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UNITED KINGDCBl OF GREAT BRITAIN AND NORTHERN IRELAND To THE UNITED 

NATIONS ADDRESSBD To TBE PRESIDENT OF THE SECURITY cO&CIL 

I have the honour to inform you that the account given in the note of 
13 August 1982 from the Charge’ d'affaires a.i. of the Permanent Mission of 
Argentina concerning certain incidents involving Argentine fishing vessels in the 
vicinity of the Falkland Islands (S/15361) is inaccurate. 

Encounters have indeed taken place in the period in question between British 
forces and Argentine fishing boats, involving principally the identification by the 
British forces of the vessels in question and of their purpose, but the details of 
these encounters do not match the statements in the Argentine letter. The facts 
are as follows. Gn one occasion (on 5 August) an Argentine fishing boat (the 
Harengus) was found well within the 150aile protection zone notified to the 
Security Council in Mr. Whyte's letter of 22 July 1982 (S/15307). Cm this occasion 
the Harengus left the protection sane without protest after it had been ascertained 
that she was claiming to visit traditional Argentine fishing grounds, but that such 
traditional fishing grounds did not exist in the area. On 7 August the Rarengus 
was found just outside the protection zone and changed course sharply after being 
overflown by a helicopter from BMS Danae. She withdrew. On the night of 
9/10 August the AP III was found just outside the protection zone. IMS Birmingham 
asked her for identification. This was given and the boat went on to Ushuaia. On 
the night of lo/11 August the Usurbil was seen just outside the protection zone by 
HMS Diomsde and asked to stay clear. On none of these occasions was there any 
threat or use of force by British naval vessels. It was however clear that neither 
the Haeengus nor the other fishing vessels in question had taken heed of the 
request communicated in Mr. Whyte's letter of 22 July not to enter the protection 
zone unless by prior agreement with the British Government. I am instructed 
therefore strongly to urge that the British Government's request should be 
observed, in order (as was stated in the letter of 22 July) to minimise the risk of 
misunderstandings or inadvertent clashes. 

The Argentine letter also claims that the United Kingdom seeks to interfere 
with the exploitation of the natural resources in areas which are subject to 
Argentina's jurisdiction. The Government of Argentina is however well aware that 
the United Kingdom has never accepted any Argentine claim to fisheries or 
continental shelf jurisdiction beyond the median line between the Falkland Islands 
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and Argentina, and that the United Kingdom Government have on repeated occasions 
reserved the rights of the Falkland Islands over their own maritime resources under 
international law. There is accordingly no basis for the allegation that the 
United Kingdom has sought to interfere with legitimate Argentine jurisdiction Over 
maritime resources. HOWeVer, in view of the allegation in the Argentine letter 
that the United Kingdom is responsible for any increase of tension in the area, it 
is necessary for the United Kingdom once again to draw attention to the reasons for 
the maintenance of the 150-mile protection zone. The United Kingdom has a clear 
right and duty under international law, reinforced by the terms of Article 73 of 
the United Nations Charter, to defend the territory of tbe Falkland Islands against 
aggression. In this context, it is impossible simply to brush aside the fact that 
the Islands were invaded and occupied by Argentina on 2 April and had to be 
liberated by force of arms. Since the re-establishment of British authority on 
14 June, the Argentine Government has gone no further than to state that there iS a 
de facto suspension of hostilities. It has been unwilling to declare hostilities 
definitely at an end or to renounce the possibility of further unlawful use of 
force. In the circumstances, the protection zone remains necessary to ensure the 
defence of the Islands. If Argentina genuinely wishes to reduce the tension she 
single-handedly brought into the area in April, then her agreement to a definitive 
cessation of hostilities would be an obvious first step. Meanwhile, compliance by 
Argentine civil shipping with the United Kingdom's request not to enter the 
protection zone unless by prior agreement would be to everyone's benefit in the 
current and regrettable atmosphere of tension. It is therefore open to Argentine 
civilian shipping and aircraft which have legitimate reason to enter the protection 
zone to seek British agreement in advance. Without such prior agreement any 
Argentine civilian shipping or aircraft found within the protection zone will be 
asked to leave. 

The demands in the Argentine letter for a withdrawal of British forces from 
tbe area and for negotiations in good faith towards a final solution of the 
sovereignty dispute betray an extraordinary disregard for the implications of 
recent events. They ignore the principal cause of tension in the South Atlantic, 
which is Argentina’s proven willingness to use military aggression to pursue her 
territorial pretentions towards the Falkland Islands and the Dependencies. 
Negotiations in good faith were in fact in train when Argentina broke them off by 
her unprovoked military invasion. As is well known, Argentina CyniCSlly and 
persistently defied a mandatory demand by the Security Council for her withdrawal. 
The Argentine occupation has been ended but at a very great cost. The lives of the 
Islanders have been greatly disturbed and Argentina's conduct since 2 April, 
including her refusal now to accept an end to hostilities, deprives them of the 
confidence they need to consider their future and deprives Britain and the 
international community of any certainty that Argentina can be trusted to negotiate 
in good faith. The reference in the letter to the "existing unjust and wrongful 
colonial situation" is presumptuous, given Argentina's recent attempts to subject 
the Falkland Islanders to alien domination. The letter seeks to obscure, by 
specious argumentation, Argentina's disregard of the right of self-determination, 
not to mention Argentina's wanton resort to the use of force in blatant disregard 
of the United Nations Charter, in defiance of a direct appeal by the Security 
Council, and in contempt of the principles to which tbe overwhelming majority of 
Member States have dedicated therrselves in the conduct of their international 
relations. 
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It is aston,shing that Argentina, as the aggressor , should attempt to lay down 
unilaterally the conditions for the establishment of an "effective and just peace", 
and nwreover tionditions which prejudge the outcome in her favour. This attitude 
symbolises Argentina's failure to respect the principles of the United Nations 
Charter, including the principle of self-determination. It can only give rise to 
suspicion about her true intentions. It must be obvious that the United Kingdom's 
responsibilities towards the people of the Falkland Islands under the United 
Nations Charter, including the need to respect the principle of self-determination, 
make it quite unrealistic to expect Britain to enter into negotiations with 
Argentina over sovereignty. The Argentine invasion has radically altered the 
situation. It will be a long time before confidence in Argentine intentions can be 
re-established to the point where the prospect of such negotiations could 
responsibly be entertained. 

I have the honour to request that this letter be circulated as a document of 
the Security Council. 

(Signed) J. A. THOMSON 


