Arab conflict under resolu-
tion 242 (1967).

211. By a letter dated 8 October (S/10632),
Israel transmitted the text of a letter it had addressed
on 30 September to the International Civil Aviation
Organization (ICAQ), in which it was stated that,
between 23 August and 3 September 1971, two Arab
terrorists had attempted to bring about the destruction
in flight of an aircraft belonging to El Al, the national
airline of Israel. It was the belief of the Government
of Israel that further acts of sabotage were contem-
plated and, therefore, it was urging ICAO to take the
necessary measures to prevent the recurrence of acts
of violence against international civil aviation that
would jeopardize the safety of persons and property
and would gravely affect the operations of the inter-
national air services.

. 212, In a letter dated 11 May 1972 (S/10639),
Israel informed the Secretary-General that, on 8 May
1972, armed agents of the terror organization called
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Black September had captured a civilian aircraft of
the Belgian airline Sabena during its flight from Bel-
gium to Israel and that, after landing it at Lod airport
in Israel, the hijackers had threatened to blow up the
aircraft with its passengers and crew if Israel did not
release members of Arab terror organizations detained
in Israel. On the following day, a unit of Israel forces
had been able to gain control of the aircraft and free
all the passengers but, in the process, had killed two
of the hijackers and captured two others. Israel noted
that the reaction of the Arab Governments and Arab
information media had indicated support for the hi-
jackers and that the terror organizations continued
not only to enjoy the support of the Arab Govern-
ments but to maintain bases on their territories, where
they received military assistance and training. That act
of air piracy, the letter concluded, reflected the crimi-
nality of the activities of terror organizations, as well
as the responsibility of the Arab Governments.

'213. In a letter dated 31 May (S/10668), Israel
informed the President of the Security Council that,
on the previous day, an armed attack had taken place
at Lod Airport, when three men, who had arrived by
Air France from Rome, had entered the airport lounge
and opened fire indiscriminately on the crowd, killing
25 persons and wounding 70. Two of the assailants
had been killed, and the third, who had been captured,
had stated that he and his colleagues were Japanese
nationals hired to commit that crime by the Popular
Front for the Liberation of Palestine, which shortly
thereafter had claimed responsibility for the mass mur-
der. Israel recalled that it had previously drawn the
attention of the Council to the responsibility of Arab
Governments, particularly Lebanon, for the criminal
operations conducted by Arab terror organizations,
which it charged maintained offices in Beirut, where
they received support from Lebanon and other Arab
countries. In conclusion, Israel requested that the
Arab Governments, especially Lebanon, put an imme-
diate end to the activities of those organizations.

214. By a further letter dated 31 May (S/10671),
the representative of Israel transmitted excerpts from
a statement made by Israel’s Prime Minister in the
Knesset, in connexion with the Lod Airport incident.
In that statement, after deploring the incident and
expressing condolences to those who suffered from it,
the Prime Minister recalled that dozens of air inci-
dents had taken place since the Swissair disaster two
years earlier, and stressed Lebanon’s responsibility for
harbouring and supporting the terrorist organizations
responsible for those incidents. She warned that Israel
would not be the only target of the terrorists and
appealed to all Governments and airlines to co-operate
and to take the necessary measures to keep the hijack-
ing plague from spreading.

215. In a letter dated 31 May (S/10670), Lebanon
said that by attributing the responsibility for the airport
incident to a Palestinian organization that had its head-
quarters in Beirut, Israel sought to place responsibility
for the incident on Lebanon. His Government, how-
ever, condemned all acts of violence against innocent
civilians and was in no way implicated in the incident.
Accordingly, the accusations made by Israel should be
rejected as unfounded.

216. By a letter dated 1 June (S/10673), Israel
replied that Lebanon had not denied that it was the
location of the headquarters of the organization respon-




sible for the Lod Airport incident and reiterated that
Lebanon was fully responsible for harbouring organi-
zations engaged in the murder of innocent civilians and
for failing in its international obligations to put an end
to their activities.

217. In a letter dated 2 June (S/10675), Israel
drew the attention of the Council to a statement by
Egypt’s Prime Minister broadcast by Cairo radio that,
the letter said, gave official approval to the incident
of Lod Airport, thus showing that Government’s sup-
port for the activities of Arab terror organizations.
After recalling Egypt’s role in the operations carried
out by the terror organizations, Israel charged that
Egypt’s involvement in, and identification with, their
activities had reached new depths of criminality and
therefore Egypt’s responsibility was clear, In a reply
dated 8 June (S/10688), Egypt stated that Israel was
trying to shift the responsibility of the incident to a
number of Governments. Its official statements and
threats of reprisals had the objective of furthering its
aggression against the Palestinian people and its ex-
pansionist design against the Arab States in the area.
In the light of those statements, Israel must be held
responsible for the grave consequences of any action
it might undertake in the future.

