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: ?~R ﬁ T"D 21 MAY 1982 FROM THE PERMANENT REPRESENRTATIVE QF
IRAQ TO THE UNITED NATIONS ADDRESSED TO THE SECRETARY-GEWERAL

On instruchions from my Government I wish to transmit bherswith a letter
dated 21 May 18%2 from Mr. Abmad Hussein, Minister for Foreign Affairs of the
Zepublic of Izag, concerning the decisions to demarcate the land boundary
botwsen Irag and Ruwaeit adopted by the Commission you appointed in comnection
with that houndary.

I should be grateful if you would have this letter and its annex

circulated a2 o dogument of the Becurity Council.

(Signed) &Abd al-Amir AL-ANBARI
Ambagsador
Pernanent Representative
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Annex

oy dated 21 May 1992 from the Minister for Foreign Affairs
2f Ixsg addresssed to the Secretary-General

¥ou are., no doubt, aware of the decisions of your appointed Commission on

he subject of the Irag-Kuwsoit boundary-line, which were adopted on
J g ¥ 14

!
:
hpr

41 1992, durinyg the Commission's fifth session in New York, and upon

which the boundary demarcation is to be based.

Cn this occasion I would 1like to elucidate to you the viewpoint of the

Government of Irag regarding this matter which, in view of its vital
importance, is serious pot only te Irag's interests, but also to the common
intereasts, be it in our Arab region or the other regions in the world that
witness internmational disputes regarding boundaries.

Your
on Se
4 Apr
wag §

FPirst, before anything else, I would like to refer to my lctter to
Bzcellency of 6§ April 1991, regqarding the Covermnment of Irag's position
curity Council resolution 687 (1991), adopted by the Council on

11 19931 (8/22456)., I dealt in the first section of my letter with what
pecifigd in the aforementioned resolution with regard to the subject of

the boundary between Iraq and Kuwait, Ip this respect I stated in my letter
the falloving:

"While in its preamble, the resolution reaffirms that Irag is an
independent soversign Btate, the fact remains that a gocd number of its
iniguitous provisions impair that sovereignty. In fact, the resolution
constitutes an unprecedented assault on the spvereignty, and the rights
that stem therefrom, embodied in the Charter and in intermational law apg
pragtige. For ezample, where the question of boundaries {s concerned,
the Bagurity Council hae determined in advance the boundary between Irag
and Ruwait. And yet it is well known, from the juridical and practical
standppint, that in intermational relations boundary issues must be the
subject of an agresment between States, since this is the only hasis
capeble of guaraptesing the stability of frontiers,

"Morsaver. the vesolution fails to take ipto account Irag's view,
which 1s well knowa to the Coupeil, that the provisions relating to the
voundary betwesn Irag and Kuwait contained in the “Agreed Minutes betwepn
the State of Ruwalt and the Republic of Iraq regarding the Restoration of
Friendly Relations, Recegnition and Related Matters" dated 4 October 19563
have net yet been subjected to the gonstitutional procedures required for
ratification of the Agreed Minutes by the legislative branch and the
Prosident of Irag, thus leaving the question of the boundary pending and
unresolved, The Toupcil has pevertheless imposed on Irag a boundary with
Buwait. By acting ip this strange manner, the Council itself has also
violated one of the provisisns of resolution 660, which served as the
basis for its subsequent resolutions. In its paragraph 3, tesolut;ou 660
calls upon Irag and Kuwait to resolve their differences through
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negotiation, and the gquestion of the boundary is well known to be one of
the main differences. Irag officially informed the Council that it
accepted resolution 660 and was prepared to apply it, but the Council has
goune beyond this legal position, contradicting its previous resolutions,
and adopted am iniquitous resolution which inposes on Iraq, an
independent and sovereign State and a Member of the United Nations, new
conditions and a situation which Qeprives it of its right to establish
its territcrial rights in accordance with the priaciples of international
lav. Thus the Council is also depriving Irag of its right to exercise
its free choice and to affirm that it accepts the boundary without
reservation. Whare the question of the boundary is concerned, the
Council resolution is an inigquitous resolution which constitutes a
dangerous precedent, a first in the annals of the international
Organization and - as some impartial membsrs of the Council indicated in
their Statemepts when the rssolution was voted on - an assault on the
sovereignty of States.

“It is also to bs noted that the United States of America, the
author of the original draft resolution on which raesolution 687, which
imposes a solution to the boundary and other differences between Ira; and
Kuwait, was based, refuses to iwpose any solution whatsosver on its ally,
Israel, in accordance with conventions, United Natious resolutioans and
international law.

"Furthermore, the United States of America is preventing the
Security Council from assuming the responsibilities iacumbent upon it
with respect to the Arab-Zioanist conflict, the Israeli policy of
annexation of the occupied Arab territories, the establishment of
settlsments, the displacement of pcpulations and the disregard for the
rights of the Palestinian people and the neighbouring Arab countries, by
vetoing any draft resolution approvad by the remaining members of the
Council, for the simple reason that Israal Soes not want a resolution
which favours a just settlement of the conflict."

Second, in paragraph 3 of resolution 687 (1991), the Security Council
called upon the Sscretary-General “to iend his assistance to make arrangements
with Irag and Kuwait to demarcate the boundary between Iraq and Kuwaait,
drawing on appropriate material, including the map transmitted by %“ecurity
Council document S$/22412 and to report back to the Security Council within one
month;”. In accordance with this, the Secretary-General prepared a draft
report which was presented by the Legal Counsel of the United Nations
Secrecariat to Irag's Permanent Representative to the United Nations in
New York during a meeting that was held betwaen them on 17 April 1991, asking
him to present the Iragi Gevernment's opinion. We have presented our remarks
in my Jetter dated 23 April 1991 (S/225%8, annex II, enclosure), and which can
De summed up in the following pelnis:

1. The unavailability of any legal basis for the Security Council‘s
censideration of the map attached to document $/22412 dated 28 March 1991 upen
a request froum Lhe rermanent Missien ol toe Yoited Riugdue of Gieat Bralaau
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and Northern Ireland amongst the appropriate material which the proceas of
demarcation depends upon. The Iragi Government has not besn a paity in the
drawing of the said map; also, it has not recognized it and there is no
evidence of such recognition. On this basis, tihe consideration of this map
amongst the materials upon which the process of the demarcation depends is
tantamount to an arbitrary imposition from a single party onm the will of Iraq,
which is a sovereign State and a Member of the United Nations. It is also a
preconceived judgement on the course of the horder line ¢a the grouand before
any commission has embarked on the process of boundary demarcatioan.

2. Landing assistance from the Secretary-General for iaying down
measures to demarczte the boundary between Irag and Kuwait must offer complete
balance batween the extremes any of the two parties might go to in the course
of implementing the demarcation process, and provide for the solution of
disputes that might arise between them in their technical positions, a method
which ensures justice and fairumess. From this standpoint, we observed that
the composition of the Commission that was proposed by the Secretary-General
for implementing the process of demarcation could not render justice and
fairness and in particular, in the light of what is explained in section 1
above. The Secretary-General had proposed that the Commission be composed of
five members, two representing Irag and Kuwait and three independent experts
chosen by the Secretary-General who appoints one of them as Chairman of the
Commission. The Secretary-General also suggested that the Commission's
decisions be taken by & majority vote. Nevertheless, the Governmert of Irag
expressad at the same time its bhelief that, as long as it would not have any
role in the choice of the said experts, then it would not be able to confirm
in advance the fact of thelir indepeadence; hence its opinion in the course of
the demarcation process would be represented by a single member only, out of
five mambers.

3. In addition to what was provided in reseolutiou 687 (1991} about the
basis upon «hich the process of demarcation depends, the Secretary-Jeneral‘s
draft report provided other bases that were expressed in a vague and
undetermined manner. The draft reporxrt mentioned that the Commission could
utilize "appropriate technology"” and that the Commissicn would "make the
necessary arrapgements for the identification and examination of appropriate
material relevanc to the demarcation of the boundary". It is for this reason
that Irag had requested the elucidation of these concepts because it woula
help to minimize the possibilities of dispute in the future when the
Commiasion embarked on its work.

4. The Secretary-General's draft report imposed upon Iraq half the
expenses of the demarcation proucess. This prompted the Government of lrag to
question the basis of this opinion as long as the overall content of the
suacestions, provided in the draft report., seemad to be almost a "contract af
adhesion" in which Irag had no free will to agree consensually oo its
content. It was proposed that Iraq bear half the erpensas of the demarcstion
process without having any consideration for its opinion 'n the overall
beundary process, whether ..n its delimitation or in its demarcation. From
t ..5 standpeint the Iragi fijovernment did not find any justification on the
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It iz worth mentioning that the Goverument of Iraq had assured the
Secretary-General of its full resdiness for consultations regarding its stated
iemarks, whether it he in Mew York or aay other place. It had alsc been
indicated that, like Irag’s acceptance of resolution 687 {19%1), in spite of
its objections to it and its criticism of its contents, the Iragi Government
would cooperate with the Secretary-General and would nominate its
representative in the Demarcation Commission even if the Secretary-General did
net take inko consideration the remarks and views of the Iragi Government
owing to the continuation of the same circumstances which imposed acceptance
upon Irag,

The Jecretary-Gemeral replied in his letter, dated 30 april 1891
{5s/22558, omnex III), to the remarks and views of Irag. He relied in his
reply on the text of resolution 687 (1991) regarding the basis of demarcation
as if they were unknown to Irag, and he expressed to Iraq his assurances that
he would be keen to guarantee the independence of the experts. He referred to
the Demarcation Commission the task of interpreting some of the vague concepts
of the demarcation bases on the pretext that his interpretation would affect
the independence of the Commission’'s work. He stated that Iraq's
participation in the Commissjon would enable the Iragi Govermment to express
its views, hence it had to bear half the expenses of the demarcation precess.
The Secretary-General did not target, with such replies., the substantive issue
of Irag's remarks and views, the point of which had been to hope that the
Secretary-Gemeral would seek, in the light of the imposition by the Security
Council resolution of a houndary delimitation formula between Iraq and Kuwait
and the basis of the boundary demarcation process, to ensure justice and
fairness throughout by the achievement of balance and equality between the
positions of the two parties in some very vital aspects, namely, the method of
the Commission's composition, the manner of carrying out its technical task,
the method of taking its decisions, the nature of the said decisions and their
characteristics, and other importaant matters. For that matter the Iragi
Government had called for consultations, a call which was totally ignored by
the Secretary-General after he had submitted his draft report, without any
alterations, to the Security Council in document $/22558 dated 2 May 1991,
Yet, in spite of all this Irag participated in the Commission's work.

Third, as you know, the Commission held its first session in New York on
23 and 24 May 1991. During that session, which dealt with organizationmal
matters, the Commission decided that its work was "technical and not
political" and that the nature of the task entrusted to it related solely to
“the demarcation of the boundary". It reguested the two independent experts
Mr. Ian Brook (Sweden) and Mr. William Robertson {New Zealand} to present a
plan of work during the next session.

The second session was held in Geneva from 2 to 12 July 1991, The two

independent experts presented in that session a "discussion paper", which
contained, as they put it, background information on the interpretation of the

loeon
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bounfary demarcation which could be considered as the starting-peoint in the
discussions of the Commission.

B3 you are aware, the Commission adopted during that session a number of
crucial decisions, both substantive and technical, by which it sstiled the
fundamental bases of what was to be the rsourse of the land boundary. This was
done in an atmosphere distinguished by a number of characteristics that cannot
e overlecoked by any fair and objective observer. Permit me to take one
example of the manner in which the Commission reached one of its major
decisions on substance, namely the one relating to the creation of a
turning-point at Safwan, a point which controlled the overall course of what
wag caslled the northern frontier in the direction towards the east. The two
independent experts relied in their interpretation of the said direction on
cartographic considerations based fundamentally on British correspondence and
maps going back to the period when Britain wasg the dominating colonial Power
in the regionm. In their attempt to substzatiate their viewpoint, the two
experts referred to some Iragi maps in order to prove the existence of Iraqi
concepts of the boundary despite the fact that the maps presentsd contained
explicitly 2 disclaimer which has the effect of negating any recognition,
implied acceptance or acquiescence in regard to demarcation. The two experts
also sdught to substantiate their viewpoint on the Iragi concept of
demarcation by relying on an Iraqi diplomatic note going back to June 1340,
which related to the position of the noticeboard placed by the British south
of Safwan, and on an Iragi proposal relating to the demzrcation of the
boundary between Safwan and the sea which entailed an amendment of a formula
called the delimitation formula of 1932, Thisz was done, although everybody
knows that Irag has never accepted any formula relating to demarcation,
whether British or otherwise, and that Britain had rejected the Iraqi note oOf
194¢, and that ic had marred the Iragi proposal of 1955, which Kuwait
rejected, In response to the views of wur oFnerts in this connection, the
representative of Iraq, for example, poinued that in the cremtion 2f
turning-point on the course of the so-called bouwdnry at Safwan the tws
experts falled to look precisely at the formula in the S#23 ant: they
simply concentrated their attention on maps. It is ciear from the said
formula that Safwan was mentioned twice: once as "south of the latitude of
Safwan” to describe the terminal point of the houndary line in the western
area in Wadi al-Batin only and for no cther purpose, and the second as
"passing south of the Safwan Wells” to describe the course of the boundary
iine eastward from the point at al-Batin to the point of intersection between
RKhowr Abd Allah and Khowr Zhobeir. It is very eclear, therefore, that the
turning-point at Safwan was created without anmy justification. The
representative of Irag also pointed ocut in this regard that depending purely
on a cartographic point of view on the guestion would present an incomplete
picture of the appropriate material, To substantiate this point, the
representative of Irag requested the Commission to look into the factual
phenomena of territorial encroachment by the Kuwaiti authorities in a
northwarg direction after 1963. This was achieved by moving border posts,
border police and cil excavation sites and the establishment of agricultural
plantations. All these acts were protesxted by Iragi notes presented through
official channels. All those notes raferred to the "area of the border" and
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specific line, ‘(he representative of Irag showed the Commission a
ion of documeats which represented photocopies of passports that used
ad at a site fixed by the Kuwaiti authorities at "al-Mitla'a"” in
&nﬁ which moved to the north more than 70 kilometres. The
ive of Ivaq statss shat a translation of those documents and notes
mudes in order to present them to the Commission. He noted that Irag
aad not presented them at that session of the Commission as it was not
Zakke tr know what ngeded to be presented before looking at the report of
cxpcrts: and so he reguested the Commission to make the time available
3at.  In this connection, the representative of Irag recalled that,
during the wisit carried out by the Commission to the area separating Irag and
s2i% in June 1991, he had pointed out that the Commission should grant its
memhers ample opportunity to carry out precise research in archives and
libraries in order to do a clean and honest job.