218. By a letter dated 2 June (S/10677/Rev.1),
the representative of Lebanon transmitted the text of
a statement made by the President of Lebanon regard-
ing the Lod incident, in which he denied his country’s
responsibility and asked how Lebanon could be respon-
sible for the action of foreign commandos transported
to Israel from a foreign capital by a foreign company.
The fact that a communiqué had been issued in Beirut
by a Palestinian organization claiming responsibility
for the incident meant only that Beirut was a centre
for the world-wide disseminatica of information. How-
ever, new measures had been taken to prevent Lebanon
from being a centre of information for that organiza-
tion. Referring to the statement of the President of
Lebanon, Israel, in a letter dated 6 June (S/10683),
complained that south-eastern Lebanon had become the
base for 5,000 members of terror organizations and
that Beirut was the seat of those organizations, where
attacks were initiated, planned and directed, including
the massacre at Lod Airport. Therefore, tc claim that
Lebanese territory was not involved in the incident was
only an attempt on the part of Lebanor to misconstrue
facts and evade the obligation to put an end to terror
operations. Israel then cited statements made in 1969
by the former President of Lebanon and in January
1972 by its Prime Minister that, it said, indicated that
Lebanon was supporting terror warfare against Israel.
By invoking the refugee problem as an excuse for
terror operations against Israel, Lebanon was using
any pretext to justify its support for terror warfare.
In a reply dated 8 June (S/10689 and Corr.1) Leba-
non rejected Israel’s charges and stated that Israel was
deliberately distorting the statements made by the
former President and by the Prime Minister of Leba-
non. In a letter dated 9 June (S/10690), Israel, in
replv to the Egyptian and Lebanese letters of 8 June
(S/10688 and S/10689 and Corr.1), said that neither
country had denied that innocent civilians had been

massacred at Lod Airport by Arab terror organizations

operating from Lebanon. Both continued to support
terror organizations and had failed to put an end to
their activities. In fact, since the agreement in 1969
between Lebanon and those organizations, 548 attacks
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had been perpetrated from Lebanese territory resulting
in the killing of 44 Israelis and the wounding of 190.
Moreover, 73 civilians had been killed and about 90
injured as a result of assaults by Arab terrorists origi-
nating from Lebanon against international avia*ion.

219. In a letter dated 12 June (S/10695), Leb-
anon stated that Israel had again tried unsuccessfully
to implicate it in the airport incident, but its accusations
against Lebanon had been dismissed by the Security
Council on many occasions. On the other hand, since
Israel’s attack on the Beirut Airport in 1968, Israel
had committed hundreds of acts of aggression involving
violation of Lebanon’s air space and territorial waters,
in addition to shelling its territory and raiding its vil-
lages. As a consequence of those acts of aggression, 42
civilians and 4 military personnel had been killed, 128
civilians and 16 military personnel wounded, and 45
civilians and 11 military personnel abducted. Instead of
making falsc charges against Lebanon, Israel shouild
implement United Nations resolutions aimed at estab-
lishing peace based on justice in the area. In a reply
dated 13 June (S/10696), Isracl stated that although
it had listed measures taken by Israel in legitimate seif-
defence in order to put an end to terrorists’ attacks,
Lebanon had failed not only to take measures against
the terror organizations but to abide by its international
obligations to take such measures. Lebanon should
realize that it was duty-bound to put an immediate and
effective end to that situation. '

220. By a letter dated 6 June (S/10684), the rep-
resentative of the Libyan Arab Republic transmitted to
the Secretary-General the text of a memorandum issued
by the Palestine Liberation Organization in connexion
with the incident at Lydda Airport. The incident, said
the memorandum, should be viewed as part of a con-
flict that had resulted from the usurpation of the land
of Palestine and the denial of the rights of the Palestin-
ians. The tension in the area was a direct result of
the viclence introduced and practised by the Zionist
movement and, later, by the State of Israel, to which
the Palestinians had responded with armed resistance.
The acts of violence that the Zionist movement and
Israel had committed before and after the establish-
ment of the State of Israel had resulted in hundreds of
innocent civilian victims and were designed to consoli-
date the spoils of earlier aggression and to penetrate
further into the Arab world. Therefore, the responsi-
bility for the airport incident did not lie with any Arab
State but with the Zionist movement and Israel. While
expressing regret for the loss of innocent lives, the
memorandum warned that the Middle East was in a
state of war and that in any zone of war, people
travelled at their own risk.

221. In a letter dated 8 June (S/10687), Israel
stated that the Palestine Liberation Organization was
the principal. Arab terror group openly engaged in acts
of murder against civilians. Although the civilized
world had been shocked by the attack at Lod Airport,
there had been jubilation and attempts to whitewash
the crime in the Arab States. The submission of the
memorandum by the Libyan Arab Republic was a
further example of Arab responsibility:in the matter.
In a reply dated 12 June (S/10697), the Libyan Arab
Republic reiterated that Israel was responsible for the
continued violence in the area and stated that Libya’s
policy was to support the just struggle of the Palestin-
ian people for its national rights.