I have referred above in a conceatrated fashion to the manner in which
the Commission has dealt with one fundamental point among those relating to
the course of the border as an example in order to clarify the picture of how
the material known as "appropriate material” was handled. Actuwally, what I
stated inm regard to this point applies also to all others. The fact is that
the Commission, instead of being patient in deciding upon matters and waiting
for the presentation of the documents and notes referred to by the
representative of Iraq, prevented all that by adopting in clear haste
substantive techanical decisions in regard to the demarcation of the so-called
land boundary. This was done under the influvence of clear pressure from the
representative of the rulers of Kuwait, The decisions came successively one
after another through a steam-rolling process led by the representative of
Kuwait in full harmony with the two experts. The said representative
addrossed leadi. > guestions which ended with proposals for a vote, some of
which were form:inted in consultations between him and the two experts.
Hence, the Commission did not pay attention to the correct application of the
rules of procedure, neither did it pay any attention to the interrelated
nature of the substance ¢f the guestions to be decided upon, with the result
that the ore decision negatively affected the substance of the following
decision. 1In addition, the decisions of the Commission far exzceeded the
bounds of the recommendations presesnted by the two experts.

Moreover, the decisions were adopted in full contradiction with the
delimitation formula. The haste in the adoptior of the substantive and
technical decisions during the second session was justified by the pretext
that the report of the Secretary-General had stated that the demarcation
should be achieved as scon as possible in order to promote stability and peace
and security along the border (8/22558, para. 4). But in fact the Commission
sad ended up with one-sided decisions both in source and in substance. Here
83577 w.@rges another fundamental fact, which cannot be overlooked. The
guescion of the boundary between Irag and Kuwait was thought of, initiated and
* in motion alony preconceived lines in order to end with options imposed

upea Irvag whether in regard to delimitation or demarcation of the boundary
without any regard to Irag's ioterests and all the historical facts which
supgork them, In deing so, no room was left for rendering justice and equity

Fuee
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to Iraqg’'s territorial interests. Security Council resolution 687 (1991)
imposed the delimitation formula and the pursuit ia a preccnceived maunner of
demarcation by interposing the concept of the appropriate material and the
consideration of a British map as included in such material. Then came the
report of the Secretary-General to complete the preccnceived imposition
through the manner chosen for the composition of the Commission, the method of
adopting its decisions and the addition of further points for the demarcation
process when the Commission was constrained to demarcate the international
boundary in geographical coordinates of latitude aud longitude. All this led
a.prieri to the adoptiosn of pure cartographic evidence without leaving any
possibility for the presentation of any other evidence drawn from other
appropriate material.

It is worth noting that the Commissior could not consider for lack of
time the question of jintersection of Khowr Abd Allah with Khowr Zhobeir, which
represents the eastern point of the boundary line. This question was taken up
by the Commission during its third session held in Geneva from 12 to
16 August 1991. 1In this connection, the two independent exparts opted for the
view that the Qetermination of the position of the intersection should be made
in the epoch of 1932 as that was the period in which the exchange of letters
had taken place. This view was supported by the Chairman.

What should not be cverlooked is that the Commission has reaci..d that
conclusion after prolonged discussicns, which seem to have been prompted by
the desire to placate, and show courtesy to, the representative of Kuwait at
the expense of full adherence to the rules of procedure. The said
representative sought to achieve two objectives. The first was to determine
the position of the point in question as it is today in order to deprive Iraq
of its historic rights in the waters of the intersection of the Khowrs. The
second objective was to push the Commission into demarcatiang the maritime
boundary in Xhowr Abd Allah despite the fact that thes mandate of the
Commission did not include that. At any rate, this second objective still
stands, for the Commission granted che representative of the Kuwaiti
authorities the opporturity to present the subject again in its fifth session
held in Rew York from 8 to 16 April 1992 and decided to continue with its
consideration at its next session.

After the Commission had adopted its decisions in regard to the
fundamental points of demarcation of the land boundary, the techmical criteria
for the operation of demarcation and the technical measures to ha carried out
in the field. the experts went on to implement those decisions during the
period falling between the third and fifth sessiows of the Commission. As you
know, the Commission decided upon the land boundary line at its fifth sessicn
held in New York recently. In this connection, it is necessary to record some

assantial facrts.

In implementing a technical decision adopted by the Commigsion at its
second scssion,., the two independent =xperts investigated the position of a
turniny-point of what was c¢alled tne boundary at Safwan in a manner that
flatly contradicted the substance of the said decision. The decision of the
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Commission, which was adopted on 11 July 1991, authorized the experts to
conduct investigations and collect information necessary to enable the
Commigsion to decids upon the northern boundary precisely. It emerged during
the £ifth session of the Commission that tlie representative of Kuwait and his
experts had accompanied the independent experts in their investigations in the
area of Safwan contrary to the decision of the Commission. As is clear from
the dlscussion rolsed by the represeantative of Irag onm the gquestion at the
33rd mesting of the Commission, the representative of Irag was informed of
this after the investigation had been carried out. and he had in fact objected
to the idea on the basis of the decision of the Commission as soon as he was
informed of it.

It is also clear that the experts did not only accompany the
representative of the authorities in Kuwait and bis experts to witness the
determination of the position of the turning-point at Safwan but also they had
yelied on the opinion of the Kuwaiti experts in additiom to the British
sources. Accordingly, the representative of the Kuwaiti authorities
participated in the determination of the position of the point at Safwan in
the field despite the fact that he is a party with a direct interest in the
guestion and that the decision of the Commission did not authorize anyone to
proceed along those lines, in which the representative of Iraq was tricked
contrary to the principles of ethice and good faith.

The turning-pcint for the land boundary at Safwan was created contrary to
what way stated ip the text of the delimitation formula in the 1932 document
as wa explained simply becausa the British officials had decided during the
period of their colcnial authority in the area to demarcate that point. The
exparts had taken an Iragi note of 1941 as a starting-point in the creation of
the point in question despite the fact that the successive Iragi Governments
have not agreed at all to any formula to demarcate the boundary agr we
explained.

It is worth noting that the experts of the Commission were not coatent to
rely only on the British sources in demarcating the boundary from that point
to the west and east, on the basis that the said demarcation is dictated by
the cartographic and the techaical nature of the task entrusted to the
Commission, as the Commission itself had emphasized on many occasions since
its first session. This is because the state of the deliberations of the
Commission clearly indicates the contrary, as, at the 34th meeting, the
expecrts expressed their opinion on the necessary force te be given to evidenc:
relating to occupation when they carried out the demarcation. The Commission
approved what the experts opted for, which resulted in seizing very large
areas of Iragi territory fully ackrowledged to be so before with all that it
contains of Lhe 0il resources which were not unknown to the British
colonialistas who used to control the region. Iraqi cicizens were deprived of
their homes and plantatiops, which ¢ nstitute their source of income and which
they have inherited from generation .o gemeration throughout history. This is
in additiun to depriving Irag ol numerous installations and of aoy meaningful
access to the sea, As tar the position of the oil wells, the Kuwrati
autherities themselves acknowle !ged their trespass thereon throvjn
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Saad al Abdullah during the meeting with the Deputy Chairman of the Revclution
Command Council of Iraq held in Jeddah on 30 July 1990.

There is yet another fundamontal fact which should be rscorded for
history. The work of the Commission, and the speed with which it adopted its
decislo:ns in regard to demarcatiun, was not immune from interfexrence by the
Secretariat. All the members of the Commission aré fully aware of the fact
that the Senior Political Adviser to the Seuiatary-General,

Mr. Alvaro d2 Soto, called in the Chairman of the Commission, it:s two experts
and its Secretary in the morning of 13 Apri. 1992 and pressed tliem to complete
the work speedily and without hesitation. This uncalled-for inierference was
prompted by a raguest from the Permapent Rapresentative of Xuwait to the
United Nations. Some guarters may imagine that this interventinn was in
barmony with what was stated in the report of the Secretary-Genaral that the
Commission was responsible 1n the conduct of its work to the Secretary-General
(5722558, para. 6). If this is s0, such an imagir.aticu is pct well-founded,
because the Commiszion is not only compesed of the CThairman cad the two
independent experts but also includes in addition a reuroscatative of sach of
the parties.

One of the striking facts relating to the results of the work of the
Commission is Chat the United Nations Commission came out. with a boundary line
on the basis of British sources aud interpretations whick is worse forx Iraq's
interests than the British lioe drawa on the basis of the sams scurces and
interpretations on the British map (5/22412) referred to in Security Council
resolution 687 (1991) and which successive Iragi Governmenis did not recognize.

Fourth, the results which the Commission reached contradict the facts of
history and geography.

Iraq is known to hava always been a political emtity and the seat of more
than one civilizatioa throughout history. It is a fact known for millenia.
Throughcut its long history. Irag has always “een a coastal State and a major
trading centre. The small village established some two centuries ago on the
banks of the Arabian Gulf under the name of “Kuwait", an Iragi term for
"a small settlement of people", remained throughout the nineteenth century and
up to the Firat World War an Iraqi Qadhaa' (district) belonging to the
Province of Basrah. Under Ottoman administrative law, Kuwait wes sn integral
part of Irag, subject to the Province of Basrak.

In 1897, the Governor of Rasrah, Muhsin Pasha, informed the Sheikh of
Kuwait, Mubarak al-Sabah, of the Sultan's decree gppoiuting him as Qa'im.-Magam
{District Adminiatrator) of the Qadhaa’ of Kuwait, a district of the Province
of Basrah. By then, Mubarak had been instigated by the Britiah to kill his
tun nlAdar hrathars. Muohammad and Jarrah. wha had annnaad tha Rritiah nlaw ta
turn Kuwait into an entity under British dominance.

In 1899, Britain goaded Mubarak al-Sabah into signing a sacret agreement
under which the British were to provide him with protectisn even though he was
a vassal of the Qttoman Empire and, accordingly. had ne authority to sign any
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juternational sccord. The agresement was therefore strongly rejected Ly the
Ottoman Sultan, who forced Mubarak to ret.eat avd declare his allegiauce and
subordination to the Ottoman State in 1901.

Britain never ceased these attempts, but continued to establish bases in
warious parts of the Arabian Gulf in order to consolidate its colonial grip
over this region, the strategic importance of which had increased both
militarily and politically, within the framework of the competition with the
Ottoma: Empire, and eccnomically as it constituted an important trade route
and was known by the Aritish to centain vast oil reserves. In order to secure
the interests of the British Empire by weakening all major States in the
region, Britain focused its influence on Kuwait and drew artificial boundaries
as they did later, together with their French ally, in the Sykes-Picot
Agreemeni of 1916. By so doing Britaia perniciously severed a part of Iraq in
» manner that deprived a country, ancient in its civilization and grast in its
land and population, of its natural access to the waters of the Arabiun Gulf,
the access which it had possessed throughout history.

Since itg establisrment in 1921, the State of Irag has refused to
racognize vhat nad emanated from this British colonial deed. All successive
Ivagi Governments continuad to demand the return of this severed part of Irag
and that historical and geographical justice be done to Iraq to guarantee its
commercial and ecomowmic interests wnd prov.de it with the requirements
necassary for the de¢fencs of its national security. This was the position
adopted by succeasive Iragi Govercmeats, despite the fact that the Iraqi
regime at the time was closely linked te Britain.

Ther Britain co:istently pressurized Iraq into 4accepting the
£aic accoppli. Wheu the British Government forced the Prime Minister of Trag
in 1932 t¢ exchange lettery with the British Commissionexr in Baghdad regarding
the damarcation of the boundaries on the hasis of the draft agreememt proposed
b4twesn the Ottoman and the British Goveruments, which had remained unratified
lecause of the vutbreak of war, the Iragi House of Representatives refused, in
its capacity as the ccuntry's legislative authority in accordance with the
Constitution, to ratify the caid letters.

During the 1930s, popular demand in Irag and Kuwait for the return of
Kuwait to Irag increased. The national press adoptad those demands and
supported them with articles and historical documents affirming this call.

The British Political Agent in Kuwait, Colonel Dickson, warned. in his letter
to cthe British Political Resident in the Gul , in 1933, against rapprochement
and called for the saparation of the people of Kuwait from che people of Irag.

Ian 1940, the ruler of Kuwait replaced the Iragi administration of the
post office in Kuwait with British sctarf. 1In 1945, the Iraqi school curricula
applied in Kuwaiti scheols were replaced by Egyptian curricula.
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King Ghazi, the seccnd monarch of Iraq, supported enthusiastically the
necessity of the unification of Kuwait with Irag. He express~2 .Lis desire to
vigit Kuwait. Britain, however., did not encourage the visit and endeavoured
to prevent Irag and Kuwait from reachirg any agreement.

In April 193£, Mr. Tawfiq al-Suwaidi, Iraq's then Foreign Minister,
informed the British Ambassador ian Baghdad, Mr. Peterson, that:

“"The Anglo-Ottoman Agreement of 1913 had recognized Kuwait as a district
belonging to the Province of Basrah, and since sovereignty over Basrah
had been transferred from the Ottomans to the State of Irag, then that
sovereignty should include Kuwait as provided for in the agreement

of 1913. Iraqg, therefore, does not reccgnize any chzuge in the status of
Kuwait*”.

In Kuwait the Kuwaiti youth took an active part in the call for Kuwait's
returu to Iraq.

In May 1938, a group of “"free Kuwaitis" submitted a petition to the Iragi
Government inviting Iraq to help them to achieve their aspirations regarding
the return of Kuwait to irag. To this end., a "national coalition" was
established to casll upon Ahmed al-Sabah, the then Sheikh of Xuwait, to set up
a2 legislative Council representing the free psople of Kuwait. He was forced
to agree to this demand. Duriang the first session of the said Council
in 1938, tha members expressed their demaud for the return of Kuwait to Iraq.
The Council's demand displeased the ruler of Kuwait and he dissolved the
Council on 21 December 1938, and waged a campaign of arrests and oppression
against its members.

dHevertheless, the free people of Kuwait coantinued to demand the return of
Kuwait to Irag. They sent many telegrams to petitior King Ghazi. One of
those telegrams, which was broadcast on Baghdad radio on 7 March 1939, calleeé
upox King Ghaz! to intervene, saying:

“Our history confirms the integration of Kuwait with Irag. We shall live
and die under the Iraqi flag. Ghazi! Help your brothers in Xuwait!".