222. By a letter dated 26 May (S/10665 and
Add.1), the representatives of Afghanistan, Algeria,
Bahrain, Egypt, Guinea, Indonesia, Iran, Jordan, Ku-
wait, Lebanon, the Libyan Arab Republic, Malaysia,
Mali, Mauritania, Morocco, Niger, Oman, Pakistan,
Qatar, Saudi Arabia, Sierra Leone, Somalia, the Sudan,
the Syrian Arab Republic, Tunisia, the United Arab
Emirates and Yemen transmitted to the Secretary-
General the text of a resolution on the Middle East
problem that had been adopted at the Third Islamic
Conference. The resolution condemned Israel for its
aggression of 1967 against Arab countries and its vio-
lation of the Charter of the United Nations, insisted
on the withdrawal of Israel from all the occupied Arab
territories and requested the permanent msmbers of
the Security Council to take all appropriate measures
to persuade Israel to withdraw from those territories
and to refrain from providing it with any military or
economic support so that it might not persist in refus-
ing to withdraw.

E. Activities of the Special Representative of the
Secretary-General to the Middle East

(a) Report of the Secretary-General

223. In a report dated 30 November 1971, (S/
10403), which was also addressed to the General
Assembly, the Secretary-General gave a comprehensive
account of the activities of his Special Representative,
Ambassador Gunnar Jarring, since January 1971.

224. The Secretary-General repeated the details of
the Special Representative’s discussions with the par-
ties, of the aide-mémoires submitted by the Special
Representative to Egypt and Israel on 8 February 1971
and of the responses of those Governments, which were
already contained in reports submitted to the Security
Council early in 1971 and described in the preceding
report of the Council.

225. The Secretary-General went on to recall that
in his report of 5 March 1971 (S/10070/Add.2), he
had noted with satisfaction the positive reply given by
Egypt and had appealed to Isracl to respond favour-
ably to Ambassador Jarring’s initiative. He had also
appealed to both parties to continue to observe the
cease-fire and to maintain the quiet that had prevailed
in the area since August 1970. In response to that
appeal, Israel had again indicated its willingness to
continue to observe the cease-fire on a basis of reci-
procity. On 7 March, the President of Egypt had
declared that his Government was no longer commit-
ted to a cease-fire.

226. Subsequently, the talks under Ambassador
Jarring’s auspices had lapsed. He had therefore re-
turned to Moscow on 25 March 1971 to resume his
duties as Ambassador of Sweden.

227. Ambassador Jarring had again bezn at Head-
quarters from 5 to 12 May and from 21 September to
27 October 1971 but had found no possibility for ac-
tively pursuing his mission.

228. In his report, the Secretary-General noted that
during that time, two separate initiatives had been

taken to promote agreement between the parties: first,
an effort made by the United States of Araerica to
promote an interim agreement providing for the re-
opening of the Suez Canal, which, so far, had not
achieved any positive results; second, a mission of
inquiry conducted by certain African heads of State on
behalf of OAU, which was still in progress. The fact
that those initiatives were being pursued constituted an
additional reason for Ambassador Jarring not to un-
dertake personal initiatives.

229. The Secretary-General concluded his report by
stating that recent developments had added to the ur-
gency of his views on the situation in the Middle East,
as expressed in the introduction to his annual report on
the work of the Organization for 1970/71. He felt that
appropriate organs of the United Nations must review
the situation again to find ways and means to enable
the Jarring mission to move forward.

(b) Further communications

230. By a letter dated 9 December (S/10438), the
representative of Israel transmitted to the Secretary-
General the text of Israel’s reply to the proposals made
by the OAU Committee of Ten on the situation in the
Middle East. In that reply, Israel agreed to resume nego-
tiations without prior conditions under the auspices of
Ambassador Jarring under resolution 242 (1967) and
agreed that the secure and recognized boundaries should
be determined by negotiation between the parties and
embodied in the peace agreement and that further
arrangements for ensuring their security could be nego-
tiated. Israel also agreed that the terms of withdrawal to
the boundaries negotiated and agreed should be em-
bodied in the peace treaty. In accordance with reso-

. lution 242 (1967), free navigation in all international

28

waterways, including the Suez Canal and the Sirait of
Tiran for all ships and cargoes, including those of
Israel, would be provided for in the peace agreement.

231. By a letter dated 10 December (S/10443)
addressed to the Secretary-General, the representative
of Egypt transmiited the text of a memorandum sub-
mitted by his Government to the Chairman of the
Sub-Committee of the four African heads of State in
response to the proposals submitted by the OAU Com-
mittee. In that memorandum, Egypt declared that it
would agree to hold indirect negotiations under the
auspices of Ambassador Jarring for the implementation
of Security Council resolution 242 (1967) in all its
parts and for the implementation of Ambassador Jar-
ring’s initiative of 8 February 1971 for the conclusion
of a peace agreement. Egypt was also ready to under-
take the required arrangements for re-opening the
Canal in return for the first stage of Israeli withdrawal.
Egypt also would agree that secure an