The situation escalated into a sweeping uprising led by the youth of
Kuwait against the authorities on 10 March 1939. The ruler of Kuwait had to
rasort to armed force to disperse the youth, a great pumber of whom he then
arrested and isiprisoned.

King Ghazi tried to intervene to secure the release uf the prisoners. He
warned the Sheikh of Kuwalit against the continued harassrant of the frae
Xuwaitis.

King Ghazi and the then Iraqi Govaroment were subjected to intense
British pressure2 to desist from Iragi demends for the return of Kuwait. To
this end, the British Ambassador in Baghdad, M¢. Peterson, had several saecrat
meetings with King Ghazi before the latter's death, in an attempt te press him
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to give up the claims to Kuwait. A short while atterwards King Ghazi was
xilled in a mysterious accident on the night of 5 April 1939, giving every
reascn to believe that Britain was actually behiznd his death because of his
strong advocacy for the returia of Kuwait to Iraq.

Following the assassicsatlon of King Ghazi, Britain's collaborators seized
power in the country. With the cutbreak of tha Second World War and the
following years, Iraq and the regiun witnsssed a series of successive events
and changes, among which ths creation of Israel. the Arab-Israeli war and the
revolution in Egypt. This gave the British colonialipts the pretext to
concentrate their influence in Kuwait, severing its political and human links
with Irsq.

On 9 March 1956, while Selwyn Lloyd¢,, the British Foreign Becretary, was
on a visit to Baghdad sttending a consultative meeting of the Parmanent
Council of the Baghdad Pact, Prime Mipister Nouri al-Said of Iraq raised the
subjact of accession of Kuwait to the Arab Union which was intended to be
formed betwsen iraq and Jordan. Lloyd promised to put the matter before the
British Cabinet. Britain‘s reply, which was delivered through the British
Ambassador in Baghdad, Michael Wright, was that Britain was prepared to grant
Kuwait independence and Kuwait would have the freedom to dexide the guestion
of joining the Unicn. In ourder to present Britainm with a aii accompli, Yrag
dispatche@ the then Deputy Prime Minist.r Tawfiq al-Suwaidi in April 1957 to
Shtoora in Lebanon, where Sheikh Abdullah al-Salim al-Sabah was staying, in
order to negotiate with him about the necessity of Kuwait's accession to the
expected Union., That effort, however, 4id not produce any positive result.

Early in 1858, Prime Minister Nouri al-Said of Irag submitted to the
Baghdad Pact the necessity of the integration of Kuwait with Iraq, at a
meeting attended by the representatives of Turkey. Iran, Pakistan and Britain
along with United States Secretary of State, John Foster Dulles, who attended
the meeting as an observer. No success was achieved at that meeting owing to
the British opposing position.

Following the establishment of the Arab Union between Irag and Jordan on
14 February 1958, King Faisal 1X, Jjoined by Prime Minister Nourl al-Said and
tha Foreign Minister of the lUnicn, Tawfig al-Suwaidi, raised the issue of
Kuwait's accession to the Arab Union with the British Foreign Secretary.
Mr. Selwyn Lloyd. The British, however, also rejected that,

When Abdulliah al-Salim al-Sabah, Sheikh of Kuwait, viaited Baghdad on
10 May 1958. King Faisal II and Prime Minister Nouri al-Said, raised with him
the issue of Kuwait's accession to the Arab Union. The Sheikh of Xuwait
responded by saying that he had to consult the British »nd seek their advice
on the matter.

On 5 June 1958 the Government of the Union presented a confidential note
to the Britigh Embissy in Baghdad in which it presentsd the internationai
statye of Euwair before the First World War by stating:
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"The land of Kuwait had, from the point of vimrw of international
law, been under the sovereignty of the Ottoman Stute. as a gadhaa'
(district) belonging to the province of Basrah., This sovereignty had
never been subject to doubt or dispute from the point of view of either
the local authorities in Kuwait or the British Government. Indead, the
latter had implicitly recognized this fact in the Anglo-Turkish Agreement
signed in Loundun on 29 July 1913 which stated, in article 6., the right of
the Sheikh of Kuwait to exercise the admiaistrative authority invested in
him as an Ottoman district administrator subordinate to the Province of
Baszrah."

The note also presented Kuwait's international status after the war by
stating:

“As a consaguence of the settlements that were concludud after World
War I, Turkey relinguished all the Arab provinces that were subordinated
to the Ottoman State, amongst them the three provinces from which the
Kingdom of Irag was formulated, including the Basrah Province which
Kuwait was one of its districts. But the international status of Kuwait
remained vague during the period of British occupation of Irag and
Britain’s assumption of Mandate on it and its practice of actual
autkority in the country. ’

“It is only natural ia such circumstances that Irag, who was not
free to rua its foreign atfairs, be obliged to accept any arrangements or
settlements decided by the British authority regarding Kuwait, in
particular what concerns depriving Iraq from the terrxitorial waters that
belonged to the Province of Basrah during the Qttoman era. Before Iraq‘s
accession to ths membership of the Leaque of Nations, the Iragi
Governmeut raised with the British authorities the matter of boundaries
between Iraq and Kuwait, demanding the return of the islands situated in
the said territorial waters and the delimitatioa of the land boundary in
a manner that is righteous and justifiable. Yet, it did not attain the
achievement of itLs justifiable demands because the British Government had
presented the text of an agreemeant signed betweeon it and the Ottoman
Governmeant in 1913 which includes, among other thiugs, articles
concerning the protection of the Sheikh of Kuwait and the designation of
Kuwait's current boundaries. uater on, it was found that this agreement
had not been ratified and did not atltain the legal status.

"Iragqi Governmant's last attempt to restore the islands situated in
Iraq's terricorial waters and the designation of land boundaries came
when it approached the British Gevernment during the Baghdad Pact
negotiations and the termination of the Angle-Iragi Ireety when the
matter ot Doundaries was discussed but they d4id uot reach any result”.

The note mentioned the importance of Kuwait for Iraq and Jrag's interest
in putting zn end to the widespread smuggling operations via Kuwait, and



of the big trouble in securing peace in the southera
ing Kuwait bhecause Kuwalt had become a havea for escaped
only from Irag but from differant nearby countries.”

nzioned the necessity of finding & naval outlet for Irag on the
in order to avoid the econemic damages that had beeun inflicted on

it hecame a centre for adverse propaganda aiming at the destabilization of
5 security. The nete offered two suggestions: the first being the
achievemsnt of Kuwait's accession to the Arab Union established batween Irag
and the Hashemite Kingdonm of Jordan. The second wast

"If the British Government saw that accession cannot be achieved for the
cime being, them the Govermment of the Arab Union finds itself compelled
to announce that all the islands existing in the territorial waters are
within the boundaries of the Arab Union, and that the land border line
between the Arab Union and Kuwait starts from the meeting point of al-QOja
valley with al-Batin valley and heads eastwards in a direct line until it
reaches al-Jahra on the sea of Kuwait's Gulf provided it would be
understood that the Government of the Avab Union recognizes all the
existing o0il concessions on their current terms. As regards the region
being invested by the oil companies and what fipancial arrangements have
ensued between differest parties it would remain as it is except for the
necessary financial needs of the Union Government.®

The note expressed the hope that the British Government would be able to
advige the Sheikh of RKuwait on choosing what is best for him of the two
solutions and with all possible speed. If he chooses the first solutien, then
there remains & necessity for discussing the boundary matter, and if he
chooases the second solution, which deals with boundaries, then the Government
of the Arab Union would be prepared to sign a treaty of friendship and
good-neighbourliness with him,

The note represented the last position of the monarchy regima that ruled
Irag after the establishmen:r of the moderan State of Irag until the
14 July 1958 revolution took place, That regime was known to be one among the
staunchest allies of the West, The Iragi Government and the Government of the
Arab Union became firmly convinced that Britain was behind the cbstacles
preventing the achievement of this objective. This generated tension in
Iragi-British relations and led Irag to intensify its efforts and pressure
upon Britain. The Iragi Govermment prepared an official note bolstered by
documented evidence which supports the necessity of Kuwait's entry into the
Arab Union. It was decided to publish this note on 12 July 1958, but the
British Ambassador requested the postponement of the publication and conveyed
to the Arab Union’s Forelgnm Minister, Tawfiq al-Suwaidi, Britain's initial
acceptance of the idea of Kuwait's accession to the Arab Union provided that
the details of the matter be discussed at a meeting which waz set to be held
on 24 July 1958 in London betweer the Prime Minister and the Foreign Minister
of the Arab Union on the one side, and their British counterparts oz the
other. However, the 14 July 1958 revolution in Irag prevented such a
meeting.

Foan
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In 1961, Bricvain decided to grant Kuwait "independence", -~ decision which
prompted the then Prime Minister of Irag to declare, in a press conference on
25 June 1961, that Iraq considered Kuwait an integral part o¢f its territory
and that Iragq 4id not recognize the special relationship agreement between
Britain ard Kuwait which the Sheikh of Kuwait, Abdullah al-Salim al-Sabah, had
signed with Colonel M. J. Maade, the British Political Resident in the Gulf,
on 19 June 1961. Following that declaration, Britain doployed its armed
forces to confront Irag.

Because of the mistake made by Irag‘'s Foreign Minister at the time,
Hashim Jawad, when he withdrew, in angry protest, from the meeting of the Arab
League Council, the chancs arose to make Kuwait a member of the League.
bacause the decision to admit a new member to the Arab Luague must win the
unanimous approval of the members.

The Iragi Foreign Ministry issued a statement on 21 July 1961, declaring
that the Arab Leaque's decision No. 35-1777, accepting Kuwait as a member of
the League of Aralb States, to he a flagrant "violation" of the League's
Charter, which stipulated unanimity. Iraq also declared the said decision to
be null and void and its belief that Kuwait would remain an integral part of
its territory and that Irag would seek to restore this part by all legitimate
means.

The Governmant of the Kuwaiti regime failed in more than cae attempt to
join the United Nations between 1961 anc late 1963.

Following the downfall of the political regime which ruled Irag between
July 1958 and February 1963, the Prime Minister of the Govermnment of Kuwait,
in late 1963, visited Baghdad in nircumstances of political confusion and
instability in Xrag. A joint communiqué was issued referring to the
correspondence of 1932. However, the National Revolution Command Courcil, the
highest Iragi legislative authority according to the interim Comstitution
of 1963, 4id not ratify the said comiuniqué.

This historical review shows that all the successive Governments of Irag
wera paver convinced of severing any part from the land of Irag and had not
signed a border treaty. No constitutional law in Iraq describiag this border
has ever been promulgated.

Sach was the situation prevailing by the time of the Revolutior of 17 t¢
30 July 1968, The revolutionary Government has been keen, under instruction
from President Saddam Hussein, to settie this probiem inm a manner that would
secure for Iraq a reasonsble measure of its historical righta ani remove at
least a limited part of the injustice done to it since the beginning of this
century.

During the 1970s. Iraq was the party that took the initiative in
approaching the rulers of Kuwait to find such a settlement But those rulers,
encouraged by their foreign allies, insisted that Irag accept the measures
imposad by the British ¢olonialista. The Foreign Minister of Irag visited
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Kuwait City in 1972 and 1973 to discuss this issus. The Interior Minister,
too., visiced Kuwait City for the same purpose on 16 May 1978. Several
committees were formed without achieving any resu.™.

This chapter on tha discussions of this 1ssuc was put aside following the
outbreak of the Iran-Iraq war. Immediately after the liberation of Fao, and
while attending the Algiers Summit, the Iragi Foreign Minister tock the
jpitiative in informing the Foreign Ministec of Kuwait of Iraq's genuine
desire to settle this issue. What raised astonishment was that the regime in
Kuwait did not respond promptly to this desire and did not rs~ply to the offer
of Irag until the beginning of July 1988, when the Foreign Minister of Kuwait
visited Iraq and it was agreed that the subject be discussed by the two
Foreign Ministers.

The talks between the two Ministers were delayed owing to the start of
the Iragi-Iranian negotiations and the precccupation of Iraq's Foreign
Minister with them. It was decided to zend the Vice-Chairman of the
Revolution Command Council to Kuwait City on 6 December 1988 to urgs ihe
authority there to resumo discussing the matter. It was agreed Lsat the
Vice-Chairman of the Revolution Command Council from the Iragl side and the
Crown Prince from their side would discuss the subject.

The visit of the Vice-Chairman of the Revolucira Command Council was
returned by Saad al-Abdullah‘s visit to Bagbdad on 6 February 1989. It was
clear that he was not prepared to consider even the simple and minimum of
Irag's legitimate demands.

On 27 March 1989, Ministe: Saud al-Usaimi made a visit to Baghdad, during
which he officially asked that the talks on this issue be postponed. During
the visit made by th2 Sheikn of Kuwait to Baghdad in September 1989,

President Saddam Husssim pruposed to him once again the resumption of talks on
the issue. It was agrscd tu pursue the matter between Deputy Prime Minister
Dr. Saadoun Hammadi on the Iragi side and their ~..eign Miniater on the
Kuwaiti sides. %r. Saadoun Hammadi did actually visit Kuwait City on

19 Nover%zc 1989 to discuss the matter. Their former Foreign Minister did not
raturn taat visit until February 1990.

It ought to be mentioned here that the former Sheikhs of Kuwait took
sdvantage of the situation during the entire period while the settlement of
this issue remained pending. They also exploited Iraqg's internal and regional
preoccupations, the last of which heing the Iran-Iraq war, which lasted eight
years. They exploited it to conscolidate their territorial encroachmeat
naorthwards by the establishment of police posts, military installations, farms
and oil installations. In 1963, for instance, the checkpeint for crossing
fram Kuuait ta Rarrah was at al-Mitla‘a. whare nassparte were stamped for
departure. We enclose some photocopies of them, But this checkpoint was
moved more than 70 kilometres to the north in order to press a fait accoempli
upon Iraq vhich was preoccupied during the said period with its internal
affairs aod the regiocn's problems.
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The bisfurical and geugrapinical facta which I have elucidated above
indicate in an irrefutable manner that Irag did not accept, at any past time,
any fuywsla for the delimitation of the boundary and 4id not agree to any
inrarycetation of it or any manner of its demarcation. This position was not
npoutanr. .» jacause it rests upon a factual reality which scates that the
Bounda’y delimitation formula and its British interpretations and the Hritish
endessours aiming at the demarcaticn of the boundaries as based upon them
usv.p Iraq’'s territorial rights and its legitimate interests, such rights and
irterests that are in perfect harmony with the facts of history and
geography. This factual reality explains the uniformity of the Iragi position
throughout the different pelirical regimes in Irag and all of the successive
Gevernments, a position vhicy .oad stayed as it is without change. Thus, the
Commission decisions that 7u»= n the course of imposing the boundary issue
upon Irag from the begin ‘iny in a predetermined course are basgless and bear
no evideuce.

I .1lowing this review of the facts of history and g.ugraphy. it bacomes
unequivocally clear to every impartial observer that the decisions sdopted by
the Commission during its New York session from 8 to 16 April 1992 represent a
purely political dec’/.sion imposad by the Powers dominating the Socurity
Council at present, particularly the Governmants of the Uniced States and the
United Kingdom.,

The political objective of this decision is clearly not only to deny Iragq
its historical territorial rights and undermine its vital interests. but also
deliberately to create an illegal and illogical situation which arouses the
indignation, and threatens the interests, of an ancient people whose
predicament has been imposed upon it by armed force and political blackmail.
The objective is also to create a climate of dissatisfaction, dissent and
iostability in the whole region.

It is this kind of climate which the decision makers (the United States
and the United Kingdom), want to preserve in the region as a whole, in order
to justify the perpetuation of their military bases jnd of the presence of
their armed forces in a state of occupation which will enable them to continue
extorting the ruling regimes in Kuwait and the region and pillaging the oil
wealth of the area.

Any ratification by the Security Council of this unjust decision, which
has been deliberately directed by two of its psrmanent members, will
constitute a very dangerous precedent, contrary in substance and consequences
to the duties and responsibilities entrusted to the Council by the Charter of
the United Nations. Once the Security Council has ratified this decision, it
will not have contributed to the preservation of security and stability in the
regicn but will rather have COBSCiOuSly creatad a cant inunne hathad ~€ samai~=
as well ax deliberately violated the legitimate and vital intererts of a State
Member of the United Nations. If there were compelling circumstances which
7orce the Irayi author.ties to take certain positions regarding this decision,
the people of Irag could never be convinced that its historical rights had
been respected and its vital interes¢s safequarded by the Security Council in
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a manner compatible with the rules of internatiomal law and the criteria of
justice and fairness. The Arab Nation will continue to view this decision as
ore link in the chain of Westsrn imperialist games which began after the First
World War and which have always been the subject of indignation and rejsction
ou the part of the Arab Nstica, and which have caused many of the disturbancss
and changes witnessed in the Arab Nation. The situation which we witness
today is not new to the world, and the world kaoows the cutcome resulting from
such instances.

In briuging this letter to an end, I would like to recall that this
conclusion is not ours alone, but it iz also shared by many fair-minded people
ir the regior and the world at large.

Allow me at this point to draw your attention to some of the views on the
subject published in the Arab and foreign press:

In an article by Caryle Murphy published by The Washington Post on
% May 1982, one official was reported to have sald:

*I think that's something Kuwait should consider if it wants a houndary
for keeps. Both parties can still agree on another line for other
reasons."”

The writer guotes Mr. Fred Halliday, an expert in international relations at
the London School of Econmomics, as saying in regard te the situation as it now
standg:

“We have the seads of another war. I can't see any wvay that any Iraqi
Government. would support this demarcation.”

The article guotés aiso Mr. Mochtar Kusuma-Atmadja, the Chairman of the
Commission, as saying:

“Thuy task given to us, according to the resclution, says demarcation, not
dalimitation ... only countries can delimit boundaries.”

The article noted that:
“Even early documents show that this border has nevaer been a pacific oue.”
It reported Mr. Ian Brook a member of the Commission to have said:
“Some of the most acrimonious discussions have been between British and
British", referving to letters exchanged when Kuwait was administered
from Britain's India Office and Iraq was under the Colonial Office."
In an article entitled “The Umm {Jasr time homb"”, wrgitten by G. H. Jagsen

in ¥iddle EBast lpternationa; and pubiished on € March 1592, the [olilowiag was

alalewg:



"The US Commission's giving Umm Qasr to Ruwait can only be explained as a
further exenple of America's punitive campaidm against Irag aand alresady
U3 efficials are reported as saying that they will insist that the new
houndary be regpected as Irag's southern border.®

The writer adds:

“The UN has produced a time bomb which only the Security Council can
defuse, by basirg itself om natural justice and rejecting the
Commission‘'s findings when they are submitted in April,*

In an article published by the Wall Street Journal om 5 December 1991,
entitlie@ “The UN hires a sleuth to find border between Irag and Kuwait", which
presented a semewhat detailed account onm the role of the British expert and of
the representative of Kuwait investigating the point at Safwan, the following
wag said:

"But some experts warn that such an adjustment -~ which Irag, with
only one vote on the Commission, can't prevent - could sow the seeds for
future conflict.”

The article guotes Mr. Richard Schofield, Deputy Director of the Geopolitics
and International Boundaries Research Centre in London as saying:

“The age-old problem of Iragi access to the Gulf remains. Irag never
felt able to live with this, and may not in the future,®

Ihe Financial Times concluded an article published on 19 Februacy 1992 as
follows:

“Common horders are finally a matter of bilateral consent between
neighbouring countries but US officials say they will insist the new
boundary be respected as Iraq's southers border."

Under the title “The new outline of the frontier between Iraq and Kuwait
raises serious problems" Le Monde on 21 April 1992 stated that:

"Situated at the mouth of Khowr Zhobeir at the north-west extremity of
the Gulf, the Umm Qasr port and naval base, today threatened, are only
part of the gigantic complex built 20 years ago by Irag in this area
vital for its development: petrochemical, steel, gas liquefaction and
fertilizer plants, and dry docks for the repair of vessels. The water
channels leading to the Gulf were dredged in 1990 in order to permit the
entry of larger tankers. All this area has become a priority after the
cease-fire with Iran because it comstitutes aan alternative to Basrah on
the Shatt al-Arab, which is filled with wreckage and falls within the
range of Iranian fire. The new line of the frontier is in danger of
reducing these enormous investments to nothing." i

fevs
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The newspaper adds:

“But voices are being raised to the effect that, apart from the technical
work of the Commission, political considerations and commonsense should
be taken into account so as to ensure respect for the interests of the
two countries and to avoid futur conflicts.”

In an article published in the Jordanian daily Al-Ra'l on 19 April 1992,
Mr. Tariq Msarwa wrote the following:

“During the receat meeting of the Committee for the demarcation of the
Iraq-Kuwail boundary line the Commissicon “discovered” that parts of the
land of the Iragi side (the whole of the Rumaila oilfield and

three quarters of the port of Umm Qasr, Irag's single port onr the Gulf
which was developed at huge cost) belong to RKuwait!!! The objective of
the Commission is no different from the objective the British assigned to
thaemselves -~ the task of speaking for all concernsd at al-Egair
negotiations and "agreed with themselves” to isolate Irag. Otherwise,
why was the uninhabited island of Bubiyan given to Kuwalt at a time when
the whole population of Kuwait was less than 10,000? What is important
pow is that the bouadary line between Iraq and Kuwait is being determined
by a United Nations Commission which knows that both the scope and
outcome of its work are predetermined by the United States and Britain.
If the objective of the Ec.ir negotiations in the 19205 was to isolate
Irag from the world, what is being done now is to plant tha geeds of
ongoing Yragi-Kuwaiti emmiiy regardless of whether the political system
on either sile remains or changes!!t"

In an article published on 19 April 1992, in the Jordanian daily
Al-Distour, Mr. Mohammed Daouwdiyah stated that:

"Encroaching upon the territory of Irag means very simply planting highly
volatile expiosives in inter-~Arab relations and closing the door before
all reason and wisdom.,*”

Mr. Dawoodiyah wondars:

“How can any Iraqi ovevlook this flagrant violation of his or her
country's territory., or remain indifferent while Iragqi life is being
denied all access to the Arabian Gulf?*

In an article entitled: “Beware tL,a seditious work of the Irag-Kuwait
Boundary Demarcation Commission", the Jordamian daily Sawt al-Shaab wrote on
19 April 1992 the following:

"It seems that the United States cof America and its allies are bent on
planting inter-Arab division and conflict, and remain determined to
create pretexts, motives and justifications for the eruption of

ce1f -deitructive reqglenal wars wnich will render 2ll parties involved
miiivtary auzd economically worn-ocut and politically vulnerable, a state of
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affairs ripe at 2ll times for American and Western intervention to settle
the disputes at hand. Otherwise, what is the meaning of the decision
taken by the Irag-Kuwait Boundary Demarcation Commission to bestow upon
Kuwait part of the Iragi port ci.y of Umm Qasr and push about

200 kilometres of the boundary line 600 metrea inmside Irag to the benefit
of Kuwait?"

The article goes on to say that:

*To take advantage of Iraq's difficult circumstances in order to violate
its rigit to sovereignty and territorial integrity or usurp part of its
land with the help of the enemies of Irag and the Arab natiom is like
playing with fire, and may bhe eve. far more dangerous than that. 8o,
beware the sedition planted by the enemies of our nation in order to atir
wars amongst brothers."”

In a news snalysis by Dr. Saad Aboudiyah pubiished in Al-Shaab of Jordan
on 21 April 1992, the writer wrote:

“In my view, as long as these allocations remain unacceptable to either
party, they will continue to constitute the time bomb they have always
been."

Dr. Aboudiyah also said-

“In brief, the Commission, by taking the decision it has taken, has in
fact contributed to rekindling the flames of conflict anew. The people
of Irag will continue to feel the grave injustice done to them in the
boundary demarcation issue."

In an article entitled “Inter-Arab boundarias set ablaze ... Why now?",
published in the Al-Pistour dzily of Jordan, Dr. Nabeel Al-Shareef wriote, on
21 April 1992:

“Let's begin with the Irag-Kuwait Poundary demarcation question which has
been determined in a manner which makes it ready to explode a+ any time
in the future. It is illeogical to bestow Iragi territory upon Ruwait and
deny Iraq all access to the sea: and those who have accepted this
iniguitcus demarcacioun of the boundary line have in fact done nethiag to
heip in any way to resclve the boundary issue between the two countries.
Indeed, all they have dope is to leave this issue unresolved, fraught
with bitterness and ready to exploda and unleash its bloody outcome.

They would have much hetter evinced the far-sightedness which would
assure the coming Arab generations the right climate of security,
brotherliness and good-neighbourlisess. Iraq. whose pame runs back to
the deep rects of human history and which has stamped its mark on
geuyraphiy, will never disappear from the map. The presence of foreign
forces in this region cannot be eternal, in spite of the success achieved
in ithis particuler iastauce by the tendency wo enflome inter-Arab

Loend oy dlsputes.”
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The writer sums up by saying:

"“The Arabh borders have not blazed suddenly with no reasons behina it, but
rather to perpetuate the frazzled Arab state of affairs and augment the
already existing atmosphere of panic to impel others to stick the
American Grand Protector, especially that those borders that were set
ablase exist in the Gulf and Jazirah area, an oil region which the United
States of America needs today and will coantinue to need tomorrow."

In a report published in the Al-Quds Al-Arabj newspaper on 21 April 1992,
a diplomat is guoted as saying:

“There is nothing the Iraqis can do in the short term other than
complain. But this will pose a permanent danger, a time bomb, to the
Jong-term relaticns between the two countries, a danger that will
persisc.”

Io Al-Ahcam al-Dawli of 22 April 1992, Mr. Mohammed Othman started his
daily column, entitled "Hatha-assabah (This morning)", by saying:

“The new borders between Iraq and Kuwait that have been demarcated lately
can be nothing other than a time bomb waiting to be exploded at any
moment, sooner or later.”

The Jordanian 2xhbar al-Asbou’ daily of 22 April 1992 addressed the
bordar dispute in the Arab Jazirah and the Arsbian Gulf. referring to it as:

“A tribal inheritance nourished by the o0il boom and petro-dollar wealth,
perpetuated by the foreiga companies which were backed by the British
colonial occupations that were imposed throughout the Jazirah and the
coastal strip along both sides of the Gulf reaching Irag following its
occupation in early twentieth century.”

Tha newspaper added:

“Britain, as protector country, felt that it would be difficult to bring
those tribes under control. Therefore it resorted to the scheme of
contaising those tribes within entities amonyg which it sowed the seeds of
fear with a view tao facilitating their control. 1In additiow, it made
open maps available teo those tribes t¢ serve as an element of demolition
of any future national unity."

The paper concluded by saying:

“This agonizing state of affairs is being experienced in the Arab
Ja&lran, ia€ WOSC prlumineai e .wul ol 1T L5 pOThSps what Iz noing dope o2
the Irag-Kuwa.t boundary guestion, in whicn the United Wations intervened
to usurp Irag's Rumaila oil field and the port aof Wmm Qasr according to
British naps, in a move to further debilitate lrag and corsequently

ignite further eruptions in the area.”
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In a pioce entitled: "By relying on British maps, the United Natioas
Commission adopts a resolution to divide the Arabian Gulf", Al-Ra‘'i newspaper
of Jordan wrote on 24 April 1992:

“This iz not the first time for the United Nations to use British maps to
destroy existing political entities and divide the people who have

struggled to maintain their national unity and preserve their pan-Aradb
character.™

Having touched on the issue of Palestine, the paper went on to write the
following on the issue of the Irag-Kuwait borders:

“The decision adopted by the United Nations Comaission on the demarcation
of the boundary line between Iragq and Kuwait will leoave both sides for
many genarations to come, and with the blessings of the United Nations,
engaged in an endless fight and in a state of parmanent enmity,
especially in view of the fact that Umm Qasr and the Rumaila oilfield
have both always been part of Iraqg since the day it bore its name and
long before the arrival of any British colonialist in the Gulf region.
The British policy of “divide and rule” is not new to Britain and its
maps. For this policy has been implemented for dozens of years in our
Arab land. But when suck a policy marches tc the United Nations and
finds its way to UN practice, tien we begin to realizs tle potential
dangers of this international Organization which has actually bscome the
“Qrganization of the American natiouns”.

Mr. Abdul Latif Al-Furati, Editor-in-Chief of the Tuanisian Al-Sabah
daily, wrote in an editorial article om 26 April 1992:

“It is imperative that a stard of rejection emerge on the Irag-Kuwait
border demarcation issue, since boundary lines capnot be forcafully
imposed upon one party or the other without the consent of the two sides
concerned. Otherwise. any boundary delimitation carried out against the
will of any of the two countries will become a time bomb which may
explode at any moment. Furthermore, any agreement reached must be based
on justice and on the history of the situation.®

(Sigpned) Ahmad HUSSEIN
Minister for Forelgn Affairs
